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Online Appendix: 

Having their Say: Authority, Voice, and Satisfaction with Democracy 

Manipulated Policy Articles 

Figure A1-2. Arts and Culture Articles, 3p
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Figure A3-4. Environment Articles, 3pE 
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Figure A5-6. Environment Articles, 4p 
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Manipulated Election Result Articles 

Figure A7-10. Post-Election Articles, 3p/3PE 
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Figure A11-14. Post-Election Articles, 4p 
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Figure A15. Treatment Design 

 

Figure A16. Proportion of respondents satisfied with democracy 

across election outcomes 

 

Note: Error bars reflect 90% confidence intervals 
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Figure A17. Proportion of respondents satisfied with democracy 

across treatment conditions 

 

 

Note: Error bars reflect 90% confidence intervals 
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Figure A18. Proportion of respondents satisfied with democracy 

across treatment conditions and election outcomes 

 

 

Note: Error bars reflect 90% confidence intervals 
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Table A1. Logistic Regression Estimates, All Conditions 

 Students Sierra Club 
 1 2 3 1 2 3 

Environmentalist  0.16 0.23 0.68 0.26 0.26 0.71** 
 (0.33) (0.38) (0.45) (0.18) (0.20) (0.29) 
Green party 0.09 0.10 0.65 0.33* 0.41** 0.61** 
 (0.32) (0.36) (0.44) (0.18) (0.20) (0.28) 
Winner 0.75*** 0.62* 1.68*** 0.33** 0.46*** 0.88*** 
 (0.29) (0.33) (0.62) (0.14) (0.17) (0.30) 
Enviro * Winner   -1.48*   -0.88** 
   (0.90)   (0.41) 
Green * Winner   -1.64**   -0.32 
   (0.79)   (0.42) 
CPC PID  -0.05 -0.02  -0.16 -0.16 
  (0.55) (0.55)  (0.46) (0.46) 
NDP PID  -0.72** -0.69*  -0.20 -0.20 
  (0.36) (0.36)  (0.22) (0.22) 
Green PID  0.93 1.00  -0.89*** -0.92*** 
  (1.15) (1.15)  (0.25) (0.25) 
No PID  -0.09 0.01  -0.83*** -0.86*** 
  (0.52) (0.52)  (0.31) (0.32) 
Ideology  0.09 0.12  0.28*** 0.27*** 
  (0.09) (0.09)  (0.05) (0.05) 
Efficacy, Pre-Treat  0.88*** 0.92***  0.52*** 0.51*** 
  (0.25) (0.26)  (0.11) (0.11) 
Constant 1.08*** -0.58 -1.09 -1.70*** -2.78*** -2.98*** 

Pseudo R2 0.02 0.08 0.10 0.01 0.10 0.11 
N 373 321 321 1249 1049 1049 

Logit coefficients, standard errors in parentheses * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 
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Figure A19. Predicted probabilities for Model 3 in the student (left) and Sierra Club 

(right) samples 

 

Note: Error bars reflect 90% confidence intervals 
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Table A2. Ordered Logistic Regression Estimates,                                                      
Majority vs. Minority Conditions 

       

 Student SCC 
 1 2 3 4 

Combined Environment 0.16 0.62 0.33* 0.47 
 (0.32) (0.60) (0.18) (0.38) 
Winner 0.65 1.80** 0.63*** 1.16*** 
 (0.46) (0.91) (0.23) (0.43) 
Majority -0.01 -0.03 0.06 -0.18 
 (0.37) (0.65) (0.22) (0.46) 
Winner * Majority -0.09 -0.26 -0.39 -0.63 
 (0.66) (1.24) (0.33) (0.61) 
Winner * Environment  -1.68  -0.81 
  (1.06)  (0.51) 
Majority * Environment  0.08  0.35 
  (0.79)  (0.52) 
Winner * Majority * Environment  0.22  0.40 
  (1.46)  (0.73) 
CPC PID -0.05 -0.02 -0.14 -0.18 
 (0.56) (0.56) (0.46) (0.47) 
NDP PID -0.73** -0.70* -0.21 -0.21 
 (0.36) (0.37) (0.22) (0.23) 
Green PID 0.96 1.02 -0.88*** -0.93*** 
 (1.15) (1.15) (0.25) (0.26) 
No PID -0.11 0.02 -0.83*** -0.90*** 
 (0.52) (0.53) (0.32) (0.32) 
Ideology 0.09 0.11 0.27*** 0.27*** 
 (0.09) (0.09) (0.05) (0.05) 
Efficacy, Pre-Treat 0.88*** 0.92*** 0.52*** 0.52*** 
 (0.26) (0.26) (0.11) (0.11) 

Pseudo R2 0.08 0.10 0.11 0.11 
N 321 321 1049 1049 

Ordered logit coefficients, standard errors in parentheses * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 
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Figure A20. Average Marginal Effect of Winning Campaign across 

Experimental Conditions, Student Sample 

 

Figure A21. Average Marginal Effect of Winning Campaign 

across Experimental Conditions, Sierra Club Sample
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Table A3. Ordered Logistic Regression Estimates,                                                      
Say in Government and Important Issues Addressed 

 Say in Government Important Issues 
 Student Student SCC SCC Student SCC 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Combined Environment 0.58*** 0.95*** 0.01 -0.04 0.39* 0.60*** 
 (0.23) (0.31) (0.12) (0.15) (0.23) (0.13) 
Winner 0.28 0.82** 0.18 0.09 0.52** 1.14*** 
 (0.22) (0.38) (0.12) (0.19) (0.23) (0.13) 
Enviro * Winner  -0.81*  0.14   
  (0.47)  (0.24)   
CPC PID 0.10 0.08 -0.56 -0.55 0.54 -0.34 
 (0.39) (0.39) (0.39) (0.39) (0.39) (0.42) 
NDP PID -0.06 -0.06 -0.12 -0.11 0.48* -0.08 
 (0.28) (0.28) (0.17) (0.17) (0.28) (0.19) 
Green PID 0.44 0.45 -0.37** -0.36** 1.52* -0.40** 
 (0.72) (0.74) (0.18) (0.18) (0.28) (0.20) 
No PID -0.57 -0.50 -0.27 -0.26 0.35 -0.30 
 (0.40) (0.40) (0.22) (0.22) (0.40) (0.23) 
Ideology -0.06 -0.05 0.04 0.04 -0.07 0.05 
 (0.07) (0.07) (0.04) (0.04) (0.07) (0.04) 
Efficacy, Pre-Treat 0.71*** 0.73*** 0.56*** 0.56*** 0.21 0.42*** 
 (0.20) (0.20) (0.08) (0.08) (0.19) (0.08) 

Pseudo R2 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.07 
N 315 315 1048 1048 317 994 

Ordered logit coefficients, standard errors in parentheses * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


