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1 Appendix A: Additional Analyses and Tests

1.1 Sample descriptive statistics

The following table and figures provide a descriptive overview of the main model variables

including the dependent variable, perceived commitment.

Table A.1: Descriptive statistics of main variables

Mean SD  Median Min Max  Skewness Kurtosis Missing (in %)

Commitment 4.61  3.03 5.00 0 10.00 0.09 1.03 11.43
Age 47.53 16.26  46.00 18 81.00 0.23 0.83 0.00
Female 0.51 0.50 1.00 0 1.00 0.04 2.00 0.00
Education 6.67  2.25 6.00 2 11.00 0.18 0.82 2.04
Income dissatisfaction 0.23  0.42 0.00 0 1.00 1.30 0.31 0.00
Support party behavior 0.54  0.50 1.00 0 1.00 0.16 1.97 0.00
Attention 0.53  0.50 1.00 0 1.00 0.10 1.99 0.00
Pop. attitudes (Geo. Mean), To 0.39 0.15 0.39 0 0.89 0.35 0.17 0.00
Pop. attitudes (Goertz), To 0.37 0.15 0.38 0 0.88 0.05 0.25 0.00
Pop. attitudes (Geo. Mean), T1 0.38 0.15 0.37 0 0.88 0.25 0.12 0.00
Pop. attitudes (Goertz), T1 0.34 0.16 0.36 0 0.86 0.14 0.43 0.00
Participation intention 8.32 1.76 9.00 0 10.00 2.78 7.29 3.33
Change in participation intention  0.02  1.03 0.00 10 9.00 1.85 36.14 4.67
Change in PTV: in-party 0.73  2.57 0.00 10 10.00 0.27 4.02 8.94

Figure A.1, below, describes visually the relationship between the type of party response
(treatment group) and the perceived level of commitment in the in-party’s behavior. The plot
generally illustrates that assessments of commitment vary significantly, both within and across
treatment groups. The plot further shows that whenever respondents see their in-party shift
its position, respondents attest lower commitment, and that whenever core policy issues are
concerned, perceived commitment appears to be somewhat higher. The type of justification does

not fundamentally change the picture.

Figure A.1l: Distribution of perceived commitment by treatment group
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