
1 
 

Online Appendix to ‘Is Information Power? 
Using Mobile Phones and Free Newspapers during an Election in Mozambique’ 

 

Jenny C. Aker, Paul Collier, and Pedro C. Vicente 

 

 

In this online appendix, we show auxiliary figures and tables helping with the description 

of the context and design of our experiment: these include the trends in Mozambican 

voter turnout, the treatment materials, the map of the sample, the materials relating to the 

behavioral measure of demand for political accountability, a representation of the timing 

of the experiment, the conceptual comparison of our treatments, and the spelling of the 

survey questions employed in the paper. We then display the full balance tests, which are 

discussed in the text of the paper. Finally, we show four sets of additional results, not 

included in the text of the paper. First, we show robustness results relating to the electoral 

results at the level of the polling location. Second, we present additional results using our 

individual level outcomes: these include our individual-level measures of turnout and 

voting for candidates/parties, and the distinction between treatment effects on the targeted 

and on the untargeted individuals. Third, we display our robustness results taking into 

account individual (survey) attrition. Finally, we show tests of treatment contamination to 

untreated locations. 
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I. Context and design of the experiment: auxiliary figures and tables 

 

In this section we show auxiliary figures and tables helping with the description of the 

context and the design of our experiment. These figures and tables include the depiction 

of the trends in Mozambican voter turnout, compared with other countries in the region 

(OA Figures 1 and 2), the treatment materials (OA Figures 3, 4, and 5), the map of the 

sample (OA Figure 6), the materials relating to the behavioral measure of demand for 

political accountability (OA Figure 7), a representation of the timing of the experiment 

(OA Figure 8), the conceptual comparison of our treatments (OA Table 1), and the 

spelling of the survey questions employed in the paper (OA Table 2). 



3 
 

OA Figure 1: Turnout and score of the main parties in the Mozambican elections  
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Note: The source is the African Elections Database, 2014. For each year, we average across parliamentary and presidential elections (presidential candidates are assigned to 
the corresponding party). 
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OA Figure 2: Turnout trends in SADC countries 
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Note: The source is IDEA - International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance, 2014. All SADC countries are included except Swaziland, which does not allow 
political parties. Both presidential and parliamentary elections are included. When both presidential and parliamentary elections are held in the same year, we average turnout 
across the two elections. 
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OA Figure 3: Civic education leaflet by CNE/STAE 
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Translation for OA Figure 3: 
 
One sole day: October 28, 2009. 
For free, fair, and transparent elections. 
Voting steps. 
4th General Elections (Presidential and Parliamentary) and 1st Elections for Provincial 
Assemblies. 
The voting is done following the procedure that is described below. 

a) The voter presents him/herself to the voting table, shows his/her hands to the 
members of the voting table, and hands in his/her voting card. 

b) After recognition of the voter and verification of his/her registration, the president 
of the voting table delivers the voter three ballot papers (one for the Presidential 
election, another for the Parliamentary election, and another for the Provincial 
Assembies’ election). 

c) The voter then goes alone to the voting booth, and marks one X or, in case he/she 
is illiterate, prints his/her finger prints by the candidate/party of his/her choice on 
each ballot paper. Subsequently, the voter folds each ballot paper in four parts. 

d) Witnessed by the members of the voting table, the voter deposits each ballot paper 
in the corresponding ballot box (each ballot box has a different color, and a 
different label, i.e., PR ‘President’, AR ‘National Assembly’, and AP ‘Provincial 
Assembly’). A member of the voting table confirms the voting by signing the 
voter registration book by the name of the voter in the reserved column. 

e) After voting, the voter dips his/her finger in special ink (indelible). 
f) Finally, the voter receives back his/her voting card and leaves the ballot station. 

Note: If the voter makes a mistake in one of his ballot papers, he can ask the voting table 
for a replacement ballot paper. The voter needs to return the first ballot paper to the 
voting table. 
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OA Figure 4: Hotline leaflet  
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Translation for OA Figure 4: 
 
We improve the elections! 
Report problems during the electoral campaign/ Report problems during the day of the 
elections 
Send messages SMS with the format 
Local space problem 
For example 
“EPC Quelimane disturbances at the rally”/“EPC Quelimane voting location moved” 
To 
821112 or 8413333 
Sponsors: 
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OA Figure 5: Newspaper @Verdade (front page – election-week edition; civic education page; hotline page)  
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Translation for OA Figure 5: 
 
Left panel: front page of the newspaper in the week of the elections 
Main news item: 
Wednesday, October 28, the people have voice: Let’s vote 
The choices for the Parliamentary elections; the choices for the Provincial Assemblies’ elections; the choices for the Presidential 
elections. 
Bottom: 
Tell us about your voting experience on the 28th. Send an SMS message with the format LOCAL (neighborhood, locality, province) 
space problem. 821111 8412222 Hotline name ‘Reporting Citizen.’ 
Left hand side news items are unrelated to politics. 
 
Middle panel: Newspaper version of the official CNE/STAE leaflet 
Voting steps. 
4th General Elections (Presidential and Parliamentary) and 1st Elections for Provincial Assemblies. 
One sole day, let’s all vote, October 28, 2009. 
 
Right panel: Newspaper hotline 
Hotline name ‘Reporting Citizen’ 
Did you see a problem? Do you have an occurrence to report? 
Help us protecting the vote of the Mozambicans! 
Follow your duty as citizen by sending an SMS message. 
821111 8412222 
Send useful messages. Send an SMS message with the format LOCAL (neighborhood, locality, province) space problem. For 
example: “Zumbo, Tete, there is violence on the main street.” 
You can help! Be a ‘Reporting Citizen.’ Send an occurrence about the electoral campaign; share what you have seen, and what is 
happening in your locality. 
Through the sending of SMS or the reporting at this website (www.verdade.co.mz/eleicoes2009/), the Mozambican citizen can 
become a reporter of what he/she is witnessing, informing about any occurrence that goes against the rules. 
With our participation in this initiative, we are becoming better citizens. We are fighting for the integrity of the electoral process. 
Truthful reporting will be guaranteed by the contributions of peers, who will be watching for misreporting. 
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OA Figure 6: Experimental locations in Cabo Delgado, Gaza, Maputo-

Province, and Zambezia 



12 
 

OA Figure 7: Open letter leaflet 
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Translation for OA Figure 7: 
 
Open letter to the President-elect! 
Tell the President-elect what should be done in the country during the new mandate. 
We commit to give him the letter in hand! 
Your locality is one in 160 localities, where this initiative is happening. 
Send messages SMS with the format 
Local space policy 
For example 
“EPC Quelimane fight against poverty”/“EPC Quelimane more schools and hospitals” 
To 
821112 or 8413333 
Until December 15, 2009. 
Sponsors: 
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OA Figure 8: The timing of the experiment 
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OA Table 1: Summary of main characteristics of the treatments

Treatments Neutral electoral 
information

Information on 
electoral problems

Independent 
source

Emphasis on 
coordination

Civic Education ++ -- - +
Hotline - ++ ++ ++

Newspaper + + + +
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OA Table 2: Individual survey measures - mediating outcomes
indices variables

elections
mandate

candidates
parties

understand abstention

schools
clinics

electricity
jobs

vote-buying in elections

vote-buying - difference

careful about politics - difference

political conflict

political conflict - difference

destruction - difference
violence in elections

intimidation

intimidation by frelimo

neutralilty of electoral commission

information about the 
elections

trust electoral commission

electoral violence and 
intimidation

confusion between 
state and ruling party

problematic elections
vote miscounting

vote-buying

OA Table 2: Individual survey measures - mediating outcomes
phrasing of the question original scale

Do you know which elections took place on the 28th October? presidential/parliamentary/provincial (1-3)
What is the duration of a presidential mandate? 2-5 years (0-1)
Do you know the names of the candidates in the Presidential elections of the 28th October? names of the candidates (0-1)
Can you name 5 parties running in the Parliementary elections of the 28th October? party names (0-2)
Do you know what electoral abstention means? interviewer assesses understanding (0-2)
You trust the following institutions. CNE: Electoral Commission. Agree or disagree? disagree/agree (1-5)
CNE, the Electoral Commission, is independent, i.e., it is neutral relative to the parties. Agree or disagree? disagree/agree (1-5)
Tell us if the following happened in your community: school construction/improvement. If yes, who was responsible for it? state/frelimo (0-1)
Tell us if the following happened in your community: clinic construction/improvement. If yes, who was responsible for it? state/frelimo (0-1)
Tell us if the following happened in your community: expansion of electricity network. If yes, who was responsible for it? state/frelimo (0-1)
Tell us if the following happened in your community: job creation. If yes, who was responsible for it? state/frelimo (0-1)
Generally, to what extent were the October 2009 elections free and fair? free and fair/neither free nor fair (1-4)
To what extent do you think the counting process of the October 2009 elections was fair? fair/unfair (1-7)
To what extent were the October 2009 elections free and fair in terms of vote-buying by parties and candidates? free and fair/neither free nor fair (1-4)
Comparing to 2 months ago when we last visited, to what extent people in your community have been offered money, 
food, or presents in exchange for their votes? less/more (1-5)

Comparing to 2 months ago when we last visited, how often people have to be careful about what they say about politics? less/more (1-5)
In this country, during the electoral campaign of october 2009, how often has competition between political parties 
produced violent conflicts? never/always (1-4)

Comparing to 2 months ago when we last visited, how often has competition between political parties produced violent 
conflicts? less/more (1-5)

Comparing to 2 months ago when we last visited, how often have people purposely destroyed campaign materials? less/more (1-5)
To what extent were the October 2009 elections free and fair in terms of use of violence by parties and candidates? free and fair/neither free nor fair (1-4)
During the eelectoral campaign of October 2009, how often someone threatened people in your community with negative 
consequences unless they voted in a certain way? never/very often (1-4)

Which part was behind these threats? Frelimo. no/yes (0-1)
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II. Balance tests 

 

In this section we show balance tests as described in the text of the paper. 

 

Table 3a shows location characteristics, mainly related to the existence of local 

infrastructures. We note that the average control location has 98 percent probability of 

having a school but only 22 percent probability of having a sewage removal system. The 

only significant difference is that health centers are less likely to exist in newspaper 

areas. We also report in this table differences in attrition rates for survey respondents 

across treatments and control, and find no statistically significant differences. 

 

Tables 3b and 3c report the individual demographic profiles of our survey respondents. 

These include basic demographics (gender, age, household characteristics, marital status, 

schooling), ethnicity, religion, occupation, assets and expenditure. These tables not only 

include the full (baseline) sample, but also the post-election survey sample, in order to 

assess the impact of panel attrition on pre-treatment balance. The average survey 

respondent in the control group was 38 years old. 80 percent of these individuals reported 

being literate. The main ethnicities represented were Changana (the dominant group in 

the South) and Macua (the dominant group in Cabo Delgado). The average expenditure 

per household was 127 MZN per day (just over 4 USD), and 71 percent of the households 

owned a mobile phone. We observe that, for the baseline sample, only one occupational 

dummy is statistically significant, for the civic education treatment. The picture is only 

slightly changed when the post-election sample is considered: gender for the civic 
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education, household size for the hotline, being married or in a union for the newspaper, 

two occupational dummies (including the one that was already significant for the baseline 

sample) for the civic education, and another occupational dummy for the newspaper 

show statistically significant differences. 

 

In Table 3d we display baseline electoral results for the 2004 (presidential and 

parliamentary) elections at the level of the polling location. The average control location 

had 41 percent turnout in the 2004 elections, slightly higher than the national average in 

those elections. 71 percent voted for Guebuza and 67 voted for FRELIMO. We see no 

statistically significant differences whatsoever across the different comparison groups. 

 

We assess balance of baseline outcomes across treatment and control locations in Table 

3e. These include voting intentions for the 2009 elections, past voting in 2004, and 

survey outcomes relating to views about the electoral commission and about electoral 

problems. As described in the text of the paper, all these baseline measurements 

happened after treated respondents were given the materials (leaflets and newspapers) for 

the treatments. We do not find any statistically significant differences, i.e., we do not 

observe changes with the distribution of the campaign materials and corresponding 

discussions at the time of the baseline survey. Hence, we do not to find evidence in favor 

of either first reactions (when considering voting intentions, current views, and 

expectations) or conformity biases (when considering reports about the past). 
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OA Table 3a: Location characteristics - differences across treatments and control

control civic 
education hotline newspaper joint F-stat 

p-value
0.000 -0.001 -0.001

(0.034) (0.035) (0.035)
-0.024 -0.012 -0.102
(0.112) (0.113) (0.112)
0.049 0.137 0.025

(0.112) (0.111) (0.113)
-0.000 -0.117 -0.009
(0.104) (0.098) (0.105)
-0.049 -0.070 -0.040
(0.088) (0.087) (0.090)
-0.171 -0.057 -0.219**
(0.105) (0.103) (0.107)
0.024 -0.057 -0.065

(0.098) (0.103) (0.104)
0.000 -0.002 -0.031

(0.066) (0.067) (0.071)
0.024 0.033 -0.086

(0.105) (0.106) (0.101)
-0.098 -0.043 0.039
(0.092) (0.097) (0.102)
-0.025 -0.046 -0.012
(0.030) (0.035) (0.035)

Note: Standard errors of the differences reported in parenthesis. * significant at 10%; ** significant 
at 5%; *** significant at 1%.

0.525

panel drops 0.361 0.506

temple 0.902 0.965

meeting room 0.317 0.656

police 0.512 0.805

electricity 0.488 0.636

school 0.976 1.000

health center 0.732 0.160

recreation facility 0.732 0.781

piped water 0.317 0.594

sewage removal 0.220 0.876

paved road 0.268
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OA Table 3b: Individual characteristics - differences across treatment and control groups; for both baseline and post-election samples

control civic 
education hotline newspaper joint F-stat 

p-value control civic 
education hotline newspaper joint F-stat 

p-value
-0.028 0.007 0.013 -0.067* 0.017 0.034
(0.031) (0.030) (0.031) (0.040) (0.042) (0.041)
-1.182 -0.083 -1.664 0.016 1.855 -0.324
(1.216) (1.288) (1.201) (1.250) (1.397) (1.387)
-0.008 -0.005 0.017 -0.019 -0.009 0.041
(0.032) (0.033) (0.032) (0.042) (0.042) (0.044)
0.331 0.352 0.177 0.207 0.430* 0.199

(0.261) (0.220) (0.233) (0.268) (0.253) (0.270)
0.017 0.020 0.018 -0.029 0.001 -0.033

(0.027) (0.027) (0.030) (0.035) (0.037) (0.038)
0.000 0.008 0.024 0.040 0.036 0.082**

(0.034) (0.035) (0.032) (0.044) (0.045) (0.041)
0.024 -0.017 -0.033 0.048 0.012 -0.018

(0.039) (0.037) (0.030) (0.041) (0.039) (0.033)
-0.002 -0.009 0.002 -0.023 -0.006 -0.004
(0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.023) (0.025) (0.025)
-0.024 0.017 0.033 -0.048 -0.012 0.018
(0.039) (0.037) (0.030) (0.041) (0.039) (0.033)
0.013 -0.030 0.023 0.001 -0.024 0.040

(0.034) (0.030) (0.035) (0.041) (0.039) (0.042)
-0.010 0.011 -0.021 -0.008 0.002 -0.022
(0.031) (0.031) (0.032) (0.034) (0.034) (0.035)
0.028 0.009 0.029 0.014 0.016 0.021

(0.088) (0.088) (0.091) (0.091) (0.093) (0.094)
-0.030 -0.006 -0.030 -0.037 -0.007 -0.037
(0.081) (0.081) (0.079) (0.085) (0.086) (0.082)
-0.008 -0.031 0.003 -0.007 -0.047 0.001
(0.056) (0.051) (0.060) (0.066) (0.057) (0.070)
0.012 -0.002 0.000 0.001 -0.023 -0.014

(0.050) (0.051) (0.055) (0.056) (0.053) (0.058)
-0.022 -0.021 -0.015 -0.018 -0.019 -0.016
(0.027) (0.027) (0.029) (0.025) (0.023) (0.027)
0.009 -0.003 -0.003 0.026 0.016 0.015

(0.034) (0.033) (0.028) (0.030) (0.033) (0.021)

literate

primary school

incomplete secondary school

ethnicity

Note: Standard errors of the differences reported in parenthesis; standard errors are corrected by clustering at the location (enumeration area) level. * significant at 10%; ** significant 
at 5%; *** significant at 1%.

basic 
demographics

male

age

household head

household size

single

married or in a union

no schooling

informal schooling

maconde 0.985 0.021 0.774

lomue 0.104 0.882

chuabo 0.093 0.992 0.104 0.958

chironga 0.064 0.857 0.059 0.857

0.040

0.118 0.683

changana 0.342 0.984 0.349 0.996

macua 0.231 0.971 0.242 0.955

0.164 0.757 0.166 0.894

0.283 0.393 0.284 0.433

0.803 0.388 0.827 0.298

0.071 0.962 0.080 0.744

0.197 0.388 0.173 0.298

0.717 0.866 0.685 0.268

0.164 0.894 0.190 0.649

5.657 0.380 5.758 0.407

0.748 0.789 0.744 0.313

38.321 0.398 36.965 0.398

baseline - full sample post-election sample

0.454 0.557 0.443 0.071
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OA Table 3c: Individual characteristics - differences across treatment and control groups; for both baseline and post-election samples

control civic 
education hotline newspaper joint F-stat 

p-value control civic 
education hotline newspaper joint F-stat 

p-value
-0.051 -0.054 -0.046 -0.019 -0.083 -0.079
(0.050) (0.055) (0.050) (0.058) (0.061) (0.056)
0.033 0.006 0.007 0.027 0.044 0.036

(0.062) (0.065) (0.062) (0.063) (0.069) (0.063)
-0.001 0.035 0.032 -0.013 0.034 0.040
(0.061) (0.068) (0.068) (0.064) (0.072) (0.071)
-0.036 0.014 -0.007 -0.048 -0.001 -0.027
(0.037) (0.041) (0.035) (0.041) (0.046) (0.038)
0.022 -0.024 -0.035 0.023 -0.004 -0.027

(0.056) (0.060) (0.058) (0.061) (0.068) (0.063)
0.011 0.015 0.002 -0.002 0.005 -0.006

(0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.018) (0.019) (0.019)
-0.018 0.004 0.005 -0.032** -0.002 0.013
(0.012) (0.013) (0.014) (0.015) (0.017) (0.020)
-0.011 0.016 0.013 -0.012 0.005 0.013
(0.017) (0.018) (0.017) (0.018) (0.019) (0.020)
-0.011 0.003 -0.001 -0.015 -0.011 -0.024*
(0.011) (0.012) (0.013) (0.014) (0.015) (0.014)
0.000 0.022 0.010 -0.005 0.012 0.005

(0.014) (0.025) (0.016) (0.015) (0.026) (0.019)
0.027* 0.012 0.006 0.033* 0.009 0.001
(0.015) (0.012) (0.012) (0.019) (0.013) (0.016)
0.011 0.001 0.011 0.005 -0.011 -0.006

(0.015) (0.013) (0.013) (0.019) (0.018) (0.017)
-0.006 -0.022 -0.016 -0.004 -0.035 -0.020
(0.024) (0.025) (0.025) (0.029) (0.029) (0.030)
0.002 0.004 -0.022 0.021 0.025 -0.009

(0.029) (0.027) (0.027) (0.030) (0.029) (0.031)
-0.008 0.018 -0.018 -0.050 -0.040 -0.041
(0.051) (0.047) (0.051) (0.056) (0.057) (0.059)
-0.001 -0.009 0.013 -0.004 0.009 0.005
(0.040) (0.043) (0.044) (0.044) (0.051) (0.047)
-0.001 0.051 0.034 0.029 0.063 0.029
(0.059) (0.058) (0.055) (0.064) (0.064) (0.064)
3.526 -0.860 3.431 2.117 9.897 5.147

(16.270) (15.926) (16.008) (16.465) (16.739) (15.882)
0.186 0.024 0.052 0.102 -0.045 -0.062

(0.154) (0.133) (0.135) (0.161) (0.147) (0.143)
networks distance 1.156 0.665 1.212 0.755

baseline - full sample post-election sample

religion

occupation

assets and 
expenditure

Note: Standard errors of the differences reported in parenthesis; standard errors are corrected by clustering at the location (enumeration area) level. * significant at 10%; ** significant 
at 5%; *** significant at 1%.

expenditure 127.203 0.987 121.497 0.942

cell phone 0.710 0.749 0.699 0.809

cattle 0.255 0.972 0.253 0.994

land 0.608 0.889 0.647 0.825

house 0.847 0.712 0.844 0.580

stays at home 0.137 0.804 0.149 0.608

student 0.031 0.757 0.042 0.828

public official 0.020 0.341 0.024 0.351

teacher 0.044 0.754 0.045 0.889

wage employee 0.029 0.454 0.038 0.348

unskilled worker 0.056 0.378 0.052 0.539

artisan 0.044 0.204 0.049 0.010

retail informal sector 0.033 0.650 0.045 0.955

agriculture 0.343 0.728 0.339 0.852

has a job 0.259 0.650 0.253 0.624

muslim 0.206 0.920 0.211 0.858

protestant 0.341 0.949 0.318 0.911

catholic 0.398 0.689 0.408 0.382



22 
 

   

OA Table 3d: Baseline electoral results - differences across treatments and control

control civic 
education hotline newspaper joint F-stat 

p-value
-201.878 69.185 230.380
(613.452) (720.236) (722.124)

-0.019 -0.006 -0.028
(0.027) (0.034) (0.030)
0.038 0.007 -0.012

(0.046) (0.047) (0.048)
-0.028 -0.007 0.019
(0.041) (0.042) (0.043)
-0.004 0.002 -0.002
(0.003) (0.005) (0.003)
-0.005 -0.001 -0.004
(0.005) (0.006) (0.005)
-0.027 -0.005 -0.032
(0.027) (0.036) (0.029)
0.040 0.016 -0.010

(0.046) (0.046) (0.047)
-0.029 -0.013 0.014
(0.037) (0.037) (0.040)
-0.007 0.002 -0.003
(0.004) (0.007) (0.004)
-0.005 -0.005 -0.004
(0.008) (0.009) (0.008)
42.293 -49.671 378.110

(554.263) (541.481) (631.748)

0.768

renamo 2004 0.179 0.694

presidential blank 2004 0.032

Note: Standard errors of the differences reported in parenthesis. * significant at 10%; ** significant 
at 5%; *** significant at 1%.

registered voters 2009 4,013.146 0.896

parliamentary null 2004 0.039 0.486

parliamentary blank 2004 0.055 0.895

frelimo 2004 0.673 0.714

parliamentary turnout 2004 0.414 0.694

dhlakama 2004 0.188 0.725

guebuza 2004 0.714 0.736

presidential null 2004 0.035 0.654

registered voters 2004 4,768.415 0.947

presidential turnout 2004 0.407 0.819
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OA Table 3e: Individual outcomes at the baseline - differences across treatment and control groups; for both baseline and post-election samples

control civic 
education hotline newspaper joint F-stat 

p-value control civic 
education hotline newspaper joint F-stat 

p-value
0.013 0.008 -0.004 0.011 0.015 0.010

(0.009) (0.009) (0.011) (0.013) (0.011) (0.012)
0.020 0.022 0.004 0.016 0.030 0.036

(0.031) (0.032) (0.032) (0.037) (0.040) (0.034)
0.002 0.007 0.006 0.011 0.008 0.013

(0.009) (0.012) (0.010) (0.010) (0.014) (0.012)
-0.006 -0.014 -0.009 -0.004 -0.021 -0.024
(0.016) (0.015) (0.015) (0.024) (0.022) (0.021)
0.029 0.025 -0.012 0.007 0.025 0.004

(0.021) (0.023) (0.025) (0.028) (0.032) (0.028)
-0.003 0.001 -0.002 0.007 0.008 0.005
(0.008) (0.012) (0.009) (0.010) (0.015) (0.010)
-0.016 0.001 -0.021 -0.019 -0.003 -0.014
(0.016) (0.013) (0.014) (0.019) (0.018) (0.017)
0.002 -0.009 -0.011 -0.012 0.003 0.003

(0.031) (0.031) (0.032) (0.035) (0.037) (0.033)
0.000 0.003 -0.002 0.011 0.007 0.004

(0.009) (0.011) (0.008) (0.011) (0.013) (0.008)
0.015 0.000 0.001 0.006 0.012 0.017

(0.033) (0.033) (0.032) (0.037) (0.038) (0.035)
-0.002 0.003 -0.001 0.011 0.011 0.004
(0.009) (0.011) (0.008) (0.011) (0.013) (0.008)
0.020 -0.060 0.010 0.016 -0.056 0.095

(0.095) (0.103) (0.098) (0.113) (0.120) (0.114)
0.057 0.064 0.079 0.091 0.106 0.157

(0.092) (0.095) (0.095) (0.107) (0.108) (0.104)
-0.054 0.039 0.018 -0.041 0.086 -0.041
(0.103) (0.113) (0.106) (0.124) (0.130) (0.117)
-0.067 0.041 -0.051 -0.081 -0.063 -0.128
(0.081) (0.090) (0.085) (0.108) (0.115) (0.108)
-0.048 -0.033 -0.097 -0.030 -0.020 -0.095
(0.074) (0.071) (0.079) (0.100) (0.091) (0.105)
-0.044 0.009 -0.101 -0.032 -0.035 -0.069
(0.078) (0.079) (0.081) (0.098) (0.098) (0.101)

Note: Standard errors of the differences reported in parenthesis; standard errors are corrected by clustering at the location (enumeration area) level. * significant at 10%; ** significant 
at 5%; *** significant at 1%.

0.041 0.697

0.713

0.507

0.879

0.511

0.619

voting 
intentions 

2009

past voting 
2004

problematic elections 2004 0.000 0.821 -0.007

neutrality of electoral 
commission 0.000 0.846 -0.020

0.009

simango 0.037 0.785 0.050

turnout 0.975 0.284 0.972

violence in elections 2009 -0.000 0.557 -0.017 0.924

vote-buying in elections 2009 -0.000 0.670 -0.015 0.826

renamo 0.017 0.966 0.008 0.696

frelimo 0.785 0.961 0.785 0.969

trust electoral commission -0.000 0.852 -0.038 0.593

vote miscounting 2009 0.000 0.591

guebuza 0.807 0.970 0.811 0.971

turnout 0.968 0.337 0.967 0.724

0.980 0.008 0.762dhlakama 0.017

frelimo 0.903 0.300 0.906 0.890

renamo 0.017 0.973

dhlakama 0.016 0.903 0.008 0.601

guebuza 0.866 0.859 0.855 0.741

baseline - full sample post-election sample

survey 
outcomes
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III. Voting outcomes at the level of the polling location: robustness 

 

In this section we show treatment effects using electoral outcomes for the parliamentary 

elections of 2009 at the level of the polling location (OA Table 4). Results are similar to 

the results for the presidential elections, shown in the paper. We also show results 

employing the Lasso procedure (Least Absolute Shrinkage and Selection Operator) for 

the selection of control variables (OA Tables 5). The standard Lasso procedure 

minimizes Mallows’ Cp statistic (as measure of fit) when choosing where to stop in the 

stepwise addition of controls. We complied with this standard procedure in the results 

shown. Controls were selected for each regression from available controls at the level of 

the enumeration area/polling location. These results serve as robustness for the results in 

Table 1 in the paper and in OA Table 4 in this online appendix. 
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OA Table 4: Official ballot station outcomes (parliamentary elections)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
coefficient 0.046* 0.052** 0.040* 0.039* -0.036** -0.038** 0.003 0.005 -0.006* -0.006*
standard error (0.025) (0.025) (0.021) (0.021) (0.016) (0.016) (0.012) (0.011) (0.003) (0.003)
coefficient 0.052** 0.056** 0.018 0.020 -0.014 -0.015 0.002 0.001 -0.003 -0.004
standard error (0.025) (0.025) (0.021) (0.021) (0.016) (0.016) (0.013) (0.011) (0.003) (0.003)
coefficient 0.048* 0.055** 0.034 0.036* -0.019 -0.021 -0.008 -0.008 -0.003 -0.003
standard error (0.025) (0.025) (0.022) (0.021) (0.016) (0.016) (0.013) (0.012) (0.003) (0.003)

0.438 0.438 0.722 0.722 0.136 0.136 0.081 0.081 0.028 0.028
0.366 0.373 0.639 0.665 0.622 0.627 0.210 0.355 0.127 0.145
161 161 161 161 161 161 161 161 161 161

h0: civic education = hotline F-stat p-value 0.831 0.875 0.301 0.370 0.158 0.155 0.923 0.739 0.403 0.456
h0: civic education = newspaper F-stat p-value 0.949 0.887 0.766 0.888 0.281 0.318 0.361 0.264 0.381 0.307

h0: hotline = newspaper F-stat p-value 0.883 0.990 0.467 0.462 0.746 0.693 0.417 0.430 0.963 0.770
h0: all treatments = 0 F-stat p-value 0.123 0.071 0.236 0.223 0.143 0.123 0.799 0.726 0.332 0.335

no yes no yes no yes no yes no yescontrols

Note: All regressions are OLS. All dependent variables are shares: for turnout, we divide by the number of registered voters; for party scores, blank votes, and null votes, we divide by the number 
of votes. FRELIMO and RENAMO are political parties. Controls are enumeration area/polling location characteristics, which include number of polling tables, and whether the location has public 
infrastructures/services. All regressions include province dummies. Standard errors reported in parenthesis. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%.

civic education

hotline

newspaper

mean dep. variable (control)
r-squared adjusted

number of observations

dependent variable ------>
parliamentary elections

turnout frelimo renamo blank votes null votes
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OA Table 5a: Official ballot station outcomes (presidential elections) - controls using Lasso

turnout guebuza dhlakama simango blank votes null votes
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

coefficient 0.053** 0.048** -0.030* -0.013* 0.001 -0.004
standard error (0.025) (0.020) (0.016) (0.008) (0.009) (0.004)
coefficient 0.056** 0.019 -0.005 -0.002 0.002 -0.004
standard error (0.025) (0.020) (0.017) (0.008) (0.009) (0.004)
coefficient 0.063** 0.043** -0.017 -0.016** -0.002 -0.006*
standard error (0.026) (0.021) (0.017) (0.008) (0.009) (0.004)

0.440 0.723 0.114 0.069 0.057 0.036
0.372 0.674 0.565 0.447 0.423 0.178
161 161 161 161 161 161

h0: civic education = hotline F-stat p-value 0.926 0.158 0.140 0.151 0.842 0.831
h0: civic education = newspaper F-stat p-value 0.715 0.808 0.453 0.633 0.750 0.439

h0: hotline = newspaper F-stat p-value 0.790 0.259 0.479 0.065 0.618 0.584
h0: all treatments = 0 F-stat p-value 0.062 0.080 0.280 0.104 0.968 0.372

dependent variable ------>
presidential elections

Note: All regressions are OLS. All dependent variables are shares: for turnout, we divide by the number of registered voters; for candidate scores, 
blank votes, and null votes, we divide by the number of votes. Guebuza, Dhlakama, and Simango are presidential candidates. Controls are selected 
for each regression using Lasso selection procedure from the set of enumeration area/polling location characteristics, which include number of 
polling tables, and whether the location has public infrastructures/services. All regressions include province dummies. Standard errors reported in 
parenthesis. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%.

civic education

hotline

newspaper

mean dep. variable (control)
r-squared adjusted

number of observations
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OA Table 5b: Official ballot station outcomes (parliamentary elections) - controls using Lasso

turnout frelimo renamo blank votes null votes
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

coefficient 0.051** 0.038* -0.037** 0.006 -0.005
standard error (0.025) (0.021) (0.016) (0.011) (0.003)
coefficient 0.056** 0.011 -0.007 0.007 -0.003
standard error (0.025) (0.021) (0.016) (0.011) (0.003)
coefficient 0.060** 0.030 -0.024 -0.004 -0.001
standard error (0.026) (0.021) (0.017) (0.011) (0.003)

0.438 0.722 0.136 0.081 0.028
0.364 0.678 0.629 0.388 0.160
161 161 161 161 161

h0: civic education = hotline F-stat p-value 0.852 0.192 0.068 0.913 0.561
h0: civic education = newspaper F-stat p-value 0.739 0.714 0.431 0.352 0.309

h0: hotline = newspaper F-stat p-value 0.885 0.365 0.310 0.305 0.668
h0: all treatments = 0 F-stat p-value 0.070 0.258 0.100 0.708 0.503

Note: All regressions are OLS. All dependent variables are shares: for turnout, we divide by the number of registered voters; for 
party scores, blank votes, and null votes, we divide by the number of votes. FRELIMO and RENAMO are parties. Controls are 
selected using Lasso selection procedure from the set of enumeration area/polling location characteristics, which include number 
of polling tables, and whether the location has public infrastructures/services. All regressions include province dummies. Standard 
errors reported in parenthesis. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%.

parliamentary elections
dependent variable ------>

civic education

hotline

newspaper

mean dep. variable (control)
r-squared adjusted

number of observations
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IV. Outcomes at the level of the individual: additional results 

 

In this section, we present additional results not included in the paper relating to 

individual-level outcomes. 

 

A. Voting measures: definitions 

Our measurements of individual electoral behavior were gathered in the context of the 

post-election survey. We were particularly careful with our measurement of voter 

turnout. We dedicated a module of the questionnaire to asking questions about all details 

of the election-day experience of the respondent. We construct four alternative measures 

of individual turnout. The details (including coding) of the questions used for the 

construction of these measures of turnout are given in OA Table 6. All these measures are 

between 0 and 1. The first (self-reported) is self-reported turnout. The second (finger 

knowledge) is an indicator of whether the respondent showed the index finger without 

hesitation when asked which finger had been marked with indelible ink after voting. The 

third (inked finger) corresponds to the observation of whether the respondent’s finger was 

inked at the time of the interview. The fourth (interviewer assessment) is a final 

enumerator assessment on the likelihood that the respondent voted. Enumerators asked a 

number of auxiliary questions before making this judgment (see auxiliary questions in 

OA Table 6). Some of these questions related to ballot station facts, including the format 

of the ballot papers and of the ballot boxes (which were not part of the information 

conveyed through the treatments). Enumerators were also trained to watch body 



29 
 

language. In addition to turnout measures, we also gathered measures of voting for the 

candidates/parties. 

 

B. Voter turnout: descriptive statistics 

Average individual turnout in the control group using our four individual turnout 

measures is 88 percent for self-reported, 81 percent for finger knowledge, 24 percent for 

inked finger, and 75 percent for interviewer assessment. These figures are clearly 

different from the average turnout rate in the control polling locations, which is 44 

percent (Table 1 in the paper). Still, we have several plausible explanations for these 

discrepancies. We begin by noting the difference of 13 percentage points between self-

reported turnout and the final assessment of the interviewers, which is indicative of clear 

over-reporting of electoral participation by the survey respondents, noticed by 

enumerators during the post-election survey interview. At the same time, our design 

assumed that measures related to inked fingers could be more objective. However, 44 

percent average turnout in the control polling locations is clearly lower than 81 percent 

for the finger knowledge measure, and clearly higher than 24 percent for the inked finger 

measure. Three remarks are due here. First our survey sample is composed of heads of 

households and spouses who had access to mobile phones. We employed Afrobarometer 

data for Mozambique (rounds 3-5) to test the effect of being a head of household and/or 

using cell phones on reported voting in the 2004 and 2009 elections (OA Table 7). These 

individuals are more active politically than the full pool of voters, as verified in 

Afrobarometer data for Mozambique. Still, being a household head using cell phones 

increases turnout by only 13 percentage points in Afrobarometer data for our 
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experimental provinces. Second, our finger knowledge measure guarantees that the 

respondent confidently knew which finger should have been inked during the voting. 

However, it is possible that survey respondents were aware of the details of the inking 

procedure without having voted. It is then likely that the finger knowledge measure 

overestimates turnout. Third, even though the inked finger measure is more reliable in 

principle, the post-election survey lasted for several weeks after the elections: it is likely 

that ink marks disappeared for some voters before they were interviewed. It is then 

expected that the inked finger measure underestimates turnout. Despite the fact that our 

individual measures of turnout have imperfections, they are likely to be complementary. 

 

C. Results 

We divide our treatment effect results in this section between (1) effects on voter turnout 

using the inked finger measure (the most objective individual turnout measure), (2) 

treatment effects on the targeted and on the untargeted individuals for voter turnout 

(using the inked finger measure), the open letter, and the survey mediating outcomes, (3) 

effects on voter turnout using the other individual measures described above (including 

the distinction between targeted and untargeted), (4) and effects on individual voting for 

the candidates/parties (including the distinction between targeted and untargeted). 

 

C.1. Inked finger measure 

We observe statistically significant positive effects of all treatments on our inked finger 

turnout measure (OA Table 8, columns 1-2). Given the fact that the inked finger 

measurement relies on ink that is likely to disappear as the post-election survey is 
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implemented, we also add specifications controlling for survey-day dummies, and divide 

our sample according to the first and second halves of the survey duration (OA Table 8, 

columns 3-8). Note that we have balance in observables for each of these subsamples 

(OA Tables 9). Consistently with our concern about the inked finger measure, average 

turnout in the control group decreases from 30 (first half) to 19 (second half) percent. 

Still, treatment effects are relatively stable to all these different exercises, even if 

statistical significance is lost in some of them. 

 

C.2. Treatment effects on the targeted and on the untargeted for the main individual 

outcomes 

OA Table 10 shows the point estimates for direct treatment effects (comparing targeted 

individuals in treated locations with control individuals) and for indirect treatment effects 

(comparing untargeted individuals in treated locations with control individuals). These 

results are for the main individual outcomes we employ: inked finger turnout measure, 

open letter, and mediating survey outcomes. Even though we see clear differences 

between effects on the targeted and the untargeted for the measures of political behavior, 

we find few differences for survey mediating outcomes. The latter is suggestive that 

information and perception effects diffused easily within treated locations. 

 

C.3. Other voter turnout measures 

The treatment effects on the remaining individual measures of turnout (self-reported, 

finger knowledge, and interviewer assessment) are displayed in OA Table 11. Overall, 

we observe positive effects of all treatments on our individual turnout measures. Note 
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however that the civic education and the newspaper treatment affects are not statistically 

significant for the self-reported measure, and that the newspaper treatment effect is not 

statistically significant for the finger knowledge measure. For most regressions, there are 

no statistically significant differences across the treatments, and the three treatments are 

jointly different from zero. 

 

C.4. Voting for the candidates/parties 

We also analyze the effects of the interventions on self-reported voting for the 

presidential candidates and the parties running in the parliamentary elections (OA Table 

12). Consistently with the official results at the polling location level, we find for the 

civic education treatment a positive effect on voting for Guebuza/FRELIMO and a 

negative effect on voting for Dhlakama. We also note that adding enumerator dummies to 

our specification does not change treatment effects significantly. This is reassuring as 

conformity biases could be particularly prominent in survey reports of voting for the 

candidates. One additional possibility was that the treatment effects on voting for the 

candidates at the polling location level were produced by biased fieldworkers: we do not 

find evidence consistent with that claim. 
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OA Table 6: Individual turnout survey measures

self-reported

finger knowledge

inked finger

interviewer assessment

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

measures

turnout measures

auxiliary survey 
questions

description of the question/measurement original scale coding

Which of the following sentences best describes your situation during the 2009 Elections?

(1) not a registered voter and not interested in voting/ 
(2) not a registered voter but would have liked to 

vote/ (3) registered voter and chose not to vote/ (4) 
registered voter but unable to vote/ (5) voted

missing if (1) or (2); 0 if (3) or (4); 1 if (5)

Which finger was marked with indelible ink after voting? showed index finger without hesitation/index finger 
without showing/wrong finger/does not know

used variable is 0-1; based on self-report if abstention; 
turnout if respondent showed index finger without 

hesitation

used variable is 0-1; based on self-report if abstention; 
turnout if respondent's index finger was marked with 

ink

(Question for the enumerator) How likely do you found that the respondent voted? (after asking all questions 1-19 below) not likely/very likely (1-7) used variable is 0-1; based on self-report if abstention; 
turnout given by the assessment of the enumerator

With whom did you go to vote on the election day? spouse/son/daughter/other person in 
household/neighbor/other/does not know

Indicate the name of the polling location and how can one reach that location. answer/does not know

What did you do during the election day, before and after voting? answer/does not know

How long did you take from your house to the polling location on the election day? hours:minutes/does not know

At what time did you arrive at the polling location on the election day? hours:minutes/does not know

Was there more than one polling table in your polling location? yes/no/does not know

How difficult was to find your polling table? easy/a bit difficult/very difficult/does not know

How long were you queuing to vote? hours:minutes/does not know

What happened when you were queuing to vote?
showed voting card/was assigned a number to 

mention at the table/there was discussion/other/does 
not know

We have heard that in your polling location a lady attacked with a 'catana' another lady. Do you remember having 
witnessed this episode?

does not remember/remembers vaguely/remembers 
well/does not know

How many people were sitting at your polling table? number/does not know

Did you know anyone from the people that were sitting at your polling table? yes/no/does not know

What happened when you reached your polling table?
showed voting card/mentioned the number assigned 
while queuing/your name was read in loud voice by 

the chair/other/does not know

How many ballot papers did you have to fill? number/does not know

Were there photos on the ballot papers? yes/no/does not know

Could you see anything outside from the cabin where you filled your ballot papers? yes/no/does not know

How many ballot boxes there were at your polling table? number/does not know

Were you able to see the ballot papers inside the ballot boxes, i.e., were the ballot boxes transparent? yes/no/does not know

Were the different ballot boxes colored diferently? yes/no/does not know
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OA Table 7: Effects of household head and using cell phones on voter turnout - Afrobarometer data

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
coefficient 0.130*** 0.124*** 0.121***
standard error (0.022) (0.025) (0.039)
coefficient 0.004 0.003 0.000
standard error (0.015) (0.019) (0.028)
coefficient 0.075*** 0.089*** 0.125***
standard error (0.027) (0.031) (0.038)

0.827 0.829 0.822 0.850 0.852 0.847 0.851 0.851 0.836
0.027 0.062 0.066 -0.000 0.014 0.010 0.008 0.067 0.106
1,970 1,900 776 2,817 2,764 1,102 831 824 342

no yes yes no yes yes no yes yes
no no yes no no yes no no yes

turnout 2004 (round 4)

household head * cell use

mean dep. variable

number of observations

Note: All regressions are OLS. The dependent variable is binary. Rounds 3 and 4 concern turnout in the 2004 Mozambican elections, while round 5 concerns turnout in the 2009 
Mozambican elections. The household head question was included in rounds 3 and 4, while questions on cell phone use were included in rounds 4 and 5. In specifications (3), 
(6), and (9) only our four experimental provinces (Cabo Delgado, Gaza, Maputo Province, and Zambezia), are included. Controls include district dummies, gender, education, 
property, and Afrobarometer round. Standard errors reported in parenthesis - these are corrected by clustering at the district level. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** 
significant at 1%.

r-squared adjusted

controls
experimental provinces

turnout 2004 (rounds 3 and 4)dependent variable ------>

household head

cell use

turnout 2004/2009 (rounds 4 and 5)
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OA Table 8: Individual turnout, inked finger measure (targeted plus untargeted)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
coefficient 0.052 0.057* 0.049 0.051 0.047 0.040 0.064* 0.052
standard error (0.032) (0.034) (0.031) (0.034) (0.047) (0.062) (0.038) (0.035)
coefficient 0.084** 0.073* 0.066* 0.062* 0.099** 0.106** 0.031 -0.031
standard error (0.039) (0.038) (0.037) (0.037) (0.048) (0.053) (0.052) (0.046)
coefficient 0.084** 0.096** 0.087** 0.095** 0.094* 0.115* 0.063 0.057
standard error (0.040) (0.042) (0.038) (0.041) (0.054) (0.066) (0.052) (0.050)

0.238 0.240 0.244 0.246 0.298 0.298 0.191 0.194
0.039 0.054 0.054 0.063 0.029 0.041 0.037 0.066
1,121 1,106 1,100 1,086 546 541 554 545

h0: civic education = hotline F-stat p-value 0.400 0.661 0.633 0.764 0.354 0.241 0.479 0.076
h0: civic education = newspaper F-stat p-value 0.413 0.324 0.278 0.224 0.442 0.223 0.977 0.914

h0: hotline = newspaper F-stat p-value 0.997 0.624 0.599 0.423 0.935 0.883 0.589 0.143
h0: all treatments = 0 F-stat p-value 0.084 0.085 0.107 0.119 0.140 0.147 0.387 0.240

full full full full 1st half 1st half 2nd half 2nd half
no no yes yes no no no no
no yes no yes no yes no yes

survey day controls
sample (time of survey)

dependent variable ------> individual turnout (targeted plus untargeted) - inked finger

Note: All regressions are OLS. All dependent variables are binary. See OA Table 6 for the specific definition of the dependent variable. Controls are enumeration 
area/polling location characteristics, which include whether the location has public infrastructures/services; and individual demographic characteristics. All regressions 
include province dummies. Standard errors reported in parenthesis - these are corrected by clustering at the location (enumeration area) level. * significant at 10%; ** 
significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%.

controls

civic education

hotline

newspaper

mean dep. variable (control)
r-squared adjusted

number of observations
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 OA Table 9a: Individual characteristics - differences across treatment and control groups; post-election sample, by halves

control civic 
education hotline newspaper joint F-stat 

p-value control civic 
education hotline newspaper joint F-stat 

p-value
-0.033 -0.008 0.030 -0.100** 0.041 0.029
(0.067) (0.060) (0.064) (0.050) (0.058) (0.058)
0.616 -0.571 -0.247 0.162 5.394** -0.362

(1.707) (1.581) (1.904) (1.844) (2.410) (1.980)
-0.011 -0.007 0.035 -0.044 -0.023 0.029
(0.077) (0.069) (0.073) (0.043) (0.050) (0.044)
-0.065 -0.078 0.087 0.467 0.911** 0.146
(0.428) (0.303) (0.324) (0.333) (0.383) (0.400)
-0.045 -0.004 -0.037 -0.014 -0.006 -0.025
(0.050) (0.049) (0.055) (0.051) (0.056) (0.054)
0.048 0.054 0.074 0.020 0.019 0.079

(0.069) (0.059) (0.061) (0.058) (0.066) (0.057)
0.118** 0.055 0.019 -0.026 -0.022 -0.060
(0.055) (0.049) (0.043) (0.059) (0.062) (0.050)
0.006 -0.005 -0.018 -0.050 0.003 0.016

(0.033) (0.027) (0.025) (0.036) (0.042) (0.045)
-0.118** -0.055 -0.019 0.026 0.022 0.060
(0.055) (0.049) (0.043) (0.059) (0.062) (0.050)
-0.022 -0.041 0.064 0.033 0.015 0.029
(0.054) (0.050) (0.060) (0.062) (0.059) (0.061)
-0.040 0.009 -0.019 0.010 -0.022 -0.034
(0.042) (0.042) (0.049) (0.052) (0.058) (0.048)
0.081 -0.012 0.064 -0.023 0.042 -0.029

(0.141) (0.123) (0.130) (0.121) (0.141) (0.133)
-0.003 -0.021 -0.063 -0.078 0.022 -0.009
(0.118) (0.106) (0.096) (0.119) (0.136) (0.128)
-0.018 0.019 -0.032 -0.014 -0.126 0.045
(0.058) (0.062) (0.054) (0.109) (0.092) (0.126)
0.004 -0.054 -0.027 0.031 0.002 0.001

(0.117) (0.097) (0.109) (0.020) (0.014) (0.018)
-0.052*** -0.022 -0.031 -0.004 -0.024 -0.002

(0.019) (0.024) (0.024) (0.044) (0.044) (0.052)
0.017 0.048 0.049* 0.032 -0.012 -0.013

(0.017) (0.048) (0.029) (0.049) (0.025) (0.025)

chironga 0.052 0.005 0.072 0.929

Note: Standard errors of the differences reported in parenthesis; standard errors are corrected by clustering at the location (enumeration area) level. * significant at 10%; ** significant 
at 5%; *** significant at 1%.

chuabo 0.187 0.923 0.014 0.447

macua 0.201 0.905 0.290 0.842

incomplete secondary school 0.172 0.635 0.167 0.709

ethnicity

changana 0.373 0.875 0.326 0.952

lomue 0.060 0.575 0.174 0.141

maconde -0.000 0.193 0.036 0.745

literate 0.881 0.159 0.768 0.642

primary school 0.276 0.306 0.275 0.945

no schooling 0.119 0.159 0.232 0.642

informal schooling 0.060 0.817 0.101 0.142

0.209 0.690 0.174 0.964

married or in a union 0.657 0.655 0.717 0.508

post-election sample:                                                                 
1st half of the conduction of the survey

post-election sample:                                                               
2nd half of the conduction of the survey

0.057

household head 0.724 0.799 0.775 0.300

basic 
demographics

male 0.418 0.833 0.471 0.032

age 37.806 0.904 35.783

household size 6.216 0.970 5.373 0.101

single
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OA Table 9b: Individual characteristics - differences across treatment and control groups; post-election sample, by halves

control civic 
education hotline newspaper joint F-stat 

p-value control civic 
education hotline newspaper joint F-stat 

p-value
-0.085 -0.039 -0.043 0.031 -0.148* -0.108
(0.090) (0.085) (0.078) (0.073) (0.082) (0.081)
0.009 0.018 0.015 0.053 0.086 0.062

(0.101) (0.094) (0.085) (0.081) (0.097) (0.093)
0.045 0.032 0.012 -0.057 0.039 0.064

(0.111) (0.102) (0.099) (0.070) (0.104) (0.102)
-0.097 -0.028 -0.055 0.011 0.031 0.017
(0.065) (0.073) (0.059) (0.051) (0.052) (0.050)
0.035 0.019 -0.014 -0.033 -0.036 -0.053

(0.087) (0.097) (0.086) (0.084) (0.091) (0.096)
0.043 0.020 0.005 -0.037 -0.001 -0.026

(0.026) (0.020) (0.020) (0.028) (0.034) (0.035)
-0.052*** -0.006 0.016 -0.021 -0.003 0.004

(0.020) (0.024) (0.028) (0.022) (0.025) (0.028)
-0.035 -0.013 0.029 0.009 0.020 -0.013
(0.029) (0.031) (0.033) (0.024) (0.026) (0.022)
-0.029 -0.007 -0.031 0.005 -0.005 -0.013
(0.020) (0.023) (0.019) (0.021) (0.021) (0.020)
-0.012 0.008 -0.018 -0.003 -0.011 0.020
(0.024) (0.034) (0.023) (0.020) (0.024) (0.032)
0.004 -0.009 -0.018 0.056** 0.025 0.016

(0.025) (0.023) (0.028) (0.023) (0.017) (0.015)
-0.012 -0.029 -0.018 0.030 0.010 0.018
(0.028) (0.023) (0.024) (0.024) (0.023) (0.022)
0.038 -0.014 0.024 -0.026 -0.040 -0.051

(0.047) (0.042) (0.047) (0.038) (0.042) (0.040)
-0.024 -0.006 -0.029 0.028 0.034 -0.010
(0.051) (0.044) (0.049) (0.039) (0.040) (0.044)
-0.097 -0.001 -0.031 -0.047 -0.086 -0.062
(0.083) (0.070) (0.075) (0.074) (0.086) (0.088)
0.021 0.043 0.025 -0.033 -0.034 -0.032

(0.056) (0.067) (0.063) (0.070) (0.074) (0.075)
-0.068 -0.054 -0.041 0.106 0.151 0.079
(0.080) (0.079) (0.067) (0.096) (0.094) (0.103)
-10.930 -3.298 -17.425 15.093 9.943 19.502
(31.284) (26.556) (25.690) (16.019) (17.619) (17.948)

0.066 -0.166 -0.176 0.147 0.114 0.070
(0.262) (0.217) (0.212) (0.191) (0.227) (0.187)

0.442

networks distance 1.281 0.612 1.137 0.864

Note: Standard errors of the differences reported in parenthesis; standard errors are corrected by clustering at the location (enumeration area) level. * significant at 10%; ** significant 
at 5%; *** significant at 1%.

expenditure 155.132 0.910 94.896 0.708

land 0.597 0.617 0.710 0.782

assets and 
expenditure

house 0.843 0.909 0.870 0.627

cattle 0.216 0.930 0.290 0.960

cell phone 0.813 0.810 0.609

0.667 0.152 0.625

student 0.053 0.617 0.022 0.631

unskilled worker 0.068 0.101 0.036 0.490

public official 0.045 0.850 0.007 0.065

teacher 0.053 0.788 0.043 0.837

0.209 0.976 0.217 0.539

artisan 0.060 0.002 0.043 0.602

retail informal sector 0.023 0.375 0.065 0.379

protestant 0.343 0.997 0.290 0.816

0.949

religion

catholic 0.388 0.824 0.420 0.063

muslim

occupation

has a job 0.269 0.495 0.217

agriculture 0.276 0.915 0.428 0.954

wage employee 0.038 0.240 0.029 0.737

stays at home 0.134

post-election sample:                                                                 
1st half of the conduction of the survey

post-election sample:                                                               
2nd half of the conduction of the survey
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OA Table 10: Treatment effects on the targeted and on the untargeted - individual outcomes

information 
about the 
elections

trust electoral 
commission

neutrality of 
electoral 

commission

confusion 
between state 

and ruling 
party

problematic 
elections

vote 
miscounting

campaign 
money 

misbehavior

electoral 
violence and 
intimidation

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
civic education coefficient 0.076** 0.053 0.159** 0.182** 0.102 -0.091 -0.032 -0.146* -0.009 -0.123***

hotline coefficient 0.087** -0.017 0.167*** 0.168** 0.168** -0.238*** 0.187** -0.049 0.036 -0.051
newspaper coefficient 0.105** 0.099** 0.159** 0.156* 0.119 -0.193*** 0.078 -0.055 0.189*** -0.064

civic education coefficient -0.007 0.108 0.156* 0.227* 0.118 -0.085 0.025 -0.109 -0.072 -0.178***
hotline coefficient 0.054 0.022 0.254*** 0.023 0.189 -0.213** 0.206 0.027 0.048 -0.120*

newspaper coefficient 0.080 0.088 0.174** 0.202* 0.133 -0.332*** -0.206* -0.197 -0.047 -0.084
F-stat p-value 0.217 0.412 0.974 0.722 0.909 0.943 0.655 0.799 0.596 0.318
F-stat p-value 0.656 0.320 0.153 0.250 0.844 0.794 0.896 0.520 0.895 0.264
F-stat p-value 0.760 0.853 0.833 0.698 0.898 0.216 0.021 0.334 0.041 0.782

open letterturnout - inked 
finger

mediating survey outcomes

Note: All regressions are OLS. All dependent variables are as in the previous tables. All regressions include province dummies and controls. Controls are as in the main results. Standard errors are corrected by clustering at the location (enumeration area) level. * significant at 10%; ** 
significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%.

dependent variable ------>

targeted vs. control

untargeted vs. control

h0: civic education targ = untarg
h0: hotline targ = untarg

h0: newspaper targ = untarg
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OA Table 11: Individual turnout - survey-based measures

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
coefficient 0.036 0.036 0.055** 0.055** 0.066** 0.074***
standard error (0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.025)
coefficient 0.072*** 0.065*** 0.068*** 0.053** 0.094*** 0.087***
standard error (0.024) (0.024) (0.026) (0.025) (0.024) (0.023)
coefficient 0.030 0.032 0.041 0.046 0.059* 0.066**
standard error (0.030) (0.027) (0.038) (0.033) (0.034) (0.029)

0.877 0.876 0.807 0.805 0.754 0.753
0.013 0.038 0.014 0.036 0.030 0.056
1,121 1,106 1,121 1,106 1,121 1,106

h0: civic education = hotline F-stat p-value 0.080 0.162 0.582 0.933 0.201 0.557
h0: civic education = newspaper F-stat p-value 0.832 0.871 0.691 0.779 0.828 0.784

h0: hotline = newspaper F-stat p-value 0.095 0.162 0.442 0.818 0.265 0.429
h0: all treatments = 0 F-stat p-value 0.017 0.049 0.062 0.115 0.003 0.002

civic education coefficient 0.038 0.034 0.055* 0.046 0.072*** 0.075***
hotline coefficient 0.064** 0.058** 0.063** 0.049* 0.092*** 0.087***

newspaper coefficient 0.021 0.020 0.014 0.013 0.037 0.042
civic education coefficient 0.024 0.048 0.057 0.102** 0.038 0.068*

hotline coefficient 0.102*** 0.096*** 0.090** 0.080* 0.100*** 0.098***
newspaper coefficient 0.070* 0.095*** 0.143*** 0.190*** 0.145*** 0.176***

F-stat p-value 0.730 0.733 0.969 0.271 0.461 0.862
F-stat p-value 0.109 0.097 0.500 0.480 0.817 0.763
F-stat p-value 0.038 0.003 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

no yes no yes no yes
h0: newspaper targ = untarg

dependent variable ------>

Note: All regressions are OLS. All dependent variables are between 0 and 1. See OA Table 6 for the specific definitions of the dependent variables. Controls are 
enumeration area/polling location characteristics, which include whether the location has public infrastructures/services; and individual demographic characteristics. All 
regressions include province dummies. Standard errors reported in parenthesis - these are corrected by clustering at the location (enumeration area) level. * significant at 
10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%.

individual turnout - survey-based measures

targeted vs. control

untargeted vs. control

controls

targeted plus untargeted vs. 
control

self-reported finger knowledge

number of observations

interviewer assessment

civic education

hotline

newspaper

mean dep. variable (control)
r-squared adjusted

h0: civic education targ = untarg
h0: hotline targ = untarg
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OA Table 12: Individual self-reported voting

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15)
coefficient 0.042 0.060* 0.057* -0.008 -0.015* -0.017* 0.009 0.009 0.010 0.043 0.059* 0.056* -0.001 -0.005 -0.005
standard error (0.036) (0.034) (0.034) (0.008) (0.009) (0.010) (0.016) (0.016) (0.017) (0.033) (0.033) (0.033) (0.010) (0.012) (0.013)
coefficient 0.048 0.059* 0.055* 0.008 -0.002 -0.003 0.004 -0.001 -0.000 0.061** 0.070** 0.069** 0.015 0.007 0.008
standard error (0.032) (0.031) (0.031) (0.011) (0.010) (0.010) (0.014) (0.013) (0.014) (0.031) (0.030) (0.030) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012)
coefficient 0.008 0.029 0.023 0.007 0.000 0.000 -0.013 -0.021 -0.022 0.016 0.032 0.027 0.003 -0.003 -0.003
standard error (0.038) (0.038) (0.039) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.013) (0.014) (0.015) (0.038) (0.037) (0.037) (0.010) (0.011) (0.011)

0.819 0.822 0.822 0.012 0.012 0.012 0.028 0.028 0.028 0.821 0.824 0.824 0.012 0.012 0.012
0.035 0.050 0.069 0.002 0.020 0.015 0.007 0.028 0.020 0.030 0.037 0.061 0.007 0.018 0.010
1,031 1,017 1,014 1,031 1,017 1,014 1,031 1,017 1,014 1,048 1,034 1,031 1,048 1,034 1,031

h0: civic education = hotline F-stat p-value 0.830 0.957 0.949 0.072 0.083 0.091 0.720 0.483 0.521 0.523 0.679 0.664 0.163 0.284 0.262
h0: civic education = newspaper F-stat p-value 0.358 0.389 0.362 0.130 0.104 0.086 0.108 0.044 0.041 0.446 0.447 0.401 0.729 0.896 0.853

h0: hotline = newspaper F-stat p-value 0.223 0.371 0.339 0.980 0.838 0.755 0.127 0.092 0.071 0.169 0.243 0.193 0.289 0.338 0.363
h0: all treatments = 0 F-stat p-value 0.362 0.209 0.239 0.155 0.114 0.125 0.291 0.158 0.144 0.206 0.109 0.109 0.507 0.702 0.696

civic education coefficient 0.043 0.059* 0.053 -0.007 -0.017* -0.019* 0.008 0.009 0.010 0.044 0.060* 0.055* -0.003 -0.010 -0.011
hotline coefficient 0.059* 0.060* 0.056* 0.008 0.002 -0.000 -0.008 -0.008 -0.006 0.074** 0.075** 0.074** 0.013 0.008 0.007

newspaper coefficient -0.011 0.005 0.003 0.012 0.004 0.003 -0.014 -0.019 -0.020 0.004 0.018 0.017 0.007 0.000 -0.000
civic education coefficient 0.037 0.046 0.050 -0.012* -0.019 -0.021 0.015 0.025 0.018 0.037 0.044 0.050 0.009 0.002 0.000

hotline coefficient 0.009 0.043 0.038 0.006 -0.013* -0.015 0.049 0.024 0.017 0.016 0.049 0.039 0.023 -0.000 -0.001
newspaper coefficient 0.082* 0.124*** 0.110** -0.013* -0.021 -0.016 -0.007 -0.024 -0.027 0.065 0.102** 0.081* -0.012 -0.020 -0.014

F-stat p-value 0.924 0.832 0.959 0.335 0.768 0.822 0.802 0.612 0.771 0.902 0.797 0.930 0.443 0.561 0.522
F-stat p-value 0.302 0.701 0.692 0.911 0.121 0.151 0.124 0.177 0.351 0.190 0.502 0.366 0.695 0.614 0.629
F-stat p-value 0.037 0.019 0.046 0.041 0.046 0.155 0.773 0.861 0.820 0.191 0.109 0.244 0.046 0.072 0.201

location and individual controls no yes yes no yes yes no yes yes no yes yes no yes yes
interviewer dummies no no yes no no yes no no yes no no yes no no yes

individual self-reported voting
dependent variable ------>

Note: All regressions are OLS. All dependent variables are binary. Guebuza, Dhlakama, and Simango are presidential candidates; FRELIMO and RENAMO are political parties. Controls are enumeration area/polling location characteristics, which include whether the location has public 
infrastructures/services; and individual demographic characteristics. All regressions include province dummies. Standard errors reported in parenthesis - these are corrected by clustering at the location (enumeration area) level. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%.

targeted plus untargeted vs. 
control

targeted vs. control

untargeted vs. control

h0: civic education targ = untarg
h0: hotline targ = untarg

h0: newspaper targ = untarg

renamosimango frelimo

r-squared adjusted
number of observations

guebuza dhlakama

civic education

hotline

newspaper

mean dep. variable (control)
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V. Attrition 

 

In order to deal with potential non-random attrition for the individual-level regressions, 

apart from checking balance of our post-election sample on pre-treatment observables 

and showing attrition rates across treatment groups, we show here additional robustness 

checks: (1) we construct Lee bounds for the core survey-based regressions (OA Table 

13), (2) we estimate the determinants of attrition (OA Tables 14), and (3) we perform 

multiple imputation employing multiple imputation by chained equations (OA Table 15). 

Overall, we do not find reasons for concern. 



42 
 

 
OA Table 13: Lee bounds for main survey-based treatment effects

self-reported finger 
knowledge inked finger interviewer 

assessment open letter guebuza dhlakama simango frelimo renamo

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
coefficient 0.037 0.057* 0.052 0.066** 0.055* 0.045 -0.008 0.009 0.045 -0.001
standard error (0.026) (0.031) (0.037) (0.028) (0.032) (0.032) (0.008) (0.016) (0.032) (0.009)
coefficient 0.032 0.049 0.010 0.056* 0.010 0.036 -0.012* -0.028*** 0.036 -0.012*
standard error (0.027) (0.033) (0.054) (0.030) (0.053) (0.034) (0.007) (0.010) (0.033) (0.007)
coefficient 0.092* 0.108* 0.070* 0.116** 0.067* 0.100* -0.008 0.011 0.100* -0.000
standard error (0.056) (0.056) (0.041) (0.053) (0.035) (0.059) (0.008) (0.016) (0.059) (0.010)
coefficient 0.074*** 0.069** 0.080** 0.094*** -0.028 0.055* 0.007 0.002 0.067** 0.014
standard error (0.023) (0.031) (0.038) (0.027) (0.029) (0.032) (0.011) (0.015) (0.031) (0.012)
coefficient 0.070*** 0.058* 0.021 0.081*** -0.103* 0.044 -0.012* -0.028*** 0.057* -0.012*
standard error (0.024) (0.033) (0.054) (0.029) (0.056) (0.034) (0.007) (0.010) (0.033) (0.007)
coefficient 0.123*** 0.145** 0.108** 0.163*** -0.017 0.128** 0.009 0.005 0.146** 0.016
standard error (0.020) (0.058) (0.043) (0.041) (0.031) (0.061) (0.012) (0.016) (0.060) (0.013)
coefficient 0.030 0.038 0.077** 0.056* 0.081** 0.003 0.008 -0.012 0.011 0.004
standard error (0.027) (0.033) (0.038) (0.029) (0.033) (0.034) (0.011) (0.013) (0.034) (0.010)
coefficient 0.027 0.033 0.055 0.050 0.055 -0.002 -0.012* -0.028*** 0.006 -0.012*
standard error (0.028) (0.034) (0.054) (0.031) (0.053) (0.036) (0.007) (0.010) (0.036) (0.007)
coefficient 0.059 0.065 0.087** 0.082 0.089** 0.029 0.009 -0.011 0.037 0.005
standard error (0.056) (0.056) (0.043) (0.053) (0.036) (0.059) (0.012) (0.013) (0.058) (0.011)

0.405 0.405 0.405 0.405 0.392 0.449 0.449 0.449 0.442 0.442
0.347 0.347 0.347 0.347 0.336 0.394 0.394 0.394 0.385 0.385
0.337 0.337 0.337 0.337 0.321 0.399 0.399 0.399 0.442 0.383
0.371 0.371 0.371 0.371 0.352 0.422 0.422 0.422 0.415 0.415

Note: All dependent variables are defined as in the previous tables. Lower and upper Lee bounds displayed, as well as mean differences between treatment and control groups. Dependent variables are between 0 and 1 (turnout) and binary (open letter and voting). 
Standard errors reported in parenthesis. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%.

main individual outcomes

attrition control
attrition civic education

attrition hotline
attrition newspaper

dependent variable ------>

civic education

hotline

newspaper

mean difference to control

lower bound

upper bound

mean difference to control

lower bound

upper bound

mean difference to control

lower bound

upper bound
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OA Table 14a: Individual characteristics of the panel drops

panel drops difference
0.039

(0.028)
0.670

(0.697)
0.006

(0.024)
-0.286**
(0.137)
0.006

(0.019)
0.002

(0.023)
0.019

(0.018)
-0.008
(0.012)
-0.019
(0.018)
-0.008
(0.021)
-0.001
(0.018)
-0.011
(0.024)
-0.022
(0.020)
-0.026
(0.018)
0.004

(0.016)
0.013

(0.010)
0.016

(0.014)

Note: Standard errors of the differences reported in parenthesis. * significant at 10%; ** 
significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%.

0.477

38.039

0.752

5.682

0.181

0.726

0.203

0.063

0.797

0.280

0.158

0.352

0.200

0.078

0.098

0.058

0.052

incomplete secondary school 0.159

ethnicity

changana 0.362

macua 0.222

lomue 0.104

chuabo

basic 
demographics

male 0.438

age 37.369

household head 0.747

0.095

chironga 0.046

maconde 0.035

informal schooling 0.071

literate 0.816

primary school 0.287

5.969

single 0.175

married or in a union 0.724

no schooling 0.184

household size
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OA Table 14b: Individual characteristics of the panel drops

panel drops difference
-0.008
(0.023)
0.020

(0.024)
-0.012
(0.020)
0.052**
(0.023)
-0.010
(0.023)
-0.013
(0.010)
-0.003
(0.011)
0.019*
(0.011)
0.003

(0.008)
0.012

(0.013)
-0.012
(0.008)
-0.005
(0.010)
-0.023
(0.016)
-0.032*
(0.018)
-0.026
(0.025)
0.002

(0.024)
0.002

(0.021)
8.709

(9.156)

Note: Standard errors of the differences reported in parenthesis. * significant at 10%; ** 
significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%.

0.355

0.365

0.214

0.286

0.327

0.032

0.040

0.072

0.028

0.060

0.023

0.033

0.111

0.822

assets and 
expenditure

house 0.854

land 0.614

cattle 0.255

cell phone 0.729

expenditure

wage employee 0.026

teacher 0.048

0.588

0.257

0.732

134.479125.770

religion

catholic 0.363

protestant 0.345

muslim 0.226

occupation

has a job 0.234

agriculture 0.338

retail informal sector 0.045

artisan

public official 0.035

student 0.039

stays at home 0.134

0.043

unskilled worker 0.053
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OA Table 15: Multiple imputation for main survey-based treatment effects

self-reported finger 
knowledge inked finger interviewer 

assessment open letter guebuza dhlakama simango frelimo renamo

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
coefficient 0.022 0.043* 0.035 0.048** 0.038 0.040 -0.013 0.003 0.032 -0.004
standard error (0.022) (0.026) (0.037) (0.020) (0.037) (0.031) (0.013) (0.016) (0.027) (0.013)
coefficient 0.036 0.035 0.040 0.050** -0.014 0.034 -0.003 -0.002 0.043 0.009
standard error (0.026) (0.028) (0.036) (0.021) (0.029) (0.027) (0.017) (0.016) (0.031) (0.015)
coefficient 0.015 0.023 0.067* 0.035 0.063* 0.011 -0.002 -0.017 0.012 -0.004
standard error (0.026) (0.032) (0.038) (0.024) (0.038) (0.032) (0.020) (0.014) (0.030) (0.014)

0.888 0.820 0.265 0.779 0.163 0.826 0.032 0.044 0.834 0.026
1,766 1,766 1,766 1,766 1,766 1,766 1,766 1,766 1,766 1,766

h0: civic education = hotline F-stat p-value 0.545 0.717 0.896 0.911 0.131 0.846 0.408 0.755 0.676 0.350
h0: civic education = newspaper F-stat p-value 0.789 0.464 0.374 0.590 0.559 0.362 0.507 0.232 0.447 0.975

h0: hotline = newspaper F-stat p-value 0.351 0.634 0.492 0.514 0.043 0.502 0.985 0.351 0.299 0.422
h0: all treatments = 0 F-stat p-value 0.494 0.360 0.341 0.083 0.133 0.522 0.797 0.537 0.398 0.802

Note: All regressions are OLS, while using multiple imputation by chained equations. All dependent variables are defined as in the previous tables. All regressions include province dummies and controls. Controls are as in the 
main results. Standard errors reported in parenthesis - these are corrected by clustering at the location (enumeration area) level. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%.

main individual outcomes

number of observations

dependent variable ------>

civic education

hotline

newspaper

mean dep. variable (control)
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VI. Contamination 

 

Using the administrative data on voting results, we test whether the control polling 

locations in our experiment are more affected by the treatment if they are closer to 

treatment polling locations (OA Table 16a). We find that the treatment has an effect that 

is decreasing in distance to treatment locations for some of our main outcomes. Using all 

untreated locations with mobile phone coverage in the experimental provinces, we also 

test whether having a treated polling location in the same district has effects on the 

official electoral records (OA Table 16b). We find clear treatment effects in line with our 

main results (increase in turnout and the score of the incumbent, decrease in the score of 

the main challenger). Since the voters in untreated polling locations had no contact with 

campaigners, these contamination results suggest that treatment effects are not due to 

conformity. 
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OA Table 16a: Contamination effects including experimental control group: distance to closest treatment

turnout guebuza dhlakama turnout frelimo renamo

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 6)
coefficient 0.089 -0.116 0.082 0.095 -0.151 0.053
standard error (0.078) (0.120) (0.086) (0.075) (0.122) (0.090)
coefficient -0.122 -0.242 0.073 -0.120 -0.308* 0.011
standard error (0.115) (0.175) (0.129) (0.112) (0.177) (0.133)
coefficient -0.269* -0.135 0.053 -0.268* -0.233 -0.017
standard error (0.146) (0.233) (0.169) (0.141) (0.236) (0.174)

0.440 0.723 0.114 0.438 0.722 0.136
41 41 41 41 41 41

h0: civic education = hotline Chi2 p-value 0.034 0.422 0.954 0.028 0.284 0.764
h0: civic education = newspaper Chi2 p-value 0.006 0.922 0.872 0.004 0.692 0.694

h0: hotline = newspaper Chi2 p-value 0.341 0.607 0.887 0.330 0.715 0.858
h0: all treatments = 0 Chi2 p-value 0.010 0.502 0.833 0.007 0.254 0.964

presidential elections (official results) parliamentary elections (official results)
dependent variable ------>

distance to civic education

distance to hotline

distance to newspaper

mean dep. variable
number of observations

Note: All regressions are OLS. The dependent variables are vote shares. Only control experimental polling locations are employed. Distance is in hundreds of 
kilometers. Each coefficient corresponds to a different regression. Standard errors reported in parenthesis - in the case of individual survey outcomes these are 
corrected by clustering at the location (enumeration area) level. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%.
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OA Table 16b: Contamination effects including all untreated areas in experimental provinces: treatment in the same district

turnout guebuza dhlakama turnout frelimo renamo

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 6)
coefficient 0.008 0.063*** -0.071*** 0.010 0.069*** -0.065***
standard error (0.009) (0.011) (0.009) (0.009) (0.012) (0.009)
coefficient 0.032*** 0.029** -0.041*** 0.034*** 0.038*** -0.036***
standard error (0.009) (0.011) (0.009) (0.009) (0.012) (0.009)
coefficient 0.051*** 0.088*** -0.077*** 0.052*** 0.092*** -0.072***
standard error (0.009) (0.011) (0.009) (0.009) (0.011) (0.008)

0.487 0.671 0.160 0.485 0.654 0.169
1,709 1,709 1,709 1,708 1,708 1,708

h0: civic education = hotline Chi2 p-value 0.002 0.010 0.004 0.002 0.019 0.005
h0: civic education = newspaper Chi2 p-value 0.000 0.006 0.412 0.000 0.011 0.274

h0: hotline = newspaper Chi2 p-value 0.019 0.000 0.000 0.019 0.000 0.000
h0: all treatments = 0 Chi2 p-value 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

dependent variable ------>
presidential elections (official results) parliamentary elections (official results)

civic education

Note: All regressions are OLS. The dependent variables are vote shares. All untreated polling locations with cell phone coverage in the experimental provinces 
(Cabo Delgado, Gaza, Maputo Province, and Zambezia) are employed. Treatment variables are having at least one treated area in the same district. Each 
coefficient corresponds to a different regression. Standard errors reported in parenthesis. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%.

hotline

newspaper

mean dep. variable
number of observations
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