
Supplementary Appendix

Appendix 1: Firm Survey

We employed VCIOM, a Moscow-based polling company to survey 922 firms drawn
from 24 sectors in 15 regional capitals in Russia from November 15 to December 22nd 2011.
Firms were stratified by size and sector and then sampled randomly from within these strata.
Only top managers, the CEO, CFO or the Chief Legal Officer of each firm took part in the
survey.  Twenty percent of respondents were called after the survey to verify their responses.  Of
1240 firm managers contacted, 318 refused to take part in the survey for a response rate of 74
percent.  Interviews were conducted face to face in the employers’ place of work.

The 15 regional capitals included at least one regional capital drawn from each of
Russia’s 7 federal districts.  Regional capitals included: Voronezh, Ekaterinburg, Kemerovo,
Kursk, Moscow, Nizhnii Novgorod, Novgorod, Omsk, Rostov, Smolensk, Tula, Ulyanovsk, Ufa,
Irkutsk,  and Khabarovsk.





Appendix 2.  Survey of Employees

We added questions to the monthly nationally representative survey of residents of
Russia conducted by the Levada Center, a Moscow-based polling company.  Levada’s Courier
survey asks a wide range of questions of 1600 residents in 130 primary sampling units in 45
regions. Interviewers conducted face to face in the home of the respondent. Twenty percent of
respondents received follow-up telephone calls, mailings, and visits used to ensure the
authenticity of the responses. The margin of error is less than 3.4 percent.  Nine regions
representing less than 4 percent of the sample are not included in the survey, including regions
that are difficult to access for a variety of reasons, including Chechnya, and regions in the far
north.  For details on the survey design in Russian see http://www.levada.ru/omnibusnyi-opros



Appendix 3. Mobilization Across Sectors

The table below shows the percentage of firms in the listed sectors that held a political activity in
the workplace. With a few exceptions that are discussed in the main text, firms in sectors
characterized by immobile assets are much more likely to report holding a political activity.

Industry Percentage of Firms
Engaging in Political Activity

Percent of Sample

Heavy Industry 48 15

Oil and Gas 40 1

Forestry 38 3

Light Industry 26 20

Communications 22 4

Financial Services 21 7

Electricity 20 1

Construction 20 11

Real Estate 16 7

Transportation 16 5

Trade and Services 13 26



Appendix Table 3. Alternative Specifications

We present a range of robustness checks for our firm survey models in Appendix Table 3.
Columns 2-9 of Appendix Table 3 tables show the results produced by dropping each
independent variable one at a time from Model 2, Table 3 in the main text (the original results
are reproduced in Column 1, Appendix Table 3 for comparison). Column 10 of Appendix Table
3 presents the original Model 2 specification without region fixed effects for the firm survey. In
this model, we use random effects. The signs and statistical significance on our variables of
interest remain robust to the random effects approach.





Appendix Table 4. Alternative Specifications

Appendix Table 4 presents similar robustness checks for the individual survey models. Columns 2-10 of
Appendix Table 4 drop independent variables one at a time from Model 1, Table 4 in the main text
(original results reproduced in Column 1, Appendix Table 4 for comparison). Our main results remain
robust to this check as well. Column 11 of Appendix Table 4 presents the model specification without
okrug fixed effects for the individual survey. In this model, we use random effects. The signs and
statistical significance on our variables of interest remain robust to the random effects approach.





Appendix Table 5: Effect of Employer Mobilization on Turnout

Appendix Table 5 presents the results of two logit models using the dependent variable “Turned
Out to Vote in the 2011 Parliamentary Elections.” Here we are interested in whether
mobilization by employers has an impact on the likelihood of an individual going to the polls.
Because of the strong collinearity between many of our original set of covariates, we present
reduced form models on turnout propensity. Model 1 estimates the effect of workplace
mobilization on turn out, when controlling for employment status. We find a point estimate that
is positive and significant at conventional levels, which suggests that workplace mobilization is
effective. Similarly, when we limit the sample to only those who are employed in Model 2, we
find a positive coefficient on the variable Mobilized to Vote by Employer. The standard error is
larger in this model (p<.1), largely due to the reduced sample size.


