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[bookmark: _Toc136330092]Part A – Ethical Considerations

Throughout the data collection and data analysis stage, I complied with current standard and practices for research ethics, including the American Political Science Association’s “Principles and Guidance for Human Subjects Research” (2020).[footnoteRef:1] [1:  https://www.apsanet.org/Portals/54/diversity%20and%20inclusion%20prgms/Ethics/Final_Principles%20with%20Guidance%20with%20intro.pdf?ver=2020-04-20-211740-153 [last accessed 8th September 2022]] 

I ensured that respondents in both of my studies participated on a voluntary and informed basis. Respondents for both studies were sampled from standing opt-in panels maintained by two private companies, Gallup International and YouGov, and were explicitly invited to answer questions on social and political issues. Upon joining the standing panels, respondents were informed about the voluntary nature of their participation and that they could quit the survey whenever they wanted. When participating in this specific study, respondents in Study 1 were additionally informed that some questions may be perceived as sensitive, including views on politics and some political parties. 
Participants in both samples were minimally compensated for their efforts in participating in the survey. Compensations are deliberatively kept relatively small to mitigate risks of attracting professional survey takers. In combination with relatively generous welfare state offerings in the surveyed European countries it appears unlikely that participants considered their participation as work or contribution to their wage.  
I also ensured that respondents’ privacy was protected. I complied with EU 2016/679 on General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) by, for example, including ‘Don’t Know’ options to questions asking about left-right ideological positions or party preferences. Both surveys also informed respondents that by providing substantive answers to these questions, they agreed to the information being collected. At no point did I have access to information that would allow me to identify participating respondents. All respondents remained entirely anonymous to me. My analysis and the publication of the data for transparency purposes can in no way compromise the privacy of the respondents. 
 	Regarding specifically Study 2, I took two steps to ensure that respondents are not deceived. First, the newspaper articles are about a political party that does not exist and is also just referred to as Party M. In addition, all names of party leaders used in the mock articles are fictious and have been selected based on the most common names in Denmark amongst certain age groups. Second, before reading the articles, the survey text told respondents that the texts are “typical newspaper articles [..] that readers may come across in a daily newspaper”, which strongly suggests to respondents that these are not real newspaper articles (see wording also in Appendix 4). I consider it unlikely that my experimental treatments had any effect on real political processes or outcomes. 
In sum, because of the carefully collected and treated data I have conducted my research in full compliance with current laws and standards for ethical research. 



[bookmark: _Toc136330093]Part B – Design and Descriptives of Cross-national Study


Question wording: Example ‘Conservatives’ in Britain


We would like to ask you a few questions about your view of the rights and powers of the parties in Parliament. 

Please state the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements about the parties’ rights and powers in Parliament: 
[1 = disagree entirely – 7 = agree entirely; 8 = Don’t Know]

	When Conservatives are elected to Parliament, they need to be granted the same rights as other parties, even if I do not like it. 



And what about these statements? 
	When Conservatives are elected to Parliament, their policy proposals need to be discussed like others’, even if I do not like them.



And, finally, what about these?
	When Conservatives are elected to Parliament, their policy decisions need to be accepted and complied with like others’, even if I do not like them. 



Next, we would like to ask you some more questions about your view on how individual British parties perform the task of political representation.


Sometimes people think a certain political party is challenging current democratic practices, while others think the party is indeed endorsing current democratic practices. How would you rate the following political parties? 
[1 = challenges current democratic practices – 7 = endorses current democratic practices; 8 = Don’t Know]

	Conservatives




To reach their goal some political parties are willing to ignore laws and regulations, while others will comply with them under all circumstances. How would you rate the following parties?
[1 = Is willing to ignore laws and regulations – 7 = Will comply with laws and regulations under all circumstances; 8 = Don’t Know]

	Conservatives







Rationale for specific wordings of party legitimacy items 

The prefix “When elected to parliament” was included to measure party legitimacy perceptions of institutional players, i.e., those in parliament. 

The items also disentangle acceptance of a party as a parliamenatary decision-maker from sympathy or policy (dis)agreement by adding ‘even if I do not like it’ (for a similar argument, see Walgrave et al., 2016[footnoteRef:2]). [2:  Walgrave, Stefaan, Van Camp, K., Lefevere, J., & Tresch, A. (2016). Measuring issue ownership with survey questions. A question wording experiment. Electoral Studies, 42, 290-299.
] 


The specific parts in-between these prefixes and suffixes were chosen to strike a balance between specificity and comprehensiveness of a parliamentary party’s rights and powers. The first item is general and about rights alone. The second and third item are more about powers and relate to (a) a party’s power to propose legislation to discuss it in parliament and to (b) a parliamentary party’s power to legislate policy that citizens ought to comply with. The power to legislate is enate to all parties in parliamentary democracies, not only governing parties. 



Evaluating the validity and reliability of survey constructs 


Party legitimacy battery

According to a principal component analysis, all three items load on the same factor with similar loadings (0.57 – 0.59), and this factor explains about 80 percent of the variation. The items are also highly correlated (between 0.66 and 0.73) and the Cronbach’s alpha of 0.87 additionally confirms the reliability of the battery.


Democratic behavior battery

The items have high inter-item correlations (0.63), an acceptable Cronbach’s alpha (0.77), and high factor loadings (around 0.71) on the same first principal component. 




Evaluating the party legitimacy index: Comparison with related constructs

I conducted several analyses to verify that party legitimacy perceptions are related to but different from similar constructs, such as party sympathy or probabilities to vote. In a first set of analyses, I used simple correlations and comparisons of means before using confirmatory factor analyses in a second set of analyses.
According to the results, party legitimacy perceptions are positively correlated with party sympathy (Pearson’s correlation = 0.24, p < 0.01) and the probability to vote for the party (Pearson’s correlation = 0.11, p < 0.01), but only at modest levels. This also makes sense because it means that citizens might consider a political party legitimate to be a parliamentary decision-maker without necessarily liking or voting for it. Additional evidence for the distinctiveness of party legitimacy perceptions can be found through comparisons of means, after splitting the legitimacy index at its theoretical midpoint, which then distinguishes between those considering a party as legitimate and those considering it not legitimate. Citizens who do not think a party is legitimate (scoring less than 0.51 on the index from 0 to 1) have a significantly lower probability to vote for the party than for a party they see as legitimate (5 percent versus 12.1 percent, p < 0.01). Likewise, sympathy ratings are significantly lower for parties that citizens do not consider legitimate compared to those seen as legitimate (2.6 versus 3.9 on a 7-point scale; p < 0.01). 
In order to validate the new construct further, I also employed confirmatory factor analyses (lavaan package in R; Rosseel, 2012).[footnoteRef:3] I assumed a two-factor model where the first factor measures party legitimacy perceptions (all three items), and the second factor relates to a different expression of assessing parties (either party sympathy or probability to vote). In either of these cases, I assumed this assessment to be a latent factor too, which allows for measurement error. The results are entirely as expected, showing that party legitimacy perceptions are indeed forming a separate factor from party sympathy and probabilities to vote for the party. In both cases common fit indices indicate that the assumed structures fit the data well (Party Sympathy: CFI = 0.996, TLI = 0.989, RMSEA = 0.055, p-Close = 0.063; Probability to vote: CFI = 0.999, TLI = 0.997, RMSEA = 0.029, p-Close = 1.000). In addition, and as one would expect, the latent constructs are empirically related with covariances of 0.252 (Party Sympathy) and 0.115 (Probability to Vote). All of these results strongly suggest that party legitimacy perceptions do indeed measure something distinct from these related constructs. [3:  Rosseel, Yves (2012). lavaan: An R Package for Structural Equation Modeling. Journal of Statistical Software, 48(2), 1-36. URL http://www.jstatsoft.org/v48/i02/
] 



Table B1. Perceived party legitimacy: Weighted means and standard deviations across parties and countries.

	Party abbreviation
	Party name
	Country
	N
	Mean
	Standard deviation

	A
	Socialdemokraterne
	Denmark
	920
	0.85
	0.23

	Å
	Alternativet
	Denmark
	927
	0.84
	0.24

	AfD
	Alternative für Deutschland
	Germany
	871
	0.59
	0.36

	B
	radikale Venstre
	Denmark
	918
	0.83
	0.25

	BE
	Bloco de Esquerda
	Portugal
	928
	0.85
	0.22

	C
	Konservative Folkeparti
	Denmark
	930
	0.85
	0.23

	CDA
	Christen-Democratisch Appèl
	Netherlands
	878
	0.78
	0.24

	CDS-PP
	CDS- Partido Popular
	Portugal
	916
	0.85
	0.20

	CDU
	Christlich Demokratische Union Deutschlands
	Germany
	908
	0.78
	0.26

	Con
	Conservatives
	United Kingdom
	849
	0.80
	0.22

	Cs
	Ciudadanos
	Spain
	926
	0.79
	0.26

	CSU
	Christlich-Soziale Union in Bayern
	Germany
	897
	0.78
	0.26

	CU
	ChristenUnie
	Netherlands
	869
	0.78
	0.25

	D
	Nye Borgerlige
	Denmark
	917
	0.83
	0.26

	D66
	Democraten 66
	Netherlands
	867
	0.78
	0.24

	DUP
	Democratic Unionist Party
	United Kingdom
	802
	0.76
	0.23

	ECP
	En Comú Podem
	Spain
	927
	0.72
	0.31

	EHB
	Euskal Herria Bildu
	Spain
	909
	0.68
	0.33

	ERC
	Esquerra Republicana de Catalunya
	Spain
	927
	0.71
	0.31

	F
	Socialistisk Folkeparti
	Denmark
	919
	0.84
	0.25

	FDP
	Freie Demokratische Partei
	Germany
	896
	0.78
	0.25

	FI
	La France insoumise
	France
	837
	0.78
	0.24

	FN
	Front national /Rassemblement National
	France
	833
	0.78
	0.24

	FvD
	Forum voor Democratie
	Netherlands
	866
	0.70
	0.31

	GL
	GroenLinks
	Netherlands
	862
	0.78
	0.24

	GRÜNE
	Bündnis 90/ Die Grünen
	Germany
	900
	0.76
	0.28

	I
	Liberal Alliance
	Denmark
	916
	0.83
	0.24

	JxCat
	Junts per Catalunya
	Spain
	923
	0.72
	0.31

	Lab
	Labour Party
	United Kingdom
	848
	0.80
	0.22

	LibDem
	Liberal Democrats
	United Kingdom
	855
	0.79
	0.22

	LINKE
	Die Linke 
	Germany
	849
	0.73
	0.28

	LR
	Les Républicains
	France
	817
	0.80
	0.23

	LREM
	La République En Marche!
	France
	839
	0.79
	0.24

	MoDem
	Mouvement démocrate
	France
	827
	0.79
	0.23

	O
	Dansk Folkeparti
	Denmark
	911
	0.82
	0.26

	Ø
	Enhedslisten
	Denmark
	920
	0.83
	0.25

	PAN
	Pessoas-Animais-Natureza
	Portugal
	928
	0.85
	0.22

	PC
	Plaid Cymru
	United Kingdom
	819
	0.77
	0.24

	PCF
	Parti communiste français
	France
	845
	0.77
	0.25

	PCP
	Partido Comunista Português
	Portugal
	924
	0.84
	0.23

	PNV
	Partido Nacionalista Vasco
	Spain
	924
	0.74
	0.29

	Podemos
	Unidas Podemos
	Spain
	933
	0.76
	0.28

	PP
	Partido Popular
	Spain
	932
	0.80
	0.26

	PRG
	Parti radical de gauche
	France
	831
	0.77
	0.25

	PS
	Parti socialiste
	France
	828
	0.79
	0.23

	PS
	Partido Socialista
	Portugal
	927
	0.86
	0.20

	PSD
	Partido Social Democrata
	Portugal
	926
	0.87
	0.19

	PSOE
	Partido Socialista Obrero Español
	Spain
	951
	0.80
	0.24

	PvdA
	Partij van der Arbeid
	Netherlands
	866
	0.79
	0.24

	PvdD
	Partij voor de Dieren
	Netherlands
	872
	0.77
	0.26

	PVV
	Partij voor de Vrijheid
	Netherlands
	873
	0.76
	0.26

	SF
	Sinn Féin
	United Kingdom
	774
	0.72
	0.28

	SNP
	Scottish National Party
	United Kingdom
	847
	0.76
	0.25

	SP
	Socialistische Partij
	Netherlands
	868
	0.79
	0.24

	SPD
	Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands
	Germany
	900
	0.80
	0.24

	UDI
	Union des démocrates et indépendants
	France
	834
	0.78
	0.24

	V
	Venstre
	Denmark
	907
	0.86
	0.22

	Vox
	Vox
	Spain
	908
	0.73
	0.32

	VVD
	Volkspartij voor Vrijheid en Democratie
	Netherlands
	897
	0.77
	0.24
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Table C1. The informational effects of all party characteristics on party legitimacy perceptions: ordinary least squares. 

	 
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 5
	Model 6

	Predictors
	Coef
	se
	p
	Coef
	se
	p
	Coef
	se
	p
	Coef
	se
	p
	Coef
	se
	p
	Coef
	se
	p

	(Intercept)
	0.59
	0.01
	0.01
	0.59
	0.01
	0.01
	0.55
	0.01
	0.01
	0.56
	0.01
	0.01
	0.44
	0.01
	0.01
	0.43
	0.01
	0.01

	Female [yes]
	-0.01
	0.00
	0.01
	-0.01
	0.00
	0.01
	-0.01
	0.00
	0.01
	-0.01
	0.00
	0.01
	-0.00
	0.00
	0.09
	-0.00
	0.00
	0.10

	Age
	0.00
	0.00
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	0.01

	Education, Ref. low
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	[medium]
	0.03
	0.01
	0.01
	0.03
	0.01
	0.01
	0.03
	0.01
	0.01
	0.03
	0.01
	0.01
	0.03
	0.01
	0.01
	0.03
	0.01
	0.01

	[high]
	0.06
	0.01
	0.01
	0.06
	0.01
	0.01
	0.06
	0.01
	0.01
	0.06
	0.01
	0.01
	0.04
	0.01
	0.01
	0.04
	0.01
	0.01

	Ideology self, Ref. center
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	[moderate left/right]
	0.04
	0.00
	0.01
	0.04
	0.00
	0.01
	0.04
	0.00
	0.01
	0.04
	0.00
	0.01
	0.04
	0.00
	0.01
	0.04
	0.00
	0.01

	[left/right wing]
	0.02
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02
	0.00
	0.01

	Governing experience [yes]
	
	
	
	0.01
	0.00
	0.01
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.00
	0.00
	0.31

	Old [yes]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.05
	0.00
	0.01
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.02
	0.00
	0.01

	Ideological Moderation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.01
	0.00
	0.01
	
	
	
	-0.00
	0.00
	0.01

	Democratic Behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.30
	0.00
	0.01
	0.30
	0.00
	0.01

	Observations
	44345
	44345
	44345
	44345
	38967
	38967

	R2 / R2 adjusted
	0.039 / 0.039
	0.039 / 0.039
	0.046 / 0.046
	0.043 / 0.043
	0.159 / 0.159
	0.160 / 0.160



Table C2. Individual-level covariates of perceived party legitimacy

	 
	Legitimacy Index

	Predictors
	Estimates
	std. Error
	p

	(Intercept)
	0.61
	0.02
	<0.001

	Female [yes]
	-0.01
	0.00
	0.001

	Age
	0.00
	0.00
	<0.001

	Education, Ref. low
	
	
	

	[medium]
	0.02
	0.01
	0.001

	[high]
	0.04
	0.01
	<0.001

	Ideology self, Ref. center
	
	
	

	[moderate left/right]
	0.03
	0.00
	<0.001

	[left/right wing]
	0.02
	0.00
	<0.001

	Random Effects

	σ2
	0.06

	τ00 Party
	0.00

	τ00 COUNTRY
	0.00

	ICC
	0.04

	N Party
	59

	N COUNTRY
	7

	Observations
	44345

	Marginal R2 / Conditional R2
	0.035 / 0.074







Table C3. The informational effects of parties’ ideological moderation on the GAL-TAN scale and in combination with the Left-Right scale.

	 
	Model 1
	Model 2

	Predictors
	Estimates
	std. Error
	p
	Estimates
	std. Error
	p

	(Intercept)
	0.63
	0.02
	<0.01
	0.58
	0.03
	<0.01

	Female [yes]
	-0.02
	0.00
	<0.01
	-0.02
	0.00
	<0.01

	Age
	0.00
	0.00
	<0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	<0.01

	Education, Ref. low
	
	
	
	
	
	

	[medium]
	0.02
	0.01
	<0.01
	0.02
	0.01
	<0.01

	[high]
	0.04
	0.01
	<0.01
	0.04
	0.01
	<0.01

	Ideology self, Ref. center
	
	
	
	
	
	

	[moderate left/right]
	0.03
	0.00
	<0.01
	0.03
	0.00
	<0.01

	[left/right wing]
	0.02
	0.00
	<0.01
	0.02
	0.00
	<0.01

	Ideological moderation Gal-Tan
	-0.01
	0.01
	0.20
	-0.00
	0.01
	0.57

	Ideological Moderation Left-Right
	
	
	
	0.01
	0.00
	<0.01

	Random Effects

	σ2
	0.06
	0.06

	τ00 Party/Country
	0.00 / 0.00 
	0.00 / 0.00  

	ICC
	0.04
	0.04

	N Individual / Party / Country 
	37418 / 50 / 7
	37418 / 50 / 7

	Marginal R2 / Conditional R2
	0.036 / 0.078
	0.040 / 0.076






Table C4. The heterogeneous informational effects of party characteristics on party legitimacy perceptions: institutional trust as a moderator. 
Note: Institutional Trust is an index scaled from 0 to 1 based on a battery of survey questions, asking respondents about their level of trust in the country’s parliament, politicians, political parties, and the EU parliament on a 7-point bipolar scale. The battery has good measurement properties (Cronbach’s alpha = .9).

	 
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 5

	Predictors
	Coef
	se
	p
	Coef
	se
	p
	Coef
	se
	p
	Coef
	se
	p
	Coef
	se
	p

	(Intercept)
	0.56
	0.02
	<0.01
	0.56
	0.02
	<0.01
	0.54
	0.02
	<0.01
	0.55
	0.02
	<0.01
	0.45
	0.02
	<0.01

	Female [yes]
	-0.01
	0.00
	<0.01
	-0.01
	0.00
	<0.01
	-0.01
	0.00
	<0.01
	-0.01
	0.00
	<0.01
	-0.01
	0.00
	0.01

	Age
	0.00
	0.00
	<0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	<0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	<0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	<0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	<0.01

	Education, Ref. low
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	[medium]
	0.01
	0.01
	0.03
	0.01
	0.01
	0.03
	0.01
	0.01
	0.03
	0.01
	0.01
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	<0.01

	[high]
	0.03
	0.01
	<0.01
	0.03
	0.01
	<0.01
	0.03
	0.01
	<0.01
	0.03
	0.01
	<0.01
	0.03
	0.01
	<0.01

	Ideology self, Ref. center
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	[moderate left/right]
	0.03
	0.00
	<0.01
	0.03
	0.00
	<0.01
	0.03
	0.00
	<0.01
	0.03
	0.00
	<0.01
	0.03
	0.00
	<0.01

	[left/right wing]
	0.02
	0.00
	<0.01
	0.02
	0.00
	<0.01
	0.02
	0.00
	<0.01
	0.02
	0.00
	<0.01
	0.02
	0.00
	<0.01

	Institutional trust
	0.12
	0.00
	<0.01
	0.11
	0.01
	<0.01
	0.10
	0.01
	<0.01
	0.07
	0.01
	<0.01
	0.03
	0.01
	<0.01

	Governing experience [yes]
	
	
	
	0.01
	0.01
	0.66
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gov [yes] × Trust
	
	
	
	0.05
	0.01
	<0.01
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Old [yes]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.03
	0.01
	0.02
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Old [yes] × Trust
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.04
	0.01
	<0.01
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ideological moderation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.00
	0.46
	
	
	

	Ideological moderation × Trust
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.02
	0.00
	<0.01
	
	
	

	Democratic behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.30
	0.01
	<0.01

	Democratic behavior × Trust
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.03
	0.02
	0.05

	Random Effects

	σ2
	0.06
	0.06
	0.06
	0.06
	0.05

	τ00 Party/ Country
	0.00 / 0.00 
	0.00 / 0.00
	0.00 / 0.00
	0.00 / 0.00
	0.00 / 0.00

	ICC
	0.04
	0.04
	0.03
	0.04
	0.02

	N Individual / Party / Country
	43107 / 59/ 7
	43107 / 59/ 7
	43107 / 59/ 7
	43107 / 59/ 7
	38323/ 59/ 7

	Marginal R2 / Conditional R2
	0.049 / 0.085
	0.051 / 0.088
	0.054 / 0.085
	0.053 / 0.086
	0.148 / 0.169






Figure C1. Marginal effects of party-level characteristics on legitimacy perceptions for different levels of institutional trust.
Note: figures are based on results from Table C6. Panel A corresponds to Model 2, panel B to Model 3, panel C to Model 4, and panel D to Model 5. 


[image: ]
Table C5. The informational effects of party characteristics on party legitimacy perceptions: multilevel models, controlling for party sympathy. 

	 
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 5
	Model 6

	Predictors
	Coef
	se
	p
	Coef
	se
	p
	Coef
	se
	p
	Coef
	se
	p
	Coef
	se
	p
	Coef
	se
	p

	(Intercept)
	0.47
	0.02
	0.01
	0.46
	0.02
	0.01
	0.44
	0.02
	0.01
	0.45
	0.02
	0.01
	0.42
	0.02
	0.01
	0.42
	0.02
	0.01

	Female [yes]
	-0.01
	0.00
	0.01
	-0.01
	0.00
	0.01
	-0.01
	0.00
	0.01
	-0.01
	0.00
	0.01
	-0.01
	0.00
	0.01
	-0.01
	0.00
	0.01

	Age
	0.00
	0.00
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	0.01

	Education, Ref. low
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	[medium]
	0.03
	0.01
	0.01
	0.03
	0.01
	0.01
	0.03
	0.01
	0.01
	0.03
	0.01
	0.01
	0.03
	0.01
	0.01
	0.03
	0.01
	0.01

	[high]
	0.05
	0.01
	0.01
	0.05
	0.01
	0.01
	0.05
	0.01
	0.01
	0.05
	0.01
	0.01
	0.04
	0.01
	0.01
	0.04
	0.01
	0.01

	Ideology self, Ref. center
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	[moderate left/right]
	0.03
	0.00
	0.01
	0.03
	0.00
	0.01
	0.03
	0.00
	0.01
	0.03
	0.00
	0.01
	0.03
	0.00
	0.01
	0.03
	0.00
	0.01

	[left/right wing]
	0.02
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02
	0.00
	0.01

	Sympathy
	0.03
	0.00
	0.01
	0.03
	0.00
	0.01
	0.03
	0.00
	0.01
	0.03
	0.00
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00
	0.01

	Governing experience [yes]
	
	
	
	0.01
	0.01
	0.13
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.01
	0.01
	0.32

	Old [yes]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.03
	0.01
	0.01
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.02
	0.01
	0.02

	Ideological moderation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.01
	0.00
	0.03
	
	
	
	-0.00
	0.00
	0.07

	Democratic Behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.25
	0.01
	0.01
	0.25
	0.01
	0.01

	Random Effects

	σ2
	0.06
	0.06
	0.06
	0.06
	0.05
	0.05

	τ00 Party/ Country
	0.00 / 0.00 
	0.00 / 0.00
	0.00 / 0.00
	0.00 / 0.00
	0.00 / 0.00
	0.00 / 0.00

	ICC
	0.04
	0.04
	0.03
	0.04
	0.03
	0.02

	N Individual / Party / Country
	43471 / 59 / 7 
	43471 / 59 / 7
	43471 / 59 / 7
	43471 / 59 / 7
	38641 / 59 / 7 
	38641 / 59 / 7

	Marginal R2 / Conditional R2
	0.096 / 0.128
	0.097 / 0.130
	0.101 / 0.131
	0.098 / 0.130
	0.158 / 0.179
	0.159 / 0.180




Table C6. The informational effects of party characteristics on party legitimacy perceptions: same sample throughout. 
	 
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 5
	Model 6

	Predictors
	Coef
	se
	p
	Coef
	se
	p
	Coef
	se
	p
	Coef
	se
	p
	Coef
	se
	p
	Coef
	se
	p

	(Intercept)
	0.61
	0.02
	0.01
	0.60
	0.02
	0.01
	0.57
	0.02
	0.01
	0.58
	0.02
	0.01
	0.45
	0.01
	0.01
	0.45
	0.02
	0.01

	Female [yes]
	-0.01
	0.00
	0.01
	-0.01
	0.00
	0.01
	-0.01
	0.00
	0.01
	-0.01
	0.00
	0.01
	-0.00
	0.00
	0.05
	-0.00
	0.00
	0.05

	Age
	0.00
	0.00
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	0.01

	Education, Ref. low
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	[medium]
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01

	[high]
	0.04
	0.01
	0.01
	0.04
	0.01
	0.01
	0.04
	0.01
	0.01
	0.04
	0.01
	0.01
	0.03
	0.01
	0.01
	0.04
	0.01
	0.01

	Ideology self, Ref. center
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	[moderate left/right]
	0.04
	0.00
	0.01
	0.04
	0.00
	0.01
	0.04
	0.00
	0.01
	0.04
	0.00
	0.01
	0.03
	0.00
	0.01
	0.03
	0.00
	0.01

	[left/right wing]
	0.02
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02
	0.00
	0.01

	Governing experience [yes]
	
	
	
	0.03
	0.01
	0.01
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.01
	0.01
	0.21

	Old [yes]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.05
	0.01
	0.01
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.02
	0.01
	0.02

	Ideological moderation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.01
	0.00
	0.01
	
	
	
	-0.00
	0.00
	0.08

	Democratic behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.30
	0.00
	0.01
	0.30
	0.00
	0.01

	Random Effects

	σ2
	0.06
	0.06
	0.06
	0.06
	0.05
	0.05

	τ00 Party/ Country
	0.00 / 0.00 
	0.00 / 0.00
	0.00 / 0.00
	0.00 / 0.00
	0.00 / 0.00
	0.00 / 0.00

	ICC
	0.04
	0.04
	0.03
	0.04
	0.02
	0.02

	N Individual / Party / Country
	38967 / 59 / 7 
	38967 / 59 / 7
	38967 / 59 / 7
	38967 / 59 / 7
	38967 / 59 / 7
	38967 / 59 / 7

	Marginal R2 / Conditional R2
	0.037 / 0.076
	0.040 / 0.078
	0.043 / 0.075
	0.041 / 0.077
	0.149 / 0.170
	0.151 / 0.171
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Table D1. Overview of articles and treatments. 

	Control Group
	#1
	M set to enter parliament after successful campaign 

Over the last weeks, Party M’s election campaign seems to have been successful because the final polls before today’s election show a steady support of 10 percent. During the campaign the party was very present in local communities throughout the country and ran a successful online campaign using Facebook, YouTube and TikTok. Under these preconditions, tonight’s election results will be met with great interest. 


	
	#2
	Morten Olsen makes a last appeal to M’s core voters 

It’s the final day before the election and Morten Olsen, medlem i Party M’s hovedbestyrelse, is campaigning in the countryside. He seems content, and he has every reason for it. The party ran a successful online campaign using Facebook, YouTube and TikTok and was very present in local communities throughout the country. Party M shows a steady support of 10 percent in the polls. 

In these last hours of the campaign, Morten Olsen is trying to appeal to its core voters. Tonight’s election results will thus be met with great interest.


	Pro-democratic Group
	#1
	M set to enter parliament after successful campaign 

Over the last weeks, Party M’s election campaign seems to have been successful because the final polls before today’s election show a steady support of 10 percent. The party ran on a program that was clearly [right-wing/ center-right / center / center-left / left-wing]. A recent analysis shows that the party’s program clearly scores a [9 / 7 / 5/ 3/ 1] on an ideological scale from 0 (”left”) to 10 (”right”), says the evaluation of professor and party researcher at Aarhus University Anne Johansen.

During the campaign the party was very present in local communities throughout the country and ran a successful online campaign using Facebook, YouTube and TikTok.

On one of Party M’s campaign tours through the countryside yesterday, the formand Helle Nielsen expressed how much she was looking forward to seeing the results of Parti M’s efforts in the final electoral results: ‘Yes, we had a good campaign, and I am excited to see the fruits of our hard work in the final electoral results. But, of course, we will accept them no matter what.’
 
Under these preconditions, tonight’s election results will be met with great interest.

	
	#2
	Morten Olsen makes a last appeal to M’s core voters 

It’s the final day before the election and Morten Olsen, medlem i Party M’s hovedbestyrelse, is campaigning in the countryside. He seems content, and he has every reason for it. The party ran a successful online campaign using Facebook, YouTube and TikTok and was very present in local communities throughout the country. Party M shows a steady support of 10 percent in the polls. The party’s clearly [right-wing/ center-right / center / center-left / left-wing] program seems to resonate well with its core voters. ”The party’s program scores obviously a [9 / 7 / 5/ 3/ 1] on an ideological scale from 0 (”left”) to 10 (”right”),” also says professor and party researcher at Aarhus Universeity Anne Johansen.

In these last hours of the campaign, Morten Olsen is trying to appeal to exactly these core voters. When talking to a group of local residents, he also acknowledged the qualities of Party M: ‘Yes, we had a good campaign, and I think Party M and Jens Larsen ran a good and fair campaign too. Let the voters now decide which party should govern the country.’
 
Tonight’s election results will thus be met with great interest.


	
	#3
	M’s Kim Christensen comments on recent political protests during final days of election campaign

On one of Party M’s final campaign tours through the countryside yesterday, the næstformand Kim Christensen was asked to comment on the recent [right-wing/ left-wing/ BLANK] political protests that escalated and ended in violent fights with the police: ‘These are terrible incidents, and I strongly condemn any political violence.’

Parti M’s election campaign was a successful one so far because the final polls before today’s election show a steady support of 10 percent.

The party ran on a program that is clearly [right-wing/ center-right / center / center-left / left-wing], as a recent analysis also confirms. The party scores obviously a [9 / 7 / 5/ 3/ 1] on an ideological scale from 0 (”left”) to 10 (”right”),  assesses professor and party researcher at Aarhus University Anne Johansen by referring to research on Party M’s program.  

The party’s campaign strategy was to show presence in local communities and online, such as on Facebook, YouTube and TikTok. Tonight’s election results will show how successful this strategy was.


	
	#4
	In final bid for voters, M proposes new legislation on protests and demonstrations


Party M’s election campaign has been successful so far. The party is steadily polling at 10percent. On one of Parti M’s campaign tours through the countryside yesterday, the kendt kandidat Susanne Jensen made a final bid for voters. As a reaction to recent [right-wing/ left-wing / right- and left-wing] protests, she indicated that Parti M wants to propose new legislation that ‘further protects every citizen’s right’ to attend demonstrations and protests.  

Otherwise, the party’s program is clearly [right-wing/ center-right / center / center-left / left-wing], as it 
scores a [9 / 7 / 5/ 3/ 1] on an ideological scale from 0 (”left”) to 10 (”right”). This is the assessment of professor and party researcher at Aarhus University Anne Johansen who analyzed Party M’s program.  

Many of the party’s candidates presented and advertised this program in local communities throughout the country, and the party also placed emphasis this time on its online campaign using Facebook, YouTube and TikTok. 
 
Tonight’s election results will be show how well Party M and Susanne Jensen’s final bid fare with the voters.


	Anti-democratic Group
	#1
	M set to enter parliament after successful campaign 

Over the last weeks, Party M’s election campaign seems to have been successful because the final polls before today’s election show a steady support of 10percent. The party ran on a program that was clearly [right-wing/ center-right / center / center-left / left-wing]. A recent analysis shows that the party’s program clearly scores a [9 / 7 / 5/ 3/ 1] on an ideological scale from 0 (”left”) to 10 (”right”), says the evaluation of professor and party researcher at Aarhus University Anne Johansen.

During the campaign the party was very present in local communities throughout the country and ran a successful online campaign using Facebook, YouTube and TikTok.

On one of Party M’s campaign tours through the countryside yesterday, the formand Helle Nielsen praised her party’s work but also expressed her skepticism towards the final electoral results: ‘Yes, we had a good campaign, but I am not sure it will show. I heard there may not be enough ballots for all eligible voters in a couple of the polling stations. It might mean that we have to contest the final electoral result. But I hope we don’t have to.’
 
Under these preconditions, tonight’s election results will be met with great interest.


	
	#2
	Morten Olsen makes a last appeal to M’s core voters 

It’s the final day before the election and Morten Olsen, medlem i Party M’s hovedbestyrelse, is campaigning in the countryside. He seems content, and he has every reason for it. The party ran a successful online campaign using Facebook, YouTube and TikTok and was very present in local communities throughout the country. Party M shows a steady support of 10percent in the polls. The party’s clearly [right-wing/ center-right / center / center-left / left-wing] program seems to resonate well with its core voters. ”The party’s program scores obviously a [9 / 7 / 5/ 3/ 1] on an ideological scale from 0 (”left”) to 10 (”right”),” also says professor and party researcher at Aarhus University Anne Johansen.


In these last hours of the campaign, Morten Olsen is trying to appeal to exactly these core voters. When talking to a group of local residents, he also expressed his concern about the continued candidacy of his opponent from Party M: ‘Yes, we had a good campaign, but I am worried what signal it might send that Jens Larsen is still allowed to run. I heard he might have violated tax laws with his company a few years ago.’
 
Tonight’s election results will thus be met with great interest.


	
	#3
	M’s Kim Christensen comments on recent political protests during final days of election campaign

On one of Party M’s final campaign tours through the countryside yesterday, the næstformand Kim Christensen was asked to comment on the recent [right-wing/ left-wing/ BLANK] political protests that escalated and ended in violent fights with the police: ‘I don’t see what this has to do with this election campaign or with Party M. We are fighting to win this election and will represent everyone who votes for us.’

PartyM’s election campaign was a successful one so far because the final polls before today’s election show a steady support of 10percent.

The party ran on a program that was clearly [right-wing/ center-right / center / center-left / left-wing], as a recent analysis also confirms. The party scores obviously a [9 / 7 / 5/ 3/ 1] on an ideological scale from 0 (”left”) to 10 (”right”),  assesses professor and party researcher at Aarhus University Anne Johansen by referring to research on Party M’s program. 

The party’s campaign strategy was to show presence in local communities and online, such as on Facebook, YouTube and TikTok. Tonight’s election results will show how successful this strategy was.


	
	#4
	In final bid for voters, M proposes new legislation on protests and demonstrations

Party M’s election campaign has been successful so far. The party is steadily polling at 10percent. On one of Parti M’s campaign tours through the countryside yesterday, the kendt kandidat Susanne Jensen made a final bid for voters. As a reaction to recent [right-wing/ left-wing / right- and left-wing] protests, she indicated that Party M wants to propose new legislation that severely restricts demonstrations and protests ‘when massive violence is to be expected’.  

Otherwise, the party’s program is clearly [right-wing/ center-right / center / center-left / left-wing], as it 
scores a [9 / 7 / 5/ 3/ 1] on an ideological scale from 0 (”left”) to 10 (”right”). This is the assessment of professor and party researcher at Aarhus University Anne Johansen who analyzed Party M’s program.  

Many of the party’s candidates presented and advertised this program in local communities throughout the country, and the party also placed emphasis this time on its online campaign using Facebook, YouTube and TikTok. 
 
Tonight’s election results will be show how well Party M and Susanne Jensen’s final bid fare with the voters.






Note: 
Article #3 always uses the same ideological leaning as the described party when describing the protesters because this is about “condemning or not condemning violence by a party’s own supporters”. 
Article #4 always uses the opposite of what Party M stands for when describing the protesters. 




Figure D1. Example article in the experimental group: anti-democratic and right-wing condition. 
[image: ]




Question wording

Political parties are important for organizing political representation and political decision-making in democracies, especially when they are elected to Folketing. But parties perform their task differently, both in terms of style and content.

Before we ask you some questions, however, we would like to show you some typical newspaper articles about the last days of an election campaign that readers may come across in the daily newspapers. Please read the articles carefully because the purpose of this study is to examine how the reader interprets journalistic writing about complex political issues. You will be asked questions about the individual articles.

[Experimental conditions]

Thinking back to the articles you just read, how much do you agree with the following statements? 
[1 = Disagree entirely – 7 = Agree entirely]

	When Party M is elected to Parliament, they need to be granted the same rights as other parties, even if I don't like it.

	When Party M is elected to Parliament, their political proposals need to be discussed like anyone else's, even if I don't like it.

	When Party M is elected to the Danish Parliament, their political decisions need to be accepted and complied with like anyone else's, even if I don't like it.




Sometimes people think that a certain party is dangerous. They are afraid that when this party comes to power, it will pose a threat to democracy. Others are of the opinion that this will not be the case. If you think back to the articles you just read, do you think Party M would pose a threat to democracy or not? 
[1 = they will pose a real threat to democracy, if they rise to power – 7 = they will definitely not pose a threat to democracy, if they rise to power]
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Manipulation tests

Pre-test

About two weeks before the main survey, I fielded a pre-test survey to ensure that the manipulations worked as intended. Just like the main survey, the pre-test was conducted online and with the help of YouGov. A large (N = 1,392) sample representative of the Danish adult population participated in the survey. 
The survey included all individual mock articles and all eleven experimental groups. Between 121 and 133 were randomly assigned to each of the groups. In each of the experimental groups, respondents read the four articles that later also appeared in the main survey. After reading each article, they were asked four questions on 1) the ideological leaning of the described party is (1 = left-wing; 2 = center-left; 3 = center; 4 = center-right; 5 = right-wing); 2) the extent to which the described party challenges current democratic practices (1 = raises doubts about current democratic practices – 7 = endorses current democratic practices); 3) how comprehensible the newspaper article was (1= very easy; 2 = quite easy; 3 = neither easy nor difficult; 4 = quite difficult; 5 = very difficult); and 4) how credible it was (1 = not at all credible; 2 = somewhat uncredible; 3 = neither credible nor uncredible; 4 = somewhat credible; 5 = very credible).
To test whether the treatments worked as intended, I compared the means and standard deviations of each of these variables across different experimental groups and across newspaper articles. This way, I was also able to check whether all individual newspaper articles worked in similar ways.  
I begin with reporting the results of the ideology treatment across the different newspaper articles. Tables E1-E4 show the comparison of group means per article. If the articles really manipulated a party’s ideological position as intended, then respondents should have placed Party M very differently on the left-right scale, depending on which experimental group they were in. 

Table E1. Party M’s perceived ideology across experimental groups manipulating Party M’s ideology; Article 1

	
	mean
	sd
	N

	control
	3.00
	0.82
	129

	left-wing
	2.01
	1.21
	251

	center-left
	2.52
	0.91
	253

	center
	3.01
	0.74
	255

	center-right
	3.49
	1.00
	261

	right-wing
	4.06
	1.09
	243


Note: ANOVA p-value = 0.0001; Tukey’s HSD: only difference between center and control is not different. 


Table E2. Party M’s perceived ideology across experimental groups manipulating Party M’s ideology; Article 2

	
	mean
	sd
	N

	control
	2.95
	0.97
	129

	left-wing
	1.84
	1.10
	251

	center-left
	2.27
	0.90
	253

	center
	3.00
	0.65
	255

	center-right
	3.62
	1.01
	261

	right-wing
	4.31
	1.01
	243


Note: ANOVA p-value = 0.0001; Tukey’s HSD: all differences are statistically significant except ‘control’ vs. ‘center’.


Table E3. Party M’s perceived ideology across experimental groups manipulating Party M’s ideology; Article 3

	
	mean
	sd
	N

	control
	
	
	

	left-wing
	1.61
	1.01
	251

	center-left
	2.15
	0.83
	253

	center
	2.99
	0.71
	255

	center-right
	3.71
	0.96
	261

	right-wing
	4.42
	0.99
	243


Note: ANOVA p-value = 0.0001; Tukey’s HSD: all differences are statistically significant



Table E4. Party M’s perceived ideology across experimental groups manipulating Party M’s ideology; Article 4

	
	mean
	sd
	N

	control
	
	
	

	left-wing
	1.61
	0.97
	251

	center-left
	2.24
	0.91
	253

	center
	2.97
	0.85
	255

	center-right
	3.68
	1.00
	261

	right-wing
	4.38
	1.10
	243


Note: ANOVA p-value = 0.0001; Tukey’s HSD: all differences are statistically significant




This was also the case, as documented in Tables E1-4. For each of the four articles, the differences in means were statistically significant at the 99-percent level. For example, respondents having read Article 1 with the left-wing condition (see Table E1) located Party M at a 2.0 on the 5-point left-right scale, and respondents in the right-wing condition located Party M in Article 1 at a 4.06, on average. Respondents in the center condition located Party M, on average, at a 3. Tukey’s HSD test also revealed that evaluations of the party’s ideology do not differ significantly between the control group and the center group. This validates the neutrality of the contextual information provided in the article. It means that in the absence of any information about the party’s ideology respondents think it is centrist (or has no particular ideology). Also, when respondents read articles 2-4 in the ideology condition, they systematically placed Party M on the left-right scale in correspondence with the treatment they received (see Tables E2-4). These successful manipulation checks show that the ideology treatments worked as intended. 
I performed similar analyses to check whether respondents correctly picked up on the democratic behavior treatments in each of the articles, measured on a 1-7 scale. If the articles really manipulate a party’s democratic attitudes, then respondents should perceive Party M in the condition on pro-democratic attitudes as endorsing democratic practices and respondents should perceive Party M in the anti-democratic condition as challenging democratic practices. This was also the case, as shown in Tables E5-8. For each of the four articles, the differences in means were statistically significant at the 99-percent level. It shows that the articles passed the manipulation test, and they worked as intended.
Party M in the pro-democratic condition was located on average between 4.4 and 4.9 on the 7-point scale whereas Party M in the anti-democratic condition was, on average, located between 3.2 and 4.0. Tukey’s HSD test also revealed that evaluations of the party’s democratic behavior do not always differ significantly between the control group and the pro-democratic condition (see Table E5). This indicates that not mentioning anything about a party’s democratic attitudes in a Danish context is assumed to indicate that it has rather positive democratic attitudes.


Table E5. Party M’s perceived democratic attitudes (1-7) across experimental groups manipulating Party M’s democratic behavior; Article 1

	
	mean
	sd
	N

	control
	4.38
	1.68
	129

	pro-democratic
	4.60
	1.62
	622

	anti-democratic
	3.43
	1.79
	641


Note: ANOVA p-value = 0.0001; Tukey’s HSD: only difference between control and pro-democratic not significant.




Table E6. Party M’s perceived democratic attitudes (1-7) across experimental groups manipulating Party M’s democratic behavior; Article 2

	
	mean
	sd
	N

	control
	4.38
	1.76
	129

	pro-democratic
	4.90
	1.61
	622

	anti-democratic
	3.62
	1.63
	641


Note: ANOVA p-value = 0.0001; Tukey’s HSD: all differences are statistically significant


Table E7. Party M’s perceived democratic attitudes (1-7) across experimental groups manipulating Party M’s democratic behavior; Article 3

	
	mean
	sd
	N

	control
	
	
	

	pro-democratic
	4.53
	1.68
	622

	anti-democratic
	3.97
	1.61
	641


Note: ANOVA p-value = 0.0001



Table E8. Party M’s perceived democratic attitudes (1-7) across experimental groups manipulating Party M’s democratic behavior; Article 4

	
	mean
	sd
	N

	control
	
	
	

	pro-democratic
	4.39
	1.71
	622

	anti-democratic
	3.21
	1.67
	641


Note: ANOVA p-value = 0.0001

Note that for articles #1, #2, and #4 the differences in perceptions of Party M between the pro- and anti-democratic groups were rather uniform, namely around 1.2-1.3 points. However, for the third article the difference was much smaller (0.56) but still highly statistically significant. 
Finally, I also assessed whether the ideological treatment alone triggered perceptions of democratic/anti-democratic attitudes, but this was not case. All differences were not statistically significant, except for the difference between center-right and center-left in article number 3 (not shown). Combined with the information from above that the manipulation worked less well in this article, I subsequently rearranged some of the text bits. It means that the content was not changed for the main survey, only the order in which the text was arranged. 
Two other small changes were made to the pre-test vignettes and design: First, for the main study, the order of articles was randomized to avoid that any particular article would influence respondents’ more than others. Second, in the pre-test vignettes, the articles administered to the control group did not include a statement or quote by one of the leading politicians of Party M. To ensure that the articles in the control group are equally personal, the vignettes in the main study also included a quote. I have no theoretical reason to suspect that these minor changes would affect how well the treatment worked in the main experiment. 


Main survey

The main survey included two manipulation checks, one for each of the experimental treatments (ideological leaning and democratic behaviour). Both were asked after the outcome measures. Comparing the means and standard deviations of responses to these questions shows that respondents were generally treated as intended (see Tables E9-10). The manipulation test for democratic attitudes suggests, however, that – unlike in the pre-test – the pro-democratic attitude treatment might not have been strong enough because the control group reports higher perceptions of Party M endorsing current democratic practices than the pro-democratic group.


Table E9. Manipulation checks in main experiment: perceptions of the party’s ideology (1 ‘left’ – 5 ‘right’).

	
	mean 
	sd
	N

	control
	3.30
	0.94
	410

	left-wing
	2.17
	1.43
	808

	centre-left
	2.41
	1.16
	800

	centre
	3.22
	1.01
	790

	centre-right
	3.93
	1.02
	802

	right-wing
	4.26
	1.10
	813


Note: ANOVA p-value = 0.0001; Tukey’s HSD: all differences are statistically significant. except for ‘center’ vs. ‘control’


Table E10. Manipulation checks in main experiment: perceptions of the party’s democratic attitude (1 ‘is questioning current democratic practices’ – 7 ‘endorses current democratic practices’).

	
	mean 
	sd
	N

	control
	5.05
	1.38
	410

	pro-democratic
	4.83
	1.62
	2012

	anti-democratic
	3.86
	1.61
	2001


Note: ANOVA p-value = 0.0001; Tukey’s HSD: all differences are statistically significant, but ‘pro-democratic’ vs. ‘control’ is significant at 10% level
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Table F1. The informational effects of party ideology on party legitimacy perceptions. 
Note: Dependent variables shown as column names. 

	 
	Same Rights
	Discuss Proposals
	Accept Decisions
	Legitimacy Index

	Predictors
	Coef
	se
	p
	Coef
	se
	p
	Coef
	se
	p
	Coef
	se
	p

	(Intercept)
	0.85
	0.01
	<0.001
	0.88
	0.01
	<0.001
	0.85
	0.01
	<0.001
	0.86
	0.01
	<0.001

	center
	-0.03
	0.02
	0.086
	-0.04
	0.01
	0.006
	-0.03
	0.02
	0.045
	-0.03
	0.01
	0.016

	moderate
left/right
	-0.01
	0.01
	0.466
	-0.02
	0.01
	0.086
	-0.02
	0.01
	0.101
	-0.02
	0.01
	0.116

	left/right
wing
	-0.01
	0.01
	0.466
	-0.02
	0.01
	0.052
	-0.02
	0.01
	0.093
	-0.02
	0.01
	0.091

	Observations
	3950
	3971
	3905
	3853













Table F2. The informational effects of party ideology on party legitimacy perceptions: full ideology scale. 
Note: Dependent variable shown as column name. 


	 
	Legitimacy Index

	Predictors
	Coef
	se
	p

	(Intercept)
	0.86
	0.01
	<0.001

	left-wing
	-0.02
	0.01
	0.166

	center-left
	-0.01
	0.01
	0.297

	center
	-0.03
	0.01
	0.016

	center-right
	-0.02
	0.01
	0.068

	right-wing
	-0.02
	0.01
	0.090

	Observations
	3853






Table F3. The informational effects of a party’s democratic behavior on party legitimacy perceptions. 
Note: Dependent variables shown as column names. 

	 
	Same Rights
	Discuss Proposals
	Accept Decisions
	Legitimacy Index

	Predictors
	Coef
	se
	p
	Coef
	se
	p
	Coef
	se
	p
	Coef
	se
	p

	(Intercept)
	0.85
	0.01
	<0.001
	0.88
	0.01
	<0.001
	0.85
	0.01
	<0.001
	0.86
	0.01
	<0.001

	pro-democratic
	-0.01
	0.01
	0.467
	-0.02
	0.01
	0.040
	-0.02
	0.01
	0.171
	-0.02
	0.01
	0.122

	anti-democratic
	-0.02
	0.01
	0.215
	-0.03
	0.01
	0.029
	-0.03
	0.01
	0.024
	-0.03
	0.01
	0.027

	Observations
	3950
	3971
	3905
	3853





Table F4. The average-treatment-on-the-treated effects of a party’s pro-democratic behavior on legitimacy perceptions. 
Note: The ‘pro-democratic’ group only includes those who picked up correctly on the attitude of the party from the text, i.e., those who had assigned a 5, 6 or 7 on the 7-point scale in the post-treatment question on Party M’s democratic attitude (N = 821). The control (N = 410) and anti-democratic groups (N = 2001) are the same as before.

	 
	Legitimacy Index

	Predictors
	Estimates
	std. Error
	p

	(Intercept)
	0.86
	0.01
	<0.001

	pro-democratic
	0.04
	0.01
	0.003

	anti-democratic
	-0.03
	0.01
	0.020

	Observations
	2886




Table F5. Testing the potential causal mechanism explaining party-level information and party legitimacy perceptions.
Note: Threat perceptions are based on the post-treatment survey question “Sometimes people think a certain politician or party is dangerous. They are afraid that when that politician rises to power it will pose a threat to democracy. Others are of the opinion that this will not be the case. How would you rate Party M on this scale” with response options, ranging from 1 “It would pose a real threat to democracy, if it was in power” to 7 “It would definitely not pose a threat to democracy, if it was in power”. For the analysis, it was reversed and rescaled to range between 0 and 1. In Model 3 and 4, the pro-democratic group is the same as in Table F4, namely those that correctly picked up on the positive treatment. 


	 
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Dependent variable
	Legitimacy Index
	Perceived Threat
	Legitimacy Index
	Perceived Threat

	Predictors
	Estimates
	std. Error
	p
	Estimates
	std. Error
	p
	Estimates
	std. Error
	p
	Estimates
	std. Error
	p

	(Intercept)
	0.96
	0.01
	<0.001
	2.71
	0.10
	<0.001
	0.95
	0.01
	<0.001
	2.71
	0.09
	<0.001

	centre
	-0.02
	0.01
	0.218
	0.52
	0.12
	<0.001
	
	
	
	
	
	

	moderate left/right
	0.00
	0.01
	0.905
	0.58
	0.11
	<0.001
	
	
	
	
	
	

	left/right wing
	0.01
	0.01
	0.496
	0.71
	0.11
	<0.001
	
	
	
	
	
	

	perceived threat
	-0.03
	0.00
	<0.001
	
	
	
	-0.03
	0.00
	<0.001
	
	
	

	pro-democratic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.02
	0.01
	0.072
	-0.51
	0.11
	<0.001

	anti-democratic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.01
	0.712
	0.95
	0.10
	<0.001

	Observations
	3333
	3333
	2581
	2581

	R2 / R2 adjusted
	0.085 / 0.084
	0.012 / 0.011
	0.083 / 0.082
	0.147 / 0.146




Table F6. The informational effects of a party’s ideological moderation vs. extremity as well as its pro- versus anti-democratic behavior on party legitimacy perceptions.
In Model 2, the pro-democratic group is the same as in Table F4, namely those that correctly picked up on the positive treatment. 

	 
	Model 1
	Model 2

	Predictors
	Estimates
	std. Error
	p
	Estimates
	std. Error
	p

	(Intercept)
	0.83
	0.01
	<0.001
	0.90
	0.01
	<0.001

	moderate
left/right
	0.01
	0.01
	0.172
	
	
	

	left/right wing
	0.01
	0.01
	0.223
	
	
	

	anti-democratic
	
	
	
	-0.06
	0.01
	<0.001

	Observations
	3493
	2526
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M pa vej i Folketinget efter vellykket
valgkamp

Da de endelige meningsmalinger for dagens valg viser en
stabil opbakning pa 10 procent, ser Parti Ms seneste ugers
valgkamp ud til at have vaeret vellykkede. Partiet forte
valgkamp pé et program, der tydeliguis er hojreorienteret
En nylig analyse viser, at partiets program ligger Klart p& en
9 af en ideologisk skala fra O ('venstre”) til 10 (hajre"), lyder
vurdering fra professor og partiforskeren ved Aarhus
Universitet Anne Johansen.

Under valgkampen var partiet meget til stede i
lokalsamfund i hele landet og ferte en succesfuld online
valgkamp ved hjzelp af Facebook. YouTube og TikTok.

NYHEDER  OPINION  BUSINESS  AOK

P4 en af Parti Ms kampagneture gennem landet i gar roste
formand Helle Nielsen sit partis arbejde. men udtrykte ogsa
sin skepsis over det endelige valgresultat: »Ja, vi har fort en
god valgkamp, men jeg er ikke sikker pa, det har hjulpet
Jeg horte, at der maske ikke er nok stemmesediler til alle
stemmeberettigede ved et par af valgstederne. Det kan
betyde, at vi er nodt tl at bestride det endelige valgresultat
Men det haber jeg ikke, vi skal.«

Under disse forudsaetninger vil aftenens valgresultat blive
medt med stor interesse.
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