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Robustness Tests A: Definition of Regime Supporters and Opponents

A central argument of the paper is that Russian citizens have different kinds of political
knowledge and different ways of processing political information depending upon differences in their
political orientation. In the paper, political orientation is defined in terms of either vote or voting intention
in the Presidential election of March 2012. Supporters made up 26 percent of our sample and opponents
21 percent. In the presidential election of 2012 Putin polled 64 percent and Ziuganov and Prokhorov 25
percent combined. These results were in line with national surveys in the month before the election in
which support for Putin ranged from 59 percent to 66 percent and from 14 to 19 percent for the two
opposition candidates. Thus our sample has somewhat more opponents of the regime and many fewer
supporters than the population as a whole. However, as | demonstrate in this part of the Appendix, the
basic results of the paper are not sensitive to this definition. | vary the definition in two ways. First, |
show that the results are similar if one defines regime supporters and opponents in terms of vote in the
Duma elections of December 2011, rather than the presidential election. Second, | show that change the
definition of regime supporter and opponents in the presidential election, makes little difference to the
results. As the following tables show, changing the approach to defining regime supporters and opponents
produces the same results.

Table Al presents the correlates of knowledge of Golos using different definitions of regime
supporters and opponents. Table shows odds-ratios with z-statistics in parentheses. In Model 1 of Table
A1, voters show more knowledge of Golos than non-voters, while opponents (both liberal voters and
KPRF voters) show more knowledge than voters for the ruling United Russia Party. Liberal voters are
defined as those who voted for either Yabloko or Right Cause. These findings are precisely in line with
the results based on presidential voting. In Model 2, | use the presidential vote intention/vote definition,
but narrow the conception of regime supporters to include only Putin voters. This also broadens the
definition of non-voters to include supporters of regime-backed candidates such as Sergei Mironov and
Vladimir Zhirinovsky. The results are essentially the same as with the broader definition of regime vote,
though since this definition introduces more noise (by including politically active voters in the non-voter
category) the standard errors are inflated and the results for Putin and Prokhorov voters are only
marginally significant.



Table Al Golos Knowledge: Duma and Putin Definitions

Logit Model 1 Model 2
Knowledge of Golos Duma Vote Putin Voters
United Russia Voter 1.46 -

(2.058)
KPRF Voter 1.84 -
(3.513)
Liberal Voter 1.95 -
(3.684)
Other Party Voter 1.36 -
(1.919)
Putin Voter - 1.29
(1.687)
Ziuganov Voter - 1.68
(2.665)
Prokhorov Voter - 1.33
(1.857)
Follow Politics 1.76 1.79
(6.193) (6.414)
State TV 0.85 0.84
(-3.362) (-3.634)
V Kontakte 1.60 1.59
(3.536) (3.503)
Odnoklasniki 0.88 0.89
(-0.708) (-0.629)
Live Journal 1.79 1.77
(4.530) (4.437)
Facebook 1.00 0.98
(-0.016) (-0.109)
Private Sector 1.05 1.03
(0.389) (0.234)
Financial Status 1.12 112
(1.444) (1.477)
Education 1.13 1.15
(0.782) (0.894)
Female 0.90 0.88
(-0.923) (-1.046)
Age 1.00 1.00
(-0.632) (-0.426)
Moscow 1.32 1.33
(2.358) (2.412)
Family Economy 1.00 0.99
(0.012) (-0.068)
Election Round 1.30 1.27
(2.237) (2.036)
Constant 0.02 0.02
(-4.203) (-4.112)
Observations 2,005 2005

Table shows odds-ratios with z-statistics in parentheses.



In Table A2, | present the results of looking at the correlates of a perception of Duma fraud using
different definitions of regime supporters and opponents. Table A2 shows the results using definitions
based on Duma party vote choice and Putin voters only. The hypothesis here, to recap, is that only regime
opponents will use knowledge of Golos to inform their perspective on whether or not there was fraud in
the elections. Other citizens’ views of fraud will be unaffected by knowledge of Golos. Table A2 presents
evidence that supports this general contention. The table shows odds-ratios with z-statistics in parentheses
Models 1-5 look at the effect of knowledge of Golos on opinions about Duma fraud taking United Russia
voters (model 1), opposition voters (KPRF and liberal party voters — model 2), people who voted for
other Duma parties (model 3), non-voters (model 4) and Putin voters (as opposed to regime voters defined
in the paper — model 5) respectively. In each of the 5 cases, only opposition voters show evidence of
being influenced by their knowledge of Golos in making assessments of the fairness or otherwise of the
Duma elections. In models 6-10, | add in the media variables used in Table 2 in the paper. Using the
definition of regime voter in the main paper, the opposition voter results were robust to including all the
media controls. Using definitions based on Duma voting patterns, the effects for opposition voters are still
positive and in the opposite direction from United Russia voters (model 6) but collinearity between
knowledge of Golos and media use choices drives down the statistical significance (model 7).

Table A2 View of Electoral Fraud by Political Orientation: Duma, Direction and Putin Definitions

Model Model Model Model Model Model Model Model Model Model

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Log'lt: D;ma UR Opp. gg:ﬁ; Non- Putin UR Opp. SH:T?; Non- Putin
rau Voters Voters . voters  Voters Voters Voters . voters Voters
Parties Parties

Golos
Correct 1.10 1.63 1.45 1.12 0.89 0.68 1.38 0.80 1.04 0.74
(0.186) (2.109) (1.345) (0.512) (-0.309) (-0.650) (1.304) (-0.738) (0.173) (-0.767)

Follow
Politics 0.71 1.22 0.96 0.85 0.83 0.59 1.29 1.06 0.91 0.84
(-0.978) (1.223) (-0.192) (-1.406) (-0.773) (-1.294) (1.403) (0.261) (-0.786) (-0.680)
State TV 158 061 054 078 099
(1.245) (-4.653) (-4.527) (-3.253) (-0.077)
V Kontakte 361 130 153 084 121
(2.354) (0.961) (1.490) (-0.862) (0.516)
Odnoklasniki 242 068 094 093 081
(1.447) (-1.315) (-0.141) (-0.276) (-0.468)

Live Journal

1.19 1.40 3.05 1.30 2.13



(0.308) (1.265) (3.306) (1.305) (2.158)

Facebook 075 180 0.0 1.26 0.77
(-0.402) (1.970) (-0.323) (0.979) (-0.570)

Private
Sector 0.57 144 134 146 077 052 133 126 143 0.76
(-1.102) (1.640) (1.134) (2.062) (-0.783) (-1.189) (1.240) (0.859) (1.916) (-0.826)

Financial
Status 1.38 092 105 107 089 159 088 099  1.05 0.88
(1.072) (-0.595) (0.331) (0.655) (-0.558) (1.379) (-0.871) (-0.031) (0.419) (-0.625)
Education 1.41 157 103 110 071 117 142 090  1.09 0.68
(0.419) (1.531) (0.094) (0.466) (-0.835) (0.188) (1.091) (-0.326) (0.423) (-0.947)
Female 1.49 111 128 126 098 118 131 144 131 0.98
(0.783) (0.465) (1.048) (1.385) (-0.067) (0.310) (1.169) (1.441) (1.612) (-0.059)
Age 0.95 099 098 098 094 095 100 099 098 0.94
(-2.125) (-1.497) (-2.068) (-2.559) (-3.962) (-1.864) (-0.502) (-1.053) (-2.279) (-3.775)
Moscow 1.07 143 079 120 102 139 143  0.70 1.12 1.01
(0.142) (1.687) (-0.978) (1.100) (0.067) (0.619) (1.602) (-1.349) (0.692) (0.022)

Family

Economy 0.76 0.54 0.61 0.53 0.56 0.62 0.53 0.59 0.54 0.55

(-0.832) (-4.172) (-2.968) (-5.382) (-2.650) (-1.432) (-4.092) (-2.910) (-5.106) (-2.647)

Round 1.05 109 089 081 138 108 112 092 085 1.46
(0.102) (0.416) (-0.516) (-1.305) (1.032) (0.154) (0.499) (-0.332) (-0.956) (1.199)

Constant 0.13 034 335 284 8321 006 154 2999 518  93.60
(-0.449) (-0.616) (0.726) (0.878) (1.683) (-0.567) (0.224) (1.802) (1.346) (1.684)
Observations 226 466 351 691 339 225 465 350 688 339

Table shows odds-ratios with z-statistics in parentheses.



Robustness Tests B: Defining Knowledge of Election Observers

In this section, I show that the main regression results in the paper are robust to a different and
broader definition of knowledge of election observers. In the main body of the paper, | define knowledge
of election observers as the ability to correctly identify what Golos does from a list of plausible
alternatives. Respondents were first asked if they had heard of Golos. Those who said they had (41
percent) were then asked which if the following activities Golos was involved with -- election monitoring,
minority rights in Russia, rights of Russians abroad or ecological projects. Some 54 percent of
respondents answered correctly, giving 21 percent of all respondents who could correctly identify Golos.
In this section I base knowledge on the response to the question: “Have you heard of the Map of
Violations?” This was a map showing numbers and places of electoral violations reported to Golos. The
Map was published in the popular opposition website gazeta.ru. Using this definition produces a much
larger proportion of citizens who know Golos — 39 percent.

Table B1 shows the determinants of having heard of the Map of Violations. The table shows odds-ratios
with z-statistics in parentheses. Model 1 in Table B1 uses the definition of supporters and opponents from
the main paper and shows that the results hold with a broader definition of knowledge of observers. Using
the broader definition, oppositionists whether defined as Ziuganov and Prokorov voters (Model 1 and
Model 3) or as KPRF and liberal opposition party voters (Model 2) were more likely to have heard of the
Map of Violations.

Table B1 Observer Knowledge Using Map of Violations

Logit: Know Map Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
of Violations Main Defn. Duma Defn. Putin Defn.
Regime Voter 1.21 -

(1.589)
Putin Voter - - 0.97
(-0.203)
Ziuganov Voter 1.86 - 1.72
(3.537) (3.115)
Prokhorov Voter 1.67 - 1.53
(3.736) (3.206)
UR Voter - 0.87 -
(-0.885)
KPRF Voter - 1.44
(2.444)
Liberal Voter - 151
(2.568)
Other Party Voter - 1.40
(2.551)
Follow Politics 1.68 1.69 1.69
(6.843) (6.910) (6.948)
State TV 0.89 0.90 0.89
(-2.782) (-2.464) (-2.607)
V Kontakte 1.30 1.32 1.31



Logit: Know Map Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
of Violations Main Defn. Duma Defn. Putin Defn.

(2.284) (2.393) (2.338)

Odnoklasniki 0.95 0.98 0.97
(-0.315) (-0.152) (-0.199)

Live Journal 143 1.49 1.45
(3.057) (3.475) (3.169)

Facebook 1.13 1.18 1.13
(0.909) (1.273) (0.953)

Private Sector 0.97 0.99 0.97
(-0.320) (-0.138) (-0.287)

Financial Status 1.08 1.09 1.08
(1.213) (1.308) (1.239)

Education 0.85 0.85 0.85
(-1.265) (-1.248) (-1.283)

Female 1.08 1.07 1.08
(0.731) (0.701) (0.769)

Age 1.00 1.00 1.00
(0.211) (0.203) (0.277)

Moscow 1.12 1.12 111
(1.135) (1.122) (1.062)

Family Economy 0.88 0.89 0.89
(-1.847) (-1.721) (-1.689)

Election Round 1.07 1.12 1.09
(0.699) (1.203) (0.869)

Constant 0.37 0.31 0.36
(-1.306) (-1.547) (-1.345)

Observations 2,005 2,005 2,005




C. Robustness Checks: Experimental Treatments

In this section, | show that the precise definition of regime supporters, opponents and non-voters does not
alter the basic results of the experimental section.

C1. Duma Definition of Supporters and Opponents

In the first part of the appendix | show the experimental results using Duma vote instead of presidential
vote as the key criterion defining supporters, opponents and non-voters. Supporters are defined as
respondents who reported voting for United Russia (UR). Opponents are those who voted either for the
KPREF or for one of the liberal opposition parties (Yabloko or Union of Right Forces). People who did not
vote for any of the Duma parties are defined as non-voters. The results are slightly different in details
from the results using the presidential definition, but they show strong effects of motivated reasoning in
the same kinds of ways as before. Here it seems that UR voters are actually more committed and more
skeptical of observers and respond more negatively to Golos and OSCE frames than voters for regime
candidates in the presidential election. Since UR voters are a smaller group, more committed group
contained almost entirely within Putin (and so regime) voters, the difference is not surprising.

Golos Treatment

The results of the Golos treatment are particularly interesting using the Duma vote definition. While pro-
regime voters in the presidential definition were unmoved by the Golos treatment (as hypothesized), UR
voters were actually less trusting of observers after hearing the frame, though the effect is not statistically
significant. Regime opponents were more trusting (p=.1 one-tailed), which is a better result from the
perspective of the theory than in the main paper. As in the main paper, non-voters were more trusting
after hearing the Golos frame using this definition (p=0.08 two-tailed).

United Russia Voters - Two-sample t test with equal variances

Group Obs Mean Std. Err. Std. Dev. 95% Conf. Interval
0 25 232 .1704895 .8524475 1.968127 2.671873
1 23 2.086957 1979444 .949308 1.676445 2.497468
Combined 48  2.208333 1296419 .8981857 1.947527 2.469139
Diff .2330435 .2600547 -.2904194 .7565064

Diff = mean(0) - mean(1) t=0.8961

Ho: diff=0 degrees of freedom = 46

Ha: diff <0 Ha: diff 1 =0 Ha: diff > 0

Pr(T <t)= Pr(|T| > It)) = Pr(T >t) =

0.8126 0.3748 0.1874




Regime Opponents - Two-sample t test with equal variances

Group Obs Mean Std. Err.
0 50 2.7 1435697
1 44 2.954545 1257306
Combined 94  2.819149 .0968064
Diff -.2545455 1932463

Diff = mean(0) - mean(1)

Ho: diff = 0

Ha: diff <0 Ha: diff 1 =0
Pr(T <t) = Pr([T| > [t]) =
0.0955 0.1910

Std. Dev. 95% Conf. Interval

1.015191 2.411486 2.988514

.8340026 2.700986 3.208105

.9385732 2.626911 3.011387
-.6383493 .1292584

t=-1.3172

degrees of freedom = 92

Ha: diff >0

Pr(T>t) =

0.9045

Non-Voters - Two-sample t test with equal variances

Group Obs Mean Std. Err.
0 116 2.353448 .0859328
1 116 2.560345 .0842008
Combined 232 2.456897 .0604088
Diff -.2068966 .1203089

Diff = mean(0) - mean(1)

Ho: diff=0

Ha: diff <0 Ha: diff 1 =0
Pr(T <t) = Pr(|T|>[t]) =
0.0434 0.0868

Std. Dev. 95% Conf. Interval

.9255251 2.183232 2.523665

.9068703 2.393559 2.72713

.920119 2.337874 2.575919
-443945 .0301519

t=-1.7197

degrees of freedom = 230

Ha: diff >0

Pr(T>t)=

0.9566




C1. Duma Definition of Supporters and Opponents

OSCE Treatment

Using the Duma definition of political orientation also shows marked differences in the processing of
political information with the OSCE treatment. Here United Russia voters were actually more skeptical of
the OSCE responding negatively to the treatment (p=.05 two-tailed), while the effect on opponents is of
the right sign but less significant than in the main paper (p=.15 one-tailed). Non-voters are unmoved, as in

the main paper.

United Russia Voters - Two-sample t test with equal variances

Group Obs Mean Std. Err.
0 25 232 1704895
1 34  1.882353 1385223
Combined 59  2.067797 1104277
Diff 4376471 2178417

Diff = mean(0) - mean(1)
Ho: diff = 0

Ha: diff <0 Ha: diff 1 =0
Pr(T <t)= Pr(|T| > It)) =
0.9754 0.0493

Std. Dev. 95% Conf. Interval

.8524475 1.968127 2.671873

.8077168 1.600527 2.164179

.8482112 1.846752 2.288842
.0014266 .8738676

t= 2.0090

degrees of freedom = 57

Ha: diff >0

Pr(T>1t) =

0.0246

Regime Opponents - Two-sample t test with equal variances

Group Obs Mean Std. Err.
0 50 2.7 1435697
1 44  2.886364 .1088859
Combined 94  2.787234 .0918459
Diff -.1863636 1840421

Diff = mean(0) - mean(1)
Ho: diff = 0

Ha: diff <0 Ha: diff ' =0
Pr(T <t)= Pr(|T| > It)) =
0.1570 0.3139

Std. Dev. 95% Conf. Interval

1.015191 2411486 2.988514

1222674 2.666774 3.105953

.8904794 2.604846 2.969622
-5518871 .1791599

t=-1.0126

degrees of freedom = 92

Ha: diff >0

Pr(T>1t) =

0.8430

Non-Voters - Two-sample t test with equal variances

Group Obs Mean Std. Err. Std. Dev. 95% Conf. Interval
0 116 2.353448 .0859328 .9255251 2.183232 2.523665
1 124 241129 .0887097 .9878292 2.235695 2.586886
Combined 240 2.383333 0617523 .956662 2.261685 2.504982
Diff -.057842 1237758 -.301678 .1859939

Diff = mean(0) - mean(1) t=-0.4673

Ho: diff=0 degrees of freedom = 238

Ha: diff <0 Ha: diff ! =0 Ha: diff > 0

Pr(T <t)= Pr(|T| > |t) = Pr(T >t) =




0.3204

0.6407

0.6796

10



C1. Duma Definition of Supporters and Opponents

US Agent Treatment

The effects of the US Agent treatment are as hypothesized and, for regime supporters, much larger using
the Duma definition. Trust in observers falls .58 among regime supporters (p=.01), while neither regime
opponents’ nor neutrals’ opinions are changed.

United Russia Voters - Two-sample t test with equal variances

Group

0

1
Combined
Diff

Obs Mean Std. Err.

25 232 .1704895

31 1.741935 1464104

56  2.000 1167748
.5780645 .223635
Diff = mean(0) - mean(1)
Ho: diff=0
Ha: diff<0 Ha: diff ' =0
Pr(T <t) = Pr(|T| > [t]) =
0.9938 0.0125

Std. Dev. 95% Conf. Interval

.8524475 1.968127 2.671873

.8151786 1.442926 2.040945

.8738629 1.765978 2.234022
1297034 1.026426

t= 2.5849

degrees of freedom = 54

Ha: diff >0

Pr(T>1t) =

0.0062

Regime Opponents - Two-sample t test with equal variances

Group

0

1
Combined
Diff

Obs Mean Std. Err.

50 2.7 1435697

47  2.765957 1261864

97  2.731959 .095558
-.0659574 .192092
Diff = mean(0) - mean(1)
Ho: diff =0
Ha: diff<0 Ha: diff ' =0
Pr(T <t)= Pr(IT > [t)) =
0.3660 0.7321

Std. Dev. 95% Conf. Interval

1.015191 2.411486 2.988514

.8650902 2.511957 3.019957

941137 2.542278 2.92164
-4473083 .3153934

t=-0.3434

degrees of freedom = 95

Ha: diff >0

Pr(T>t)=

0.6340

Non-Voters - Two-sample t test with equal variances

Group

0

1
Combined
Diff

Obs Mean Std. Err.
116 2.353448 .0859328
104 2.384615 .0878204
220 2.368182 .0613223
-.0311671 .1230908
Diff = mean(0) - mean(1)
Ho: diff=0
Ha: diff< 0 Ha: diff ' =0
Pr(T <t)= Pr(IT > [t)) =
0.4002 0.8003

Std. Dev. 95% Conf. Interval

.9255251 2.183232 2.523665

.8955954 2.210444 2.558786

.9095568 2.247324 2.489039
-2737674 2114332

t=-0.2532

degrees of freedom = 218

Ha: diff >0

Pr(T>1)=

0.5998

11



C1. Duma Definition of Supporters and Opponents

NTV Treatment

The results of the NTV treatment again show differences in information processing, but are somewhat
different from what we find in the main paper. Here United Russia voters are unmoved by the video clip,
a finding that is quite surprising and different from the general tenor of the rest of the findings. As in the
main paper, regime opponents and here even non-voters are negatively influenced by this powerful

treatment.

United Russia Voters - Two-sample t test with equal variances

Group Obs Mean Std. Err.
0 60 1.916667 1241733
1 55  1.872727 142263
Combined 115 1.895652 .0935558
Diff .0439394 .1880702
Diff = mean(0) - mean(1)
Ho: diff = 0
Ha: diff<0 Ha: diff ' =0
Pr(T <t) = Pr([T| > [t]) =
0.5922 0.8157

Std. Dev. 95% Conf. Interval

.9618426 1.668196 2.165137

1.05505 1.587507 2.157947

1.003275 1.710319 2.080986
-.3286617 .4165405

t= 0.2336

degrees of freedom = 113

Ha: diff >0

Pr(T>t)=

0.4078

Regime Opponents - Two-sample t test with equal variances

Group Obs Mean Std. Err.
0 102 2.803922 .0881652
1 89 247191 .1084879
Combined 191 2.649215 .0699363
Diff .3320115 .138478
Diff = mean(0) - mean(1)
Ho: diff = 0
Ha: diff <0 Ha: diff 1 =0
Pr(T <t)= Pr(|T| > It)) =
0.9913 0.0175

Std. Dev. 95% Conf. Interval

.8904245 2.629026 2.978818

1.023473 2.256313 2.687507

.9665385 2.511263 2.787166
.0588505 .6051724

t=2.3976

degrees of freedom = 189

Ha: diff >0

Pr(T>1t) =

0.0087

Non-Voters - Two-sample t test with equal variances

Group Obs Mean Std. Err.
0 184 2.277174 .0655913
1 175 2.051429 .0743968
Combined 359 2.167131 04974
Diff .2257453 .0989317
Diff = mean(0) - mean(1)
Ho: diff=0
Ha: diff <0 Ha: diff ! =0
Pr(T<H= Pr(T>t) =

Std. Dev. 95% Conf. Interval

.8897231 2.147762 2.406586

984177 1.904592 2.198265

.9424385 2.069312 2.26495
.0311831 .4203075

t=2.2818

degrees of freedom = 357

Ha: diff > 0

Pr(T>1) =

12



0.9885 0.0231

0.0115

C2. Putin Definition of Supporters and Opponents

In this section, I show the results of the experiments if we limit the definition of regime supporters to
being Putin voters, instead of including those who voted for (or intended to vote for) Mironov and
Zhirinovsky in the March 2012 presidential election. The effect of this is to add some active voters into
the non-voters group, adding noise to the results. Nevertheless, there is still clear evidence of differences

in information processing across groups.

For Putin supporters, the results match those in the main paper. Putin supporters are unmoved by the
Golos and OSCE frames, but are less trusting of observers when they receive the US agent frame and the
NTV video frame. The results for opposition voters are unchanged, since the definition of opposition

voters is unchanged and so are not shown.

Golos Treatment

Putin Supporters - Two-sample t test with equal variances

Group Obs Mean Std. Err.
0 35  2.314286 .1628085
1 39  2.333333 1341406
Combined 74 2.324324 1038113
Diff -.0190476 .2093535
Diff = mean(0) - mean(1)
Ho: diff=0
Ha: diff <0 Ha: diff 1 =0
Pr(T<t)= Pr(IT| > |t)) =
0.4639 0.9278

Std. Dev. 95% Conf. Interval

.963188 1.983419 2.645152

.8377078 2.06178  2.604887

.8930187 2.117429 2.53122
-.4363863 .398291

t= -0.0910

degrees of freedom = 72

Ha: diff >0

Pr(T>1t) =

0.5361

Non-Voters - Two-sample t test with equal variances

Group Obs Mean Std. Err.
0 153 2.398693 .0760998
1 149  2.630872 073982
Combined 302 2.513245 .0534242
Diff -.2321797 1061929
Diff = mean(0) - mean(1)
Ho: diff=0
Ha: diff <0 Ha: diff 1 =0
Pr(T <t) = Pr([T| > [t]) =
0.0148 0.0296

Std. Dev. 95% Conf. Interval

.9413028 2.248343 2.549043

.903065 2.484675 2.77707

.9284127 2.408113 2.618377
-441157 -.0232023

t=-2.1864

degrees of freedom = 300

Ha: diff >0

Pr(T>t) =

0.9852
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OSCE Treatment

Putin Supporters - Two-sample t test with equal variances

Group Obs Mean Std. Err. Std. Dev.
0 35  2.314286 .1628085 .963188
1 46  2.065217 1179625 .8000604
Combined 81 217284 .097484 8773557
Diff .2490683 .19604
Diff = mean(0) - mean(1) t= 1.2705
Ho: diff = 0
Ha: diff <0 Ha: diff ' =0 Ha: diff >0
Pr(T<t)= Pr(|T| > |t)) = Pr(T >t) =
0.8962 0.2076 0.1038

95% Conf. Interval

1.983419 2.645152
1.827629 2.302806
1.97884  2.366839
-.1411395 .6392761

degrees of freedom = 79

Non-Voters - Two-sample t test with equal variances

95% Conf. Interval
2.248343 2.549043
2.264969 2.572869
2.301683 2.515593
.1940618

Group Obs Mean Std. Err. Std. Dev.

0 153  2.398693 .0760998 .9413028

1 148 2.418919 .0779008 9477041

Combined 301 2.408638 .0543498 .9429343

Diff -.0202261 .10889 -.234514
Diff = mean(0) - mean(1) t=-0.1857

Ho: diff=0

degrees of freedom = 299

Ha: diff <0 Ha: diff 1 =0 Ha: diff >0
Pr(T<t)= Pr(IT| > |t)) = Pr(T>t)=
0.4264 0.8528 0.5736

US Agent Treatment

Putin Supporters - Two-sample t test with equal variances

Group Obs Mean Std. Err. Std. Dev. 95% Conf. Interval

0 35  2.314286 .1628085 .963188 1.983419 2.645152

1 36 175 1219875 .7319251 1.502352 1.997648

Combined 71 2.028169 .1060956 .8939772 1.816568 2.23977

Diff .5642857 2026621 1599859 9685855
Diff = mean(0) - mean(1) t= 2.7844

Ho: diff = 0

Ha: diff <0 Ha: diff 1 =0
Pr(T <t) = Pr(IT|>[t]) =
0.9965 0.0069

degrees of freedom = 69
Ha: diff >0

Pr(T>t) =

0.0035




Non-Voters - Two-sample t test with equal variances

Group Obs Mean Std. Err. Std. Dev. 95% Conf. Interval
0 153  2.398693 .0760998 .9413028 2.248343 2.549043
1 154 2.415584 0752447 .9337625 2.266932 2.564237
Combined 307 2.407166 .0534222 .9360329 2.302045 2.512288
Diff -.0168916 1070156 -227474 1936908

Diff = mean(0) - mean(1) t=-0.1578

Ho: diff=0 degrees of freedom = 305

Ha: diff <0 Ha: diff 1 =0 Ha: diff >0

Pr(T<t)= Pr(IT| > [t)) = Pr(T>t)=

0.4373 0.8747 0.5627

NTV Treatment

Putin Supporters - Two-sample t test with equal variances

Group Obs Mean Std. Err.
0 98  2.05102 .0910149
1 104 1.778846 .1066819
Combined 202 1.910891 .0709517
Diff 2721743 1410131
Diff = mean(0) - mean(1)
Ho: diff = 0
Ha: diff <0 Ha: diff 1 =0
Pr(T <t) = Pr(|T| > |t]) =
0.9725 0.0550

Std. Dev. 95% Conf. Interval

.9010011 1.870381 2.23166

1.087946 1.567268 1.990424

1.008412 1.770986 2.050796
-.005889  .5502375

t= 1.9301

degrees of freedom = 200

Ha: diff >0

Pr(T>1t) =

0.0275

Non-Voters - Two-sample t test with equal variances

Group Obs Mean Std. Err.
0 187 2.363636 0646271
1 182 2.159341 0697749
Combined 369 2.262873 0477413
Diff .2042957 .0950248
Diff = mean(0) - mean(1)
Ho: diff = 0
Ha: diff <0 Ha: diff 1 =0
Pr(T<t)= Pr(|T| > |t) =
0.9839 0.0322

Std. Dev. 95% Conf. Interval

.8837625 2.23614  2.491133

9413142 2.021664 2.297017

.9170803 2.168993 2.356753
0174342 3911572

t=2.1499

degrees of freedom = 367

Ha: diff > 0

Pr(T>1) =

0.0161
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D. Additional Information
D1. Experimental treatments in Russian

The texts presented to respondents were as follows.

Neutral Treatment

Ha 4 nexabps 2011 rona Poccus BeiOupana nenyratoB ['ocynapcrBennoii ymer. Ha 450 kpecen
B HIDKHEH TajaTe mapiiaMeHTa nmpeteHaoBanu 2999 npencraBurenieii 7 MOMUTHYSCKUX TTAPTHIA:
pe3yabTaThl onpeaensum moutH 110 mutH yenoBek B Poccun u 3a pybeskom. OOpaboTKa mepBbIX
Pe3yIbTaTOB BEIOOPOB TIOKa3ala: BCe MapTHH, TIPEACTaBlIeHHbIE B JlyMe MpenbIayIero co3pBa, OCTAINChH
U B HIDKHEH nanare.

Golos Treatment

Ha 4 nexabps 2011 rona Poccus BeiOupana nenyratoB ['ocynapcrBennoii ymer. Ha 450 kpecen
B HIDKHEH Najnare napiaMeHTa npeteHaoBanu 2999 npencrapureneii 7 MOIUTUYECKUX TapTUN:
pe3yabTaThl onpenensu moutH 110 muH yenoBek B Poccun u 3a pybeskom. OOpaboTKa mepBbIX
pe3yIbpTaTOB BEIOOPOB IMOKAa3aia: BCe MAapTUH, IpeAcTaBIeHHbIEC B JlyMe IpeAbIIyLero co3bIBa, OCTAINCH
U B HIDKHEH nanare.

Habmronatenu ot Acconuanun «I"OJIOCa» xputukytot Bei6ops! B lymy. Habmozarenu
OOBSIBHII O MHOTOYHCIIEHHBIX HAPYIICHUAX BO BpeMs BBIOOPOB B ['ocayMy, a Tak:ke 0 BMEIIATENbCTBE
BJIacTell B X0/ royiocoBaHms. «bbIT LeNbli psia HapyIIEeHHUH, KOria caMa IpoLeaypa MoIcueTa rojocoB
HapyIIanach, ¥ ObUI LEeJIBIHA Pl PaKTOB cepbe3HBIX BOPOCOB OoJUIeTeHEH B N30MpaTenbHbIe YPHBI, C
OoJiee YeM OJTHOMW TPETH U30UPATENBHBIX YYACTKOB Mbl HE TIONYYHIIA KOTIUU PE3yIbTaTOB TOJIOCOBAHHMS, 1
OBUIM OTYETHI O TOM, YTO OBUIM MPENSATCTBHS padoTe HAIIKMX HAOIroaTeNe», — CKaszaj MPeACTaBUTENb
«I"OJIOCay» Ha npecc-koH(epeHIy B MOCKBe.

Acconuanus HBKOMMEpUYeCKUX opranusauuil «B 3ammury npas uzdupareneit «I'OJIOCy» —
poccuiickas HeKOMMepUecKas opraHu3ariusi, 3anumaroriascs ¢ 2000 roma He3aBUCUMbBIM HAaOJIFOICHUEM
3a BRIOOpaMH M 3amuToi npaB u3bupareneil. Ceroans Accouunanus padotaer B 48 perrnonax Poccun.

GosDep Treatment

Ha 4 nexa0Ops 2011 roma Poccus BeiOupana aenyratoB ['ocymapcerBennoit ymer. Ha 450 kpecen
B HI)KHEW TayaTte mapiaMeHTa npeTeHaoBainu 2999 npencraButeneil 7 HOTUTHYECKUX MapTHIL:
pe3yabTaThl onpenensu nout 110 muH yenoek B Poccun u 3a pyOesxxom. OOpaboTka nepBbIX
pe3yIbTaTOB BRIOOPOB TIOKAa3aa: BCe MapTUH, pe/ICTaBlIeHHbIC B JlyMe pebIIyIero co3bBa, OCTAINCH
Y B HWDKHEH nanare.

Ha6monatenu ot Accormanmu «I"OJIOCa» kputukytot Bei0ops! B lymy. Habmonarenu
0OBSIBUIIM O MHOT'OYHCIIEHHBIX HApYLIEHUSIX BO BpeMsl BRIOOPOB B ['ocayMy, a Takke O BMEIIATENbCTBE
BJIaCTEH B X0/ roJI0cOBaHMUS. «BbIT eI psi/l HapyIIEHHUH, KOT1a caMa IpoIeypa MoJicueTa rojJocoB
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HapyIIanach, ¥ OBUT HENbI psa (pakToB cepbe3HBIX BOPOCOB OIOITIETeHEH B H30UpaTeNbHbIe YPHBL, C
0oJjiee YeM OJTHOM TPeTH N30UPATENBHBIX YYACTKOB MBI HE TIOJYYHIIA KOTIMH PE3YIbTaTOB TOJIOCOBAHUS, H
OBIITH OTYETHI O TOM, YTO OBUIH MPEMATCTBHS padoTe HAIIMX HAOIIFoAaTeNeiy, — ckazall IpeICTaBUTEIh
«I"OJIOCay» Ha mpecc-koHpepeHITnN B MOCKBE.

Craino m3BectHO, uTo accoumarus "I'omoc" umeet Tecurle ¢cBa3u ¢ 'ocmenom CIHIA. Oxa3zanuce
HOBBIC IOKYMEHTBI, TOATBEPKAAIOIINE YTO KOHTAKTHI "T'05toca" ¢ aMepuKaHCKUMHU TUILIIOMATaMU
KacaJluCh HE TOJBKO "MOpaIbHOU MOANEPKKHU", AMEpUKaHCKasl AUIIMHUCCHS J1ajia IeTaJbHYyI0
WHCTPYKITUIO TI0 AeWCTBUAM HaOIIogaTenei Ha BRIOOpax, OTBEYArOInM HoiauTndeckuM uaTepecam CLIA.
EcrectBenHo, uto 3a cBoe corpyanuuectBo ¢ ['ocaenom CIIA acconmanus "I'onoc" nomydana 1eHbIH OT
aMEepUKaHIIEB.

OSCE Treatment

Ha 4 nexabps 2011 roma Poccus BeiOupana nenyratoB ['ocymapcreennoit dymer. Ha 450 kpecen
B HIOKHEW Nanarte napiaMeHTa npeTeHoBanu 2999 npencraButeneil 7 HOIUTUYECKUX MapTHIL:
pe3ynbTaTsl onpeneisum noutu 110 mirH genoBek B Poccun u 3a py6eskom. OOpaboTKa mepBhIx
pe3yIbpTaTOB BEIOOPOB IMOKAa3ana: BCe MapTUH, IpeAcTaBIeHHbIEC B JlyMe IpeAbIIyLero co3bIBa, OCTAINCH
U B HIDKHEH nanare.

Mexaynapoansie HabmoaaTenu OBCE kputukyiot Bei00ps! B ymy. Habmogarenn o0bsBum 0
MHOTOYHCIICHHBIX HAPYIIEHUX BO BpeMs BLIOOpPOB B ['ocayMy, a Takke O BMEIIATEIbCTBE BIACTEH B X0/
rosocoBaHusl. «bbUT LETBI psit HApYyLIeHNH, KOTJa camMa npoleaypa HoJcyeTa rojIocOB Hapyllanach, U
OBLI TeTBbIH psijt (PAKTOB Cephe3HBIX BOPOCOB OroiieTeHel B M30MpaTelibHbIe YPHBI, C 00Jee 4eM OHOM
TPETH N30MPaTEIbHBIX YIaCTKOB MBI HE MOJIYYMIIN KOIIMU PE3yJIbTaTOB FOJIOCOBAHMS, U OBUIM OTYETHI O
TOM, YTO OBUTH MPENATCTBUS paboTe HAIIMX Halmoaareneiy, — ckasan npeacrasurens OBCE nHa npecc-
KoH(pepeHnuu B Mockae.

OBCE sBnsieTcst 0IHOM U3 BEIYIUX MEXIyHAPOIHBI OpPraHU3aIui B 00IaCTH HAOIOICHUS 3a
BBIOOpaMu. DTO BEJIET, CBA3aHHBIC C BBIOOpaMHU JIESTENFHOCTH B paMKax 56 rocyapcTB-y4aCTHHKOB,
BKJTFOYAsl TEXHUYECKYIO TIOMOIIb ¥ MECCHU TI0 HAaOIIOACHHIO 32 BRIOOPAMHU.
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D2. Transcript of Video Clip

Original video is available at: http://www.ntv.ru/peredacha/proisschestvie/archive/i91256.
Respondents were shown only the introduction with the NTV station logo blurred out. Text marked with
* describes the images on screen.

English Translation

Narrator: “Vote for Russia! Vote against everyone!” Policemen found four thousands leaflets with this
slogan in the Barnaul office of the Golos association.

*Police in the Golos office. Snapshots of Leaflets.

Member of the Golos association: “The leaflets you are talking about, the ones that were taken, were on
this desk here. We give this desk to volunteers”.

Narrator: It would be fine, but the leaflets were found in the place where they should not have been on
any account, as the Golos association is the association of independent observers.

Grigory Melkonyants (deputy director of the Golos association): We have been working for almost 12
years now.

Narrator: And they know very well that they don’t have the right to campaign for opposition groups,
propagate, ruin ballots and boycott the elections. A question arises — how did the allegedly independent
observers acquire the leaflets of radical opposition?

* Pictures from the Golos archive. NTV journalists in the Golos office.

Lilia Shibanova (director of the Golos association): | cannot prevent my coordinators from being friends
with people from «Solidarnost» or other parties. You see, these people are... ideologically close to us, I'd
say.

Narrator: The observers don't really hide the fact that they are ideologically close to certain opposition
parties. Neither do they try to conceal their source of funding.

* Pictures of Boris Nemtsov, Lilia Shibanova. Excel tables with figures and numbers.
Lilia Shibanova: Decent salary, big grant.

Narrator: But who sponsors the Golos association?

* Snapshots of the USAID website, statue of Liberty, stacks of dollars.

Lilia Shibanova: This is the American money.

Narrator: And who do the independent observers depend on?

Man in the street (no caption): The American Agency of Humanitarian Aid.
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Narrator: Secret Club of the lovers of Sweden and pre-election schemes of foreign special services.
Young woman (no caption): I went there on my professor’s advice.

Narrator: One MSU professor (professor: | asked them, and they agreed) supplied students for enrolment.
Student: My scientific advisor said this is interesting, and she has connections there.

Narrator: What do they have to stoop to to get foreign grants?

Man in the street (no caption): This money is distributed to fulfill certain political tasks.

And where do hundreds of paid observers come from, all with fake freelance journalists’ IDs?

* PRESS IDs.

Man (no caption): Of course young people try to earn a little money.

Narrator: How is the election violations chart made?

Man in the street (no caption): We shouted something, now you deal with it.

Narrator: And why is it really done?

Man in the street (no caption): They arrived with ready conclusions.

Narrator: Who benefits from the declarations that the yet-to-take-place elections are illegal? And how can
you get 5 million dollars for one vote? Classified papers of foreign embassies and secret accountancy of
professional observers —today in our show.

* Suitcases with money. Excel tables with numbers, prices and last names of Shibanova and other Golos
members.

Russian Transcript

Pacckazunk: «I'onocyit 3a Poccuto! ['onocyii mpotus Bcex!» UeThIpe THICSYHN JINCTOBOK C TAKUM
MPU3BIBOM OBLTM OOHAPYKEHBI MoNuIeiickumu B bapHaynbckoM oduce acconuaruu «l omocy.

*[onumus B ouce «I'oocay, JINCTOBKH.

Unen acconuanuu «I'osocy»: «JIMCTOBKH, O KOTOPBIX BBl TOBOPUTE, BOT KOTOPBIE B3SUIU, HAXOAUIUCH Ha
3TOoM ctone. CTON y Hac AJIsi BOJIOHTEPOB.

Pacckazumk: Bce 661 HUYET0, HO JINCTOBKY 3TH HAWACHBI TaM, TJE UX IO OMPEACIICHUIO OBITh HE JOIKHO.
Benp accormanust «I"omocy - opraHu3anys He3aBUCUMBIX HAOIOIaTeeH.
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I'puropwuii MenbKOHBSHIL (3aMECTUTENh PYKOBOUTENS accoruanuu «I omoc»): Mel paboTaeM yxke mo4TH
12 met».

Pacckazunk: U oHM IpeKpacHO 3HAIOT, YTO 3aHUMAThHCS ATUTAIUCH, TIPU3BIBATH, TOPTUTH OIOJIJICTCHH U
OOHKOTHPOBATH BEIOOPEI OHU HE UMEIOT MpaBa. Bo3HUKaeT BONMpoc — KakuM 00pa3oM y BpoJe Obl
HE3aBHCUMBIX HaOIIOIaTENeH OKa3aIuCh JIUCTOBKY PAIUKAIBHON OMMO3HUIIAN?

*®ororpaduu u3 apxusa «['onocay, ;xypHanuctel HTB B oduce «['omocay.

JInmnsa lnbanoBa (pykoBoauTeio accoruannu «I omocy): 51 He MOTy 3aIIpeTUTh CBOUM KOOPAWHATOPAM
JIPYXKHUTB C IIObMU 13 «COMIapHOCTY WM OTKY/Ia TO HU ObLI0. [loHMMaeTe, 3To BCe paBHO JIFOJIH. . .
BCE€ PaBHO OJM3KHE TIO UACOJIOTHUH, HABEPHOE.

Pacckazunk: CBoro 01M30CTh K HICOJIOTHH HEKOTOPBIX OTACIBHBIX OMITO3UIIMOHHBIX MTApTUH
HabmromaTeny 0cobo He CKphIBatOT. Kak He CKpBIBalOT OHU U UICTOYHHUKH CBOETO (DMHAHCHPOBAHUSL.

*Kaapsr Hemmora, I1Iu6anosoii. Tabmumel EXcel ¢ mudpamu 1 0OTIETHOCTSIMH.

Jlunus: Xopoinas 3apriiara, O0JbIION TPaHT.

Pacckazuuk: Tak KTO %€ crnoHcupyet acconuanuto «I'omoc»?

*Kanpst caitta USAID, cratyn cBo60bI, CBeKEHATICUaTaHHBIE TAYKU JTOJUIAPOB.

Jlunusi: OTo U eCTh aMEPUKAHCKHE JICHBTH.

Pacckazunk: U oT KOTO 3aBUCAT HE3aBUCHMBIEe HaOmoaaTe n?

My>xurHa Ha ynuue: AMEpUKaHCKOE areHTCTBO T'YMAHUTAPHOM MTOMOILIH.

Pacckazuuk: Taitnbiii kiy0 arooureneit LlBennu u npeiBBIOOPHBIE CXEMbI HHOCTPAHHBIX CIICIICITYXO.
Monopas aeByuika: S nomnuia Tyza 1o COBETY MPENO1aBaTesl.

Pacckazunk: Kak npenogaBarens MI'Y (mperogaBarens: S cripocuina — OHM COTTIACHITUCH) TTOCTABIISIIA
CTYJICHTOB JIJIsSI BEPOOBKH.

CrynenTka: HaydHbII pyKOBOAUTEIIO CKa3al: «ITO HHTEPECHO», U OHA UMEET C HUMU KOHTAKTEHI.
Pacckazuuk: Kak oTpabaThIBaloTCs 3anaHbIC TPAHTHI?
My>xurHa Ha ynuue: «31ech ACHbI'U UAYT MO YETKHUE MOIUTUYECKUE 3aKa3bl».

U otkyna GepyTcst COTHH TPOIUTAYSHHBIX HAOIOAATEINEH C JIMTIOBBIMH YJIOCTOBEPEHUSIMHA BHEIITATHBIX
XKYpHaAIUCTOB?

*¥Y mocToBepeHHsI, Ha KOTOPBIX HAIIMCAHO «IIPeccay.

MyxuuHa: Mooexb, KOHEYHO, ITBITAETCS 110/13apaboTaTh.
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Pacckazunk: Kak coctaBnsercst kapTa HapyIeHHH Ha BRIOOpax?
My>xunHa Ha ynuie: «MbI IPOKpUYAIH, a BBl TaM pa30upanTechy.
Pacckazuuk: U 3auemM B IEHCTBUTEILHOCTH BCE ATO JiefaeTcs?

My>xunna Ha ynuie: «OHY IpUeXalli ¢ 3apaHee U3BECTHBIMH BEIBOIAMI.

Pacckazumk: ((KOMy BBIT'OAHBI 3a4BJICHUA O HCIMTUTUMHOCTH €IIIC HCCOCTOABIINXCS BLI60pOB? N kak
MOJIY4YUTh IATh MUWUJIMOHOB JOJUIAPOB 3a OAWH TOJIBKO romuoc? CCerTHI)Ie JOKYMCHTBI MHOCTPAaHHBIX

MOCOJbCTB U TaiiHas 6yXI‘ AITCPUs HpO(beCCI/IOHaJ'IBHI)IX Ha6J'IIOI[aTeJ'IeI71 CETOoaHs B Halieu noporpamMmme.

*Yemonan ¢ nenbramu. Tabnuna Excel ¢ orpoMHbIME cyMMamu B JoJIapax U paMIIHSIMHU PYKOBOJCTBA

«[omocay.
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D3. Sample Descriptive Statistics

Table D3.1 presents descriptive statistics for all the main variables.

Observations Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max.
Duma Fraud 2082 .545 498 0 1
Know Golos 2432 211 408 0 1
Opposition Voter 2432 257 437 0 1
Non Voter 2432 A71 499 0 1
Follow Politics 2419 1.933 712 0 3
State TV 2418 3.155 1.184 0 4
V Kontakte 2432 292 455 0 1
Odnoklasniki 2432 116 320 0 1
Live Journal 2432 215 410 0 1
Facebook 2432 A71 376 0 1
Private Sector 2033 1.714 452 1 2
Financial Status 2432 4,125 .768 3 6
Education 2432 4.88 437 4 6
Female 2430 1.549 498 1 2
Age 2431 38.806 12.700 18 65
Moscow 2432 A17 493 0 1
Family Economy 2416 2.058 711 1 3
Election Round 2432 1.501 .500 1 2

Respondents were screened by income using the following question:

For the income screener, respondents were asked, “How would you describe the financial status of your
family?” Only respondents who placed themselves 3 or higher on the following scale proceeded to the full
questionnaire: “1) not enough money even for food, 2) We can buy food but it would be hard for us to
buy clothes, 3) We can buy food and clothes, but it would be hard for us to buy a television, fridge or
washing machine, 4) We can buy major household appliances, but would not afford a new car, 5) Our
earnings are enough for anything but such expensive things like a dacha or an apartment, 6) No financial
difficulties, could buy a dacha or apartment if needed.”
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D4. How does the Internet sample compare with a nationally representative sample?

In this section | take advantage of a nationally representative poll conducted by the Moscow-based
polling organization, Levada Center, before and after the presidential election of March 6, 2011, to
compare patterns in the internet survey data with those in the population as a whole. The Levada survey
was conducted February 17-29 and March 16 - April 2 (roughly the same time as the internet surveys)
and drew on 1401 respondents in each round using a standard multi-state cluster sampling approach.

In terms of the population sampled, the internet survey differs from a nationally representative sample in
four main ways. First, the internet sample only covers Moscow, St. Petersburg and large cities with
population of over 1 million. This group makes up only 31.8 percent of the national sample. Second, we
required respondents to have at least some higher education, limiting ourselves to 32.3 percent of the
national sample. Third, we only sampled internet users — a group that made up 59 percent of the national
sample. Finally, we required that our respondents have enough money to cover food and necessities. This
criterion is harder to translate into the national sample as that survey asked respondents to place
themselves in one of 5 specific income categories. If we take only the top 3 income categories (people in
households with income over R15 000 per month (about $450), we capture 66.4 percent of the national
sample. The top 2 categories, people in households making more than R20 000 per month (about $600)
then we cover 35.6 percent of the national survey. Putting all these criteria together 11.3 percent of those
in a nationally representative sample also fit the criteria for the internet survey (using the R15 000 cut-off)
and 10.8 percent (using the R20 000 cut-off).

Fraud Perceptions In A National Sample

Comparing the data from our internet sample with a national sample conducted around the Presidential
election of March 2012 suggests that although overall fraud perceptions were lower in the national
sample, the patterns | demonstrated in the internet sample are also likely to be found in the national
sample. Although there are some differences in how questions are worded, the enormous differences in
fraud perceptions between regime supporters and regime opponents are also clear in the national sample.

Table D4.1 illustrates the overall level of perception of fraud in the 2011 Duma elections in Russia. Fully
36.5 percent of the population thought that fraud was at least substantial, though only 13.9 percent felt
that the overall results were affected. This compares with 47 percent of the internet sample who described
the elections as “not free and fair” (including don’t know and don’t want to say).

Table D4.1: Fraud Perceptions in Nationally Representative Sample.

What Was The Extent of . .
Violations in Duma Count Number of respondents Percent In Category Cumulative Proportion
No violations 346 12.35 12.35
Minor violations 865 30.87 43.22
T violat
Substantial violations, but 632 22 56 65.77
no effect on result
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Major violations that 391 13.95 7973
affected result

Not interested in politics 229 8.17 87.90

Hard to say 339 12.10 100.00

However, patterns of fraud perception even in this less distrustful group reflect strongly the same division
between regime supporters and opponents that | demonstrated in the main paper. To show this | coded
regime supporters, opponents and others according to the same coding procedure used in the main paper.
This gave us a distribution of support that was quite different from the internet sample. In the nationally
representative sample 54 percent of respondents were defined as regime supporters, 16 percent as
opponents and 29.6 percent as “others”. Recall that in the internet sample only 27 percent were
supporters, 25 percent were opponents and “others” constituted 47 percent of the sample.

Despite the differences in the overall distribution of political orientations, we see the same marked
differences in fraud perceptions by orientation. Only 26 percent of opponents thought that there no or
only minor violations in the Duma elections, while more than twice the proportion (57 percent) of
regimes supports held that opinion. Others, in this regard looked more like opponents, with 28 percent
thinking that there were no or minor violations. The pattern is even clearer if we consider those who
thought the violations were large enough to change the results of the election — only 8 percent of
supporters and 17 percent of others thought this was the case. Fully 30 percent of opponents thought that
violations had changed the result of the elections.

Table D4.2: Fraud Perception By Political Orientation In National Sample

What Was The Proportion Among Proportion Among Proportion Among Proportion Among
Extent of Violations Supporters Opponents Others Total
in Duma Count
No violations 18.86 2.22 591 12.35
Minor violations 38.11 24.17 21.23 30.87
Substantial violations, 18.97 33.04 2473 92 56
but no effect on result
Major violations that 7 69 2971 16.89 13.95
affected result
Not interested in 5.06 2.88 16.77 8.17
politics
Hard to say 12.02 7.98 14.48 12.10
Number of 1,522 451 829 2,802
respondents
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D5 Recruitment Incentives

Panel members are recruited on-line via a network of banners inviting them to share their opinions but
without stating the possibility of earning money. Once registered in the panel members might be chosen
at random to answer surveys. Invitations are sent to the respondent’s e-mail account. Upon receiving an
invitation, respondents follow the link from the message. Participation in the survey brings some points,
which can be further transferred to the mobile phone number account or to charity funds, or some other
purposes. Each panel member can participate in the survey not more than once in 2 months.
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E. Randomization Checks

In order to identify any possible major administrative error in randomizing the allocation of treatments
across respondents, Table E1 shows the p-values from chi-squared tests of whether there is statistically
significant variation in the in the allocation of given covariates to experimental groups in each of the
survey experiments. Table E1 shows the results of chi-squared test for every variable in Table 1 (except
Golos Know, since respondents who knew Golos were excluded from the experiments). We would expect
10 percent of the p-values to be significant at the 10 percent level by random chance. The table shows 5
of 64 variables are significant, suggesting that the randomization process was properly administered.

Table E1 Randomization Checks

GOLOS OSCE US AGENT NTV

Regime Voter .365 .054 327 127
Non Voter .848 303 .808 733
Opp Voter 486 442 ATT .052
Follow Politics 278 .862 .835 715
State TV 123 559 .086 630

V Kontakte .006 573 663 662
Odnoklasniki 701 393 324 636
Live Journal 975 742 671 515
Facebook 751 397 338 .984
Private Sector 793 .836 332 .565
Financial Status .609 557 548 716
Education 704 772 091 544
Female .899 472 757 .880
Age 718 411 117 238
Moscow 272 614 507 .885
Family Economy .585 351 975 324

Cells report p values from chi-squared tests.
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F. Regression Tables Underlying Figures 1 and 2

Table F1 Logit Regressions Underlying Figure 1

DV: Golos Correct Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Minimal Model Basic Plus Media Plus Media
Demaographics (All Respondents) (No TV)
Regime Voter 1.50 1.48 1.38 1.32
(3.30) (2.88) (2.25) (1.78)
Opposition Voter 2.10 1.96 1.52 1.60
(6.20) (5.04) (2.99) (3.15)
Interest in Politics - - 1.78 1.81
(6.39) (6.21)
State TV - - 0.84 0.82
(-3.67) (-3.92)
VKontakte - - 1.55 1.57
(3.33) (3.19)
Odnoklasniki - - 0.91 0.90
(-0.53) (-0.54)
Live Journal - - 1.75 1.91
(4.36) (4.79)
Facebook - - 0.97 0.98
(-0.18) (-0.15)
Private Sector - 1.04 1.02 1.00
(0.32) (0.17) (0.03)
Wealth - 1.23 1.12 1.10
(2.80) (1.47) (1.18)
Education - 1.31 1.16 1.16
(1.78) (0.95) (0.87)
Female - 0.78 0.88 0.87
(-2.23) (-1.12) (-1.08)
Age - 0.99 1.00 1.00
(-1.47) (-0.42) (-0.22)
Moscow - 1.39 1.32 1.40
(2.93) (2.40) (2.71)
Econ Last Year - 0.98 0.99 1.00
(-0.21) (-0.10) (-0.01)
Round 2 - 1.17 1.26 1.25
(1.40) (1.99) (1.81)
Constant 0.19 0.03 0.02 0.02
(-20.52) (-4.06) (-4.15) (-3.96)
2,432 2,023 2,005 1,903

Odds Ratios. Z statistics in parentheses.
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Table F2 shows the results of comparing opposition and regime voters on knowledge of Golos. As
mentioned in the main text, these are statistically different for the minimal and demographic models, but
not for the fully saturated model. However, it might reasonably be objected that not all knowledge of
Golos is equivalent. The nature of the information campaign around the elections meant that there were
basically two quite different routes through which citizens could acquire knowledge of Golos — television
and the Internet — and each carried quite different messages. Coverage of Golos on television was
uniformly negative, as the Russian government tried to brand Golos before the election as a foreign
funded organization acting on the instructions of foreign powers. Coverage of Golos on the Internet, by
contrast was mixed, including positive stories from independent sources like Gazeta.ru, which partnered
with Golos in the run-up to the elections to highlight abuses, and negative stories on pro-Kremlin
websites. Consequently, in the tests that follow | look both at overall knowledge of Golos and at effects
excluding knowledge acquired through television only.

Table F2
DV: Golos Correct Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Minimal Model Basic Plus Media Plus Media
Demographics (All Respondents) (No TV)
Non-Voter 0.67 0.67 0.73 0.76
(-3.30) (-2.88) (-2.25) (-1.78)
Opposition Voter 1.40 1.32 1.11 1.21
(2.60) (1.93) (0.67) (1.21)
Interest in Politics - - 1.78 1.81
(6.39) (6.21)
State TV - - 0.84 0.82
(-3.67) (-3.92)
VKontakte - - 1.55 1.57
(3.33) (3.19)
Odnoklasniki - - 0.91 0.90
(-0.53) (-0.54)
Live Journal - - 1.75 1.91
(4.36) (4.79)
Facebook - - 0.97 0.98
(-0.18) (-0.15)
Private Sector - 1.04 1.02 1.00
(0.32) (0.17) (0.03)
Wealth - 1.23 1.12 1.10
(2.80) (1.47) (1.18)
Education - 1.31 1.16 1.16
(1.78) (0.95) (0.87)
Female - 0.78 0.88 0.87
(-2.23) (-1.12) (-1.08)
Age - 0.99 1.00 1.00
(-1.47) (-0.42) (-0.22)
Moscow - 1.39 1.32 1.40
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(2.93) (2.40) (2.71)

Econ Last Year - 0.98 0.99 1.00
(-0.21) (-0.10) (-0.01)

Round 2 - 1.17 1.26 1.25
(1.40) (1.99) (1.81)

Constant 0.29 0.04 0.03 0.03
(-13.30) (-3.57) (-3.75) (-3.64)

2,432 2,023 2,005 1,903

Odds Ratios. Z statistics in parentheses.

Table F3 Ordered Logit Regressions Underlying Figure 2 — Effects in Bold Shown in Figure 2

DV: Degree of Fraud Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 2 Model1 Model 2
Opposition Opposition Regime  Regime Non Non
Voters Voters Voters Voters Voters Voters
(No TV) (NoTV) (No TV)
Non-Voter 0.58 0.57 2.58 2.55 - -
(-3.67) (-3.75) (7.08) (6.81)
Non-Voter Knows Golos 0.69 0.74 3.06 3.31 1.19 1.30
(-1.71) (-1.29) (5.37) (5.32) (0.86) (1.23)
Regime Voter 0.23 0.22 - - 0.39 0.39
(-9.27) (-9.12) (-7.08) (-6.81)
Regime Voter Knows 0.19 0.19 0.83 0.84 0.32 0.33
Golos
(-7.73) (-7.09) (-0.92) (-0.77) (-5.65) (-5.02)
Opp Voter - - 4.43 4.46 1.71 1.75
(9.27) (9.12) (3.67) (3.75)
Opp Voter Knows Golos 1.85 1.91 8.17 8.53 3.16 3.35
(2.53) (2.56) (8.71) (8.49) (4.95) (4.96)
Interest in Politics 0.91 0.88 0.91 0.88 0.91 0.88
(-1.21) (-1.49) (-1.21) (-1.49) (-1.21) (-1.49)
State TV 0.70 0.69 0.70 0.69 0.70 0.69
(-6.98) (-7.01) (-6.98) (-7.01) (-6.98) (-7.01)
VKontakte 1.19 1.23 1.19 1.23 1.19 1.23
(1.46) (1.63) (1.46) (1.63) (1.46) (1.63)
Odnoklasniki 0.84 0.85 0.84 0.85 0.84 0.85
(-1.13) (-0.98) (-1.13) (-0.98) (-1.13) (-0.98)
Live Journal 1.51 1.49 1.51 1.49 1.51 1.49
(3.23) (3.00) (3.23) (3.00) (3.23) (3.00)
Facebook 1.25 1.20 1.25 1.20 1.25 1.20
(1.57) (1.25) (1.57) (1.25) (1.57) (1.25)
Private Sector 1.15 1.18 1.15 1.18 1.15 1.18
(1.28) (1.42) (1.28) (1.42) (1.28) (1.42)
Wealth 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
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(-146)  (-144)  (-1.46)  (-1.44)  (-146)  (-1.44)

Education 1.02 1.08 1.02 1.08 1.02 1.08
0.12)  (0.54) 0.12)  (054)  (0.12)  (0.54)
Female 1.28 1.30 1.28 1.30 1.28 1.30
(2.34)  (2.46) (2.34)  (246)  (2.34)  (2.46)
Age 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99
(-275)  (2.45)  (-275)  (-2.45)  (-275)  (-2.45)
Moscow 1.18 1.16 1.18 1.16 1.18 1.16
(1.59)  (1.37) (1.59)  (1.37)  (L59)  (1.37)
Econ Last Year 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.56
(-7.98) (-7.72)  (-7.98) (-7.72)  (-7.98)  (-7.72)
Round 2 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
(-1.00)  (-0.95)  (-1.00)  (-0.95)  (-1.00)  (-0.95)
Constant 0.03 0.04 0.15 0.20 0.06 0.08

(-4.16)  (-3.69)  (-2.36)  (-1.94)  (-3.58)  (-3.09)

Observations 1,728 1,636 1,728 1,636 1,728 1,636

F4: Knowledge of Golos and Regime Evaluations

In the main body of the text, | discuss in some detail the relationship between knowledge of Golos and
overall assessments of the direction of the country. | note that there is no difference between the mean
assessment of the country’s direction between supporter who have heard of Golos and those who have
not. The same is true for non-voters. For opponents, the mean before the election among those who have
heard of Golos was .27 and compared with .32 for those who had not — this difference is substantively
very small and not statistically significant (the variable is coded as 1 for the right direction and 0 for the
wrong direction). After the election, things had changed somewhat — the mean among those who had not
heard of Golos stayed about the same (.33), while among those who had heard of Golos the mean
evaluation was .15, a substantial difference that is significant at p<.01. Taken together, it seems clear that
knowledge of Golos alone is far from being a good overall measure of the extremeness of the attitude to
the regime.

Moreoever, as Table F4 shows, if we include overall evaluations of the direction of the country in the
regressions from Figure 2 of the main table, the effect of knowledge of Golos on opponents is still
statistically significant and even substantively a little larger than before. Taken together, these analyses
provides strong evidence to suggest that knowledge of Golos itself does have an effect on evaluations of
elections for regime opponents but not (as the Table confirms again) for supporters or non-voters.
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Table F4 Ordered Logit Regressions Underlying Figure 2 Controlling for Evaluation of Country Direction

DV: Degree of Fraud Baseline: Baseline: Baseline:
Opponents Supporters Non-Voters

Direction of Country 0.14 0.14 0.14
(-15.02) (-15.02) (-15.02)
Non-Voter 0.74 2.01 -
(-1.74) (4.49)
Non-Voter Knows Golos 0.93 2.51 1.25
(-0.30) (3.73) (0.95)
Regime Voter 0.37 - 0.50
(-5.36) (-4.49)
Regime Voter Knows Golos 0.30 0.82 0.41
(-4.96) (-0.89) (-4.02)
Opp Voter - 2.71 1.35
(5.36) (1.74)
Opp Voter Knows Golos 2.09 5.66 2.82
(2.63) (6.23) (3.86)
Interest in Politics 0.94 0.94 0.94
(-0.60) (-0.60) (-0.60)
State TV 0.80 0.80 0.80
(-3.74) (-3.74) (-3.74)
VKontakte 1.25 1.25 1.25
(1.56) (1.56) (1.56)
Odnoklasniki 0.86 0.86 0.86
(-0.88) (-0.88) (-0.88)
Live Journal 1.31 1.31 1.31
(1.81) (1.81) (1.81)
Facebook 1.30 1.30 1.30
(1.60) (1.60) (1.60)
Private Sector 1.19 1.19 1.19
(1.35) (1.35) (1.35)
Wealth 0.86 0.86 0.86
(-1.83) (-1.83) (-1.83)
Education 1.05 1.05 1.05
(0.34) (0.34) (0.34)
Female 1.20 1.20 1.20
(1.51) (1.51) (1.51)
Age 0.98 0.98 0.98
(-3.11) (-3.11) (-3.11)
Moscow 1.29 1.29 1.29
(2.15) (2.15) (2.15)
Econ Last Year 0.70 0.70 0.70
(-4.15) (-4.15) (-4.15)
Round 2 0.87 0.87 0.87
(-1.23) (-1.23) (-1.23)
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Observations

1,458

1,458

1,458
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