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ONLINE APPENDIX 

Retrospective pledge voting: A comparative study of the electoral 

consequences of government parties’ pledge fulfilment (Theres Matthieß) 

Reliability of the coding procedure 

The Comparative Party Pledges Project has conducted several reliability tests for both coding 

steps, the identification of pledges and the categorisation of the status of pledge fulfilment. 

Regarding the reliability test for the first stage of coding: the average paired reliability of nine 

scholars who independently coded a part of the Canadian Conservative Party’s electoral 

programme published in 2008 was 74%. Additional tests for the first stage of coding have been 

conducted in individual countries with the following results: 80% of agreement in Ireland, 88% 

in the Netherlands, 87% in Spain, 94% in Sweden, 84% in the US and the UK (the two latter 

used a broader definition of pledges when conducting the reliability test). For testing the 

categorisation of the status of pledge fulfilment: 40 pledges from eight different countries were 

randomly selected and examined by seven scholars. The average agreement rate was 93% 

(Thomson et al. 2017, 533f, see also supplementary material). 

 

Measurement of government clarity 

For government clarity, the following components have been considered: single party vs. 

coalition government (1 vs. 0), a government’s majority status (1 for majority vs. 0 for minority 

government), non-existence of bicameral opposition (1 for non-existence and 0 for existence), 

and ideological cohesion within the government (continuous measure: 1 for maximum cohesion, 

0 for minimum distance). This composition of the government clarity index deviates slightly 

from Hobolt et al.’s proposition who originally included the following items in their index for 

government clarity: the dominance of one party (head of government party’s share of cabinet 

posts), single party government, absence of cohabitation and a government's ideological 

cohesion (Hobolt, Tilley, and Banducci 2013). My measure of government clarity does not 

include the dominance of one party and absence of cohabitation. The former has not been 

included because I measure the relation between pledge performance and voting at the 

government party level, whereas Hobolt et al. have stayed on the government level and implicitly 

assumed that the head of government party is most responsible for performances. In their study, 

the notion of performance links to the general state of a country and not, as this study does, to the 

individual policy offers of each single coalition party. Absence of cohabitation is not included in 

my government clarity measure because there is no instance of cohabitation in my country 

sample. As Hobolt et al. have suggested, my government clarity measure also comprises party 

vs. coalition government (1 vs. 0) and ideological cohesion within the government. However, 



this study is more precise in the way in which ideological cohesion is calculated. Hobolt et al. 

have considered ideological cohesion as the proportion of seats held by government parties that 

are of the same ideology as the governing party, as indicated by their belonging to an European 

Parliament party group dividing parties into left or right. In this study, ideological cohesion is 

calculated by considering variation between ideological positions (also within political camps): it 

is measured as the ideological distance between the leftmost and rightmost parties in coalitions, 

using the positions on a left-right-dimension as indicated by the "rile" variable in the Manifesto 

Project Dataset (Volkens et al. 2017) and rescaled to run from 0 to 1. In single party 

governments, ideological cohesion is coded as 1. Additionally, in following Powell and Whitten 

(1993) my government clarity measure considers a government’s majority status (1 for majority 

vs. 0 for minority government) and  non-existence of bicameral opposition (1 for non-existence 

and 0 existence). 

 

Additional robustness checks of analysis 

Table 5 reports the results when alternative economic measures to the EMI are considered, to 

acknowledge that previous studies have used different economic measures (Kousser 2004; 

Powell and Whitten 1993). In all models, the results for the variables of interest do not 

substantially change: pledge performance reports a positive, statistically significant effect in all 

models 1, and the interaction terms in the models 2 are negative and not statistically significant. 

The following alternative economic measures instead of the mean of EMI have been considered: 

1. the average GDP growth (model M1/2.1), 2. economic shocks (M1/2.2), 3. change in inflation, 

change in GDP, and unemployment at the year of election according to Powell and Whitten 

(1993) (M1/2.3), 4. separate components of the average EMI – average inflation and 

unemployment rate (M1/2.4), 5. change in EMI (M1/2.5). For 2., the European financial crises 

database (ESRB 2017) and an own data collection for non-European countries have been used. 

For 5., before the log was calculated, positive values of ∆ EMI have been created by adding the 

minimum value (-1044.813) to all values. Most of the economic measures report the expected 

effect, for example the appearance of economic shocks appears to decrease electoral support 

(M1.2). For the change in EMI, a positive effect is reported (M1/2.5). This result appears to be 

mainly driven by the change in inflation which is included in the EMI index and also reports a 

positive, albeit small and not statistically significant direct effect in M1/2.3. 

  



Table 5. The effect of pledge fulfilment on electoral performance – alternative economic control variables 

DV: ∆ vote share M1.1 M2.1 M1.2 M2.2 M1.3 M2.3 M1.4 M2.4 M1.5 M2.5 

Pledge performance 0.161***  

(0.037) 

0.412  

(0.287) 

0.163***  

(0.029) 

0.384  

(0.284) 

0.169***  

(0.049) 

0.501.  

(0.264) 

0.160**  

(0.045) 

0.417  

(0.310) 

0.166***  

(0.034) 

0.601*  

(0.230) 

Institutional clarity – -0.017  

(0.055) 

– -0.042  

(0.056) 

– 0.019  

(0.079) 

– 0.062  

(0.098) 

– -0.010  

(0.053) 

Inst. clarity*PP – -0.055  

(0.116) 

– -0.013  

(0.455) 

– -0.123  

(0.137) 

– -0.169  

(0.159) 

– -0.063  

(0.111) 

Government clarity – 0.148  

(0.299) 

– 0.151  

(0.299) 

– 0.184  

(0.276) 

– 0.116  

(0.301) 

– 0.334  

(0.246) 

Gov. clarity*PP – -0.241  

(0.459) 

– -0.237  

(0.455) 

– -0.284  

(0.440) 

– -0.176  

(0.494) 

– -0.493  

(0.383) 

Previous vote share -0.229*  

(0.093) 

-0.228*  

(0.090) 

-0.229*  

(0.091) 

-0.299*  

(0.088) 

-0.217**  

(0.072) 

-0.225**  

(0.068) 

-0.219**  

(0.075) 

-0.226**  

(0.074) 

-0.202***  

(0.061) 

-0.205**  

(0.060) 

Distance median 0.032  

(0.048) 

0.057  

(0.048) 

0.025  

(0.048) 

0.051  

(0.047) 

0.032  

(0.061) 

0.059  

(0.053) 

0.012  

(0.048) 

0.032  

(0.053) 

0.035  

(0.056) 

0.083  

(0.055) 

GDP (mean) 0.004  

(0.003) 

0.003  

(0.002) 

– – – – – – – – 

Economic shocks – – -0.033*  

(0.015) 

-0.030.  

(0.015) 

– – – – – – 

Unempl.at t4 – – – – -0.003  

(0.002) 

-0.003  

(0.003) 

– – – – 

∆ Inflation – – – – 0.000***  

(0.000) 

0.000***  

(0.000) 

– – – – 

∆ GDP  – – – – -0.000  

(0.000) 

-0.000  

(0.000) 

– – – – 

Infl. (mean, log) – – – – – – -0.009  

(0.007) 

-0.006  

(0.010) 

– – 

Unempl. (mean) – – – – – – -0.002  

(0.002) 

-0.002  

(0.003) 

– – 

∆ EMI (log) – – – – – – – – 0.016***  

(0.001) 

0.017*** 

(0.001) 

Constant -0.082**  

(0.026) 

-0.209  

(0.219) 

-0.064***  

(0.019) 

-0.180  

(0.214) 

-0.058  

(0.039) 

-0.233  

(0.192) 

-0.045  

(0.051) 

-0.184  

(0.221) 

-0.193***  

(0.025) 

-0.463**  

(0.169) 

Observations 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 

R2 0.192 0.235 0.22 0.258 0.243 0.296 0.216 0.250 0.309 0.360 

Adjusted R2 0.154 0.161 0.184 0.186 0.190 0.209 0.171 0.168 0.277 0.299 

Notes: Results from an OLS regression with clustered robust standard errors. EMI – Economic Misery Index, Gov. clarity – Government clarity, Infl. – Inflation, Unempl. – Unemployment, PP – 

pledge performance. ***p<0.001, **p<0.01, *p < 0.05, .p<0.1.  



One additional concern for the analysis might be that pre-electoral coalitions (PEC) who release 

joint manifestos bias the results of which there are some in the CPPP dataset. The models in table 

6 accounts for this: models 1.1 and 2.1 add PEC as an additional control variable and models 1.2 

and 2.2 run the analyses without these cases. Again, the robustness check shows that the results 

do not substantially change.  

 

Table 6. The effect of pledge fulfilment on electoral performance – PEC 

DV: ∆ vote share Model 1.1 Model 2.1 Model 1.2 Model 2.2 

Pledge performance 0.149*** (0.039) 0.435. (0.255) 0.164*** (0.046) 0.669* (0.301) 

     

Institutional clarity – 0.100 (0.098) – 0.037 (0.104) 

Inst. clarity*PP – -0.199 (0.156) – -0.096 (0.165) 

     

Government clarity – 0.123 (0.276) – 0.349 (0.323) 

Gov. clarity*PP – -0.203 (0.427) – -0.550 (0.488) 

     

PEC -0.037. (0.022) -0.038 (0.027) – – 

Previous vote share -0.228* (0.092) -0.227* (0.091) -0.235* (0.108) -0.249* (0.110) 

Distance median 0.017 (0.049) 0.041 (0.055) -0.004 (0.061) 0.040 (0.070) 

EMI (log) -0.027*** (0.007) -0.025* (0.012) -0.025*** (0.007) -0.021. (0.012) 

     

Constant 0.007 (0.057) -0.158 (0.207) -0.001 (0.055) -0.312 (0.234) 

Observations 92 92 83 83 

R2 0.257 0.283 0.251 0.286 

Adjusted R2 0.214 0.205 0.212 0.209 

Notes: Results from an OLS regression with clustered robust standard errors. PP – pledge performance, PEC – pre-electoral 

coalition, EMI – Economic Misery Index. Model 1/2.2: all PECs excluded. 

***p<0.001, **p<0.01, *p < 0.05, .p<0.1. 

  



All models have been also calculated without the distance to median position. The results of the 

variables of interest do not substantially change. Table 7 shows the results for the model A 

variant. 

 

Table 7. The effect of pledge fulfilment on electoral performance – w/o distance median 

DV: ∆ vote share Model 1 Model 2 

Pledge performance 0.152*** (0.042) 0.378 (0.242) 

   

Institutional clarity – 0.078 (0.079) 

Inst. clarity*PP – -0.182 (0.140) 

   

Government clarity – 0.100 (0.242) 

Gov. clarity*PP – -0.134 (0.392) 

   

Previous vote share -0.214** (0.078) -0.220** (0.080) 

EMI (log) -0.026*** (0.007) -0.024* (0.011) 

   

Constant -0.002 (0.051) -0.137 (0.179) 

Observations 92 92 

R2 0.236 0.263 

Adjusted R2 0.21 0.201 

Notes: Results from an OLS regression with clustered robust standard errors. PP – pledge performance, EMI – Economic Misery 

Index. 

***p<0.001, **p<0.01, *p < 0.05, .p<0.1. 
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