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Appendix Figure 1. Comparison of levels of political interest in the study and in the 2008 QC Yougov Polimetrix survey sample 

Note: The YouGov Polimetrix survey was conducted in Quebec during the 2008 elections, on a representative sample of 2,072 electors. To qualify for the survey respondents had to be eligible to vote in the federal election. The graphs represent the unweighted distribution of responses to questions about interest in the federal, provincial and local politics in the survey sample and in our study.

	Appendix Table A1: Evaluation of standardized residuals from Model 5, Table 4

	 
	Lowest 

standardized residual
	Highest 

standardized residual
	Number of standardized residuals below -3.5
	Number of standardized 

residuals above 3.5

	Competitive leadership election
	 -3.77
	2.60
	1
	0

	Safe lead election
	-3.08
	2.57
	0
	0

	Extreme lead election
	-3.18
	2.59
	0
	0

	 
	
	
	
	 

	 
	”Small Chances and not Close” Election#

	 
	Coef.
	Std. Err.
	z
	p

	Preference strength
	3.78
	1.13
	3.34
	0.001

	Perception of party A’s chances
	9.36
	2.81
	3.33
	0.001

	Perception of party B’s chances
	-11.98
	4.54
	-2.64
	0.008

	Anxiety 
	-9.67
	3.30
	-2.93
	0.003

	Anxiety squared
	12.44
	4.00
	3.11
	0.002

	Constant
	3.33
	1.71
	1.95
	0.051

	Pseudo R2
	0.34

	Log likelihood
	-45.77

	LR χ2(5)
	46.39

	P > χ2
	0.00

	N
	118

	Note: The top part of the table lists the standardized residuals from the analyses of Model 5 in Table 4. 

#Logistic regression results excluding 1 outlier. 


	Appendix Table A2. Re-estimation of Model 5 with bootstrap standard errors
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 ”Small Chances and not Close” Election
	”Practically Nil Chance” Election
	”Nil Chance” Election

	 
	Observed
	Bootstrap
	
	Observed
	Bootstrap
	
	Observed
	Bootstrap
	 

	 
	Coef.
	Std. Err.
	z
	p
	Coef.
	Std. Err.
	z
	p
	Coef.
	Std. Err.
	z
	p

	Preference strength
	3.42
	1.18
	2.9
	0.004
	2.25
	1.31
	1.71
	0.087
	1.96
	0.91
	2.16
	0.031

	Perception of party A’s chances
	8.45
	3.04
	2.78
	0.005
	7.29
	2.45
	2.97
	0.003
	8.56
	1.82
	4.7
	0.000

	Perception of party B’s chances
	-11.00
	5.73
	-1.92
	0.055
	-4.47
	2.96
	-1.51
	0.13
	-3.07
	2.75
	-1.12
	0.264

	Anxiety 
	-8.70
	3.19
	-2.73
	0.006
	-4.33
	2.48
	-1.74
	0.081
	-5.15
	2.59
	-1.99
	0.047

	Anxiety squared
	10.74
	4.58
	2.34
	0.019
	4.84
	2.70
	1.79
	0.074
	5.15
	2.68
	1.93
	0.054

	Constant
	3.18
	2.04
	1.56
	0.119
	0.94
	1.09
	0.86
	0.388
	0.54
	0.94
	0.57
	0.568

	Pseudo R2
	
	0.31
	
	
	
	0.22
	
	
	
	0.21
	
	 

	Replications
	
	100
	
	
	
	100
	
	
	
	100
	
	 

	Wald χ2
	
	18.39
	
	
	
	20.66
	
	
	
	25.28
	
	 

	(p> χ2)
	
	0.00
	
	
	
	0.00
	
	
	
	0.00
	
	 

	Log likelihood
	
	-48.68
	
	
	
	-57.89
	
	
	
	-63.38
	
	 

	N
	
	119
	
	
	
	119
	
	
	
	119
	
	 

	Note: Logit regression results with bootstrap standard errors estimated with Stata 13.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


	Appendix Table A3. Re-estimation of Model 5 with a truncated sample

	 
	 ”Small Chances and not Close” Election
	”Practically Nil Chance” Election
	”Nil Chance” Election

	 
	Coef.
	Std. Err.
	z
	p
	Coef.
	Std. Err.
	z
	p
	Coef.
	Std. Err.
	z
	p

	Preference strength
	3.32
	1.05
	3.16
	0.002
	2.18
	1.08
	2.01
	0.044
	1.86
	0.85
	2.18
	0.029

	Perception of party A’s chances
	8.48
	2.44
	3.46
	0.001
	6.99
	2.03
	3.44
	0.001
	8.42
	2.04
	4.13
	0.000

	Perception of party B’s chances
	-11.81
	4.70
	-2.51
	0.012
	-4.01
	2.97
	-1.35
	0.177
	-2.53
	2.44
	-1.03
	0.302

	Anxiety 
	-6.88
	3.21
	-2.14
	0.032
	-4.85
	2.75
	-1.76
	0.079
	-5.05
	2.70
	-1.87
	0.062

	Anxiety squared
	8.03
	4.61
	1.74
	0.082
	5.63
	3.49
	1.61
	0.107
	5.02
	3.00
	1.67
	0.095

	Constant
	3.36
	1.70
	1.98
	0.048
	0.88
	0.99
	0.88
	0.378
	0.40
	0.87
	0.46
	0.649

	Pseudo R2
	0.31
	0.21
	0.21

	Log likelihood
	-47.79
	-56.29
	-61.69

	LR χ2(5)
	29.37
	22.48
	20.61

	P > χ2
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	N
	116
	113
	115

	Note: Logistic regression results with robust standard errors estimated with Stata 13. Respondents who reported anxiety levels of 1 are not included in the analysis
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Appendix Figure 2. Replication of Figure 1 

Note: Marginal effects from Anxiety Direct Curvilinear Model estimated with Stata 13 using a truncated sample not including individuals who reported anxiety levels of 1 on the 0-1 scale. The analysis results are presented in Table A3. When the reported anxiety is at 0.4, the probability of voting A in the “small chances and not close” election is lower than when the reported anxiety is estimated at 0 (z=2.33, p=0.02) or at 0.9 (z=1.72, p=0.08). In the “practically nil chance” election, the probability of voting A when anxiety is estimated at 0.4 is marginally lower than when the reported anxiety is estimated at 0 (z= 1.81, p=0.07) or at 0.9 (z=1.42  p= 0.15). In the “nil chance” election, individuals rating their anxiety level at 0.4 are significantly less likely to vote for A compared with those who report no anxiety (z=2.13, p=0.03). The difference in probability for those who report moderate and extreme anxiety in this election is in the expected direction, but not significant at conventional levels (z= 1.04, p= 0.30). In all three elections, reported anxiety levels of 0 and of 0.9 yield statistically indistinguishable probabilities to vote for A.  

	Appendix Table A4. Re-estimation of Model 5 with environmental attitudes as a predictor

	 
	 ”Small Chances and not Close” Election
	”Practically Nil Chance” Election
	”Nil Chance” Election

	 
	Coef.
	Std. Err.
	z
	p
	Coef.
	Std. Err.
	z
	p
	Coef.
	Std. Err.
	z
	p

	Environmental attitudes
	0.08
	1.40
	0.06
	0.952
	2.82
	1.20
	2.34
	0.019
	1.91
	1.39
	1.38
	0.168

	Perception of Party A’s chances
	7.90
	2.62
	3.01
	0.003
	7.08
	2.15
	3.29
	0.001
	8.49
	2.09
	4.07
	0.000

	Perception of Party B’s chances
	-7.51
	3.55
	-2.12
	0.034
	-2.33
	2.80
	-0.83
	0.406
	-1.98
	2.26
	-0.88
	0.379

	Anxiety 
	-6.59
	2.41
	-2.73
	0.006
	-4.92
	2.29
	-2.15
	0.032
	-4.43
	2.46
	-1.80
	0.071

	Anxiety squared
	8.57
	2.99
	2.86
	0.004
	5.85
	2.43
	2.40
	0.016
	4.49
	2.62
	1.71
	0.087

	Constant
	2.54
	1.94
	1.31
	0.191
	-1.34
	1.38
	-0.97
	0.332
	-0.86
	1.35
	-0.64
	0.522

	Pseudo R2
	0.21
	0.21
	0.18

	Log likelihood
	-55.56
	-59.23
	-65.87

	LR χ2(5)
	20.05
	21.49
	18.49

	P > χ2
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	N
	119
	119
	119

	Note: Logistic regression results with robust standard errors estimated with Stata 12. The environmental attitudes variable is the average of individuals’ reported position on the GGE item and on the environmental emotion item. 
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