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to suffer from multicollinearity. Three things are worth pointing out: 1)

only change in one trust item, trust towards the president, was significantly

associated with change in trust towards e-voting; 2) change in trust towards

e-voting itself also only predicted change in trust towards the president and

no other outcomes; 3) the model fit shown by R2 for the model with a

change in trust towards e-voting as the outcome is lower by a factor of four

to ten in comparison to the other models. This means the change in trust

levels towards e-voting were indeed independent from other trust items.

Table E.2: Effects of usage and knowledge of verification on trust towards e-voting

2013 2014 2015

Using verification

Used verification 0.34 −0.80 −0.38

(0.32) (0.54) (0.41)

Age 0.01 0.02 −0.01

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Education: higher −1.13 −0.41 0.91

(base: primary) (1.34) (0.79) (0.66)

Education: secondary −1.37 −1.84 0.65

(1.33) (0.82) (0.67)

Income decile 0.01 0.02 0.04

(0.06) (0.08) (0.07)

Ethnic Estonian 0.56 1.36∗ 0.52

(0.76) (0.57) (0.66)

Male −0.03 0.25 −0.40

(0.27) (0.46) (0.35)

Constant 9.15∗∗∗ 7.70∗∗∗ 7.66∗∗∗

(1.56) (1.16) (1.21)

Observations 98 56 106

R2 0.04 0.31 0.06

Continued on next page
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Table E.2 continued from previous page

2013 2014 2015

Knowing about verification

Knows verification 2.72∗∗∗ 2.40∗∗∗ 2.87∗∗∗

(0.42) (0.50) (0.39)

Age −0.05∗∗∗ −0.03 −0.06

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Education: higher 2.38∗∗∗ 1.57∗∗ 0.67

(base: primary) (0.48) (0.51) (0.48)

Education: secondary 0.99∗ 0.55 0.16

(0.41) (0.44) (0.43)

Income decile 0.05 0.07 0.11

(0.06) (0.06) (0.06)

Ethnic Estonian 2.41∗∗∗ 1.86∗∗∗ 1.89∗∗∗

(0.0.32) (0.38) (0.36)

Male −0.58∗ −0.37 −0.39

(0.29) (0.33) (0.31)

Constant 4.38∗∗∗ 4.91∗∗∗ 5.78∗∗∗

(0.74) (0.83) (0.78)

Observations 446 331 424

R2 0.42 0.23 0.27

The table reports OLS coefficients with standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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who were comprised of regular e-voters and new voters mobilized from not

voting to e-voting for the current election. The generic form of our model

took the following form:

ln

{
Pr(y = 1)

1− Pr(y = 1)

}
= β0 + β1mobiliz.+ γ + ε (F.1)

The parameter of interest was β1, which, if significant to at least at ¡0.05

level, would tell us that new voters were structurally mobilized from the

supporters of these political parties for which the parameter was significant.

The findings are presented in Table F.1.

The table shows average marginal effects with standard errors in paren-

theses. The main variable of interest is shown in the row mobilized by e-

voting and the numbers show whether the person who was mobilized into

voting via e-voting was more likely to choose a specific party over others,

so 0.03 in the first row of the first column shows us that a mobilized voter

would be 3% points more likely to vote for the Reform Party than any of the

other three parties, but this effect was not statistically significant. In none of

the years and for no party does the association reach any acceptable signif-

icance level, so we can only conclude that new e-voters being mobilized to

vote did not support one specific party in overwhelming numbers.

Table F.1: Party choice and mobilization in national elections via e-voting

Reform Centre Pro Patria & Social

Party Party Res Publica Democrats

2007

Mobilized by e-voting 0.03 0.09 −0.05 −0.11

(0.12) (0.06) (0.11) (0.07)

Age −0.00 0.00 −0.00 −0.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Income decile −0.02 −0.01 0.01 0.01

(0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01)

Left-right position 0.03 −0.03∗ 0.05 −0.04

Continued on next page
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Table F.1 continued from previous page

Reform Centre Pro Patria & Social

Party Party Res Publica Democrats

(0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02)

Constant −0.62 −0.67 −2.19 2.28

(1.29) (2.65) (1.38) (2.66)

Observations 74 74 74 74

Pseudo R2 0.04 0.28 0.07 0.20

2011

Mobilized by e-voting 0.06 0.06 −0.20 0.04

(0.11) (0.05) (0.13) (0.08)

Age −0.01 −0.00 0.01 0.00

(0.03) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Income decile 0.00 0.00 0.00 −0.01

(0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01)

Left-right position 0.06∗∗∗ −0.02∗ 0.02 −0.05

(0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01)

Constant −1.22 −0.36 −2.33∗ 0.50∗∗∗

(1.01) (1.16) (1.01) (1.13)

Observations 123 123 123 123

Pseudo R2 0.17 0.21 0.09 0.20

2015

Mobilized by e-voting 0.00 0.08 0.02 −0.10

(0.18) (0.05) (0.17) (0.16)

Age −0.00 0.00 −0.00 0.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Income decile −0.03 −0.01 −0.00 0.04

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Left-right position 0.09∗∗ −0.05∗ 0.03 −0.05∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

Constant −2.14 −1.02 −0.52∗ 0.47∗∗∗

(1.55) (2.14) (1.61) (1.91)

Observations 59 59 59 59

Continued on next page
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Table F.1 continued from previous page

Reform Centre Pro Patria & Social

Party Party Res Publica Democrats

Pseudo R2 0.17 0.20 0.03 0.29

The table reports marginal effects; standard errors are in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

F.2 Model of mode-specific bias

We investigated the possible effect of e-voting on party choice using a logit

model, where the outcome was the self-reported voting choice for a particu-

lar party (coded 1) and the reference being a vote for any of the remaining

three parties (coded 0). Such a model was estimated for each of the four

parties separately for each of the elections under study. The main predictor

was a dichotomy between e-voters (coded 1) and paper voters (coded 0).

Because we were interested in the effect of e-voting while controlling for

socio-demographics and other related covariates, we included a set of tradi-

tional determinants of party choice (age, gender, education, ethnicity, place

of residence, income, left-right-placement and computer literacy). A generic

form for our model took the following form:

ln

{
Pr(y = 1)

1− Pr(y = 1)

}
= β0 + β1evoting + γ + ε (F.2)

where the primary parameter of interest is β1, while controlling for the

vector of socio-demographic, attitudinal and behavioural covariates (γ). If

our primary parameter of interest was statistically significant, e-voting was

associated with voting for this particular party. Results are displayed in Ta-

bles F.2, F.3 and F.4, where the columns contain four separate models esti-

mated for each of the parties.

We saw that there was a positive association with e-voting and choosing

the Reform Party in 2015 and with choosing the Pro Patria and Res Publica
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Table F.1 continued from previous page

Reform Centre Pro Patria & Social

Party Party Res Publica Democrats

Pseudo R2 0.17 0.20 0.03 0.29

The table reports marginal effects; standard errors are in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

F.2 Model of mode-specific bias

We investigated the possible effect of e-voting on party choice using a logit

model, where the outcome was the self-reported voting choice for a particu-

lar party (coded 1) and the reference being a vote for any of the remaining

three parties (coded 0). Such a model was estimated for each of the four

parties separately for each of the elections under study. The main predictor

was a dichotomy between e-voters (coded 1) and paper voters (coded 0).

Because we were interested in the effect of e-voting while controlling for

socio-demographics and other related covariates, we included a set of tradi-

tional determinants of party choice (age, gender, education, ethnicity, place

of residence, income, left-right-placement and computer literacy). A generic

form for our model took the following form:

ln

{
Pr(y = 1)

1− Pr(y = 1)

}
= β0 + β1evoting + γ + ε (F.2)

where the primary parameter of interest is β1, while controlling for the

vector of socio-demographic, attitudinal and behavioural covariates (γ). If

our primary parameter of interest was statistically significant, e-voting was

associated with voting for this particular party. Results are displayed in Ta-

bles F.2, F.3 and F.4, where the columns contain four separate models esti-

mated for each of the parties.

We saw that there was a positive association with e-voting and choosing

the Reform Party in 2015 and with choosing the Pro Patria and Res Publica
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Union in 2007. There was a negative association with e-voting and choosing

the Centre Party in 2011 and 2015.

Table F.2: Party choice and e-voting in the 2007 national elections

Reform Centre Pro Patria & Social

Party Party Res Publica Democrats

E-voted −0.09∗ −0.04 0.10∗∗ 0.04

(0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03)

Age −0.00 0.00∗∗ −0.00 −0.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Male −0.07 0.04 0.04 −0.01

(0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03)

Ethnic Estonian 0.61∗∗∗ −0.43∗∗ 0.27∗ 0.28∗

(0.15) (0.05) (0.12) (0.12)

Higher education −0.06 −0.06 0.06 0.04

(0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03)

PC literacy: good 0.06 −0.07 −0.01 0.01

(0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)

Income decile 0.02∗∗ −0.02∗∗ 0.00 −0.01

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Left-right position 0.02∗ −0.02∗∗∗ 0.03∗∗∗ −0.03∗∗∗

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Constant −3.38∗ 2.99∗∗∗ −4.45∗∗∗ −2.35

(0.85) (0.82) (0.91) (1.16)

Observations 570 570 570 570

Pseudo R2 0.15 0.46 0.14 0.13

The table reports marginal effects; standard errors are in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

After preprocessing the data we continue by specifying exactly the same

model as that in Equation F.2, only now we estimated the model on a bal-

anced sample and thus, our results provide a basis for causal interpretation.

The findings are reported in Table F.5. Because the observed covariates were
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Table F.3: Party choice and e-voting in the 2011 national elections

Reform Centre Pro Patria & Social

Party Party Res Publica Democrats

E-voted 0.06 −0.06∗ −0.01 0.01

(0.05) (0.03) (0.05) (0.04)

Age −0.00 0.00 0.00 −0.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Male −0.06 0.02 0.05 −0.01

(0.04) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03)

Ethnic Estonian 0.72∗∗∗ −0.32∗∗∗ 0.47∗∗ 0.41∗∗∗

(0.20) (0.04) (0.18) (0.11)

Higher education −0.11∗ −0.02 0.14∗∗∗ −0.02

(0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)

PC literacy: good −0.03 0.00 0.01 0.02

(0.05) (0.03) (0.05) (0.05)

Income decile 0.00 0.00 0.00 −0.01

(0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01)

Left-right position 0.04∗∗∗ −0.01∗∗ 0.02∗ −0.04∗∗∗

(0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01)

Constant −4.29∗∗∗ 2.31∗∗ −5.15∗∗∗ −1.87∗

(1.12) (1.04) (1.14) (0.89)

Observations 510 570 570 570

Pseudo R2 0.19 0.61 0.14 0.15

The table reports marginal effects; standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

used as a basis of matching, they are not directly interpretable with respect

to the outcome of interest. We have included them into the model as con-

vention prescribes, but refrained from reporting them in the results table.

We made use of genetic matching that uses a search algorithm to it-

eratively check and improve covariate balance, and returned generalized

propensity and Mahalanobis Distance matching scores (Diamond and Sekhon,
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Table F.4: Party choice and e-voting in the 2015 national elections

Reform Centre Pro Patria & Social

Party Party Res Publica Democrats

E-voted 0.09∗∗ −0.18∗∗∗ −0.02 0.05

(0.04) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04)

Age −0.00∗∗∗ 0.01∗∗∗ −0.00 −0.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Male −0.05∗ 0.03 0.04 −0.01

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

Ethnic Estonian 0.54∗∗∗ −0.47∗∗∗ 0.32∗∗∗ 0.17∗∗∗

(0.11) (0.02) (0.08) (0.05)

Higher education −0.05 −0.05 0.06 0.04

(0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03)

PC literacy: good −0.00 0.06 0.03 −0.10∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)

Income decile −0.00 −0.00 −0.00 0.01

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Left-right position 0.03∗∗∗ −0.02∗∗∗ 0.01 −0.02∗

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Constant −4.07∗∗∗ 0.77∗∗∗ −4.50∗∗∗ −1.17∗

(0.93) (0.63) (0.85) (0.59)

Observations 592 592 592 592

Pseudo R2 0.31 0.52 0.14 0.07

The table reports marginal effects; standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

2005). In essence, it is a multivariate matching method that uses an evolu-

tionary search algorithm developed by Sekhon and Mebane (1998) to maxi-

mize the balance of observed covariates across matched treated and control

units (Diamond and Sekhon, 2005). Relevant observed variables used for

matching were age, gender, education, urban residence, ethnicity, income,

left-right self-position and computer literacy.
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Applying the matching technique showed e-voting to indeed be positively

associated with voting for the Reform Party in 2015 and negatively associ-

ated with choosing the Centre Party in 2011 and 2015. The strength of the

negative association in 2015 was clearly weakened by using the more sophis-

ticated matching technique. All-in-all, we saw therefore some support for a

mode specific bias of e-voting, but it was not consistent over the years and

did not exist to a degree that could explain the large differences in aggregate

level election results.
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Table F.5: Causal effect of e-voting on party choice in 2007, 2011 and 2015

Reform Centre Pro Patria & Social

Party Party Res Publica Democrats

2007

Mobilized by e-voting −0.10 −0.02 0.10 0.04

(0.05) (0.03) (0.05) (0.04)

Controls included

Constant −0.03 3.26∗ −2.55∗ −0.84

(0.57) (1.53) (0.65) (1.34)

Observations 405 413 405 413

2011

Mobilized by e-voting 0.07 −0.06∗ −0.00 0.03

(0.06) (0.02) (0.06) (0.05)

Controls included

Constant −0.50 −4.55 −2.27∗∗∗ 0.55

(0.67) (1.59) (0.71) (0.78)

Observations 327 327 327 327

2015

Mobilized by e-voting 0.11∗ −0.14∗∗ 0.01 0.02

(0.06) (0.04) (0.05) (0.06)

Controls included

Constant −4.51∗∗∗ 0.95 −3.92∗∗ 0.21

(1.38) (1.12) (1.27) (0.95)

Observations 229 229 229 229

The table reports marginal effects; standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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