Supplementary material
The supplementary materials of this paper contain the following information:
1. Balance tables experimental groups
1. English translation of the five different experiment texts.
1. Main experimental results for Social Democrat voters, versus non-Social Democrat voters.
1. Main experimental results for respondents that self-identify as left-wing, versus respondents that self-identify as right-wing.

A. Balance tables experimental groups
Tables A1-A3 contain information about the composition of the experimental groups in terms of respondent age (table A1), sex (table A2), and relevant partisanship in terms of having indicated in previous survey waves to vote for the Swedish Social Democrat party (table A3).

Table A1	Composition experimental groups in terms of age category
	
	18-39
	40-59
	60+

	Control group
	27.1%
	41.1%
	31.8%

	Group 1
	29.9%
	38.1%
	32.0%

	Group 2
	26.9%
	43.0%
	30.0%

	Group 3
	24.8%
	40.8%
	34.5%

	Group 4
	30.1%
	38.5%
	31.4%





Table A2	Composition experimental groups in terms of sex
	
	Female
	Male

	Control group
	43.9%
	56.1%

	Group 1
	47.9%
	52.1%

	Group 2
	46.7%
	53.3%

	Group 3
	46.3%
	53.7%

	Group 4
	42.9%
	57.1%



Table A3	Composition experimental groups in terms of Social Democrat preference
	
	SocDem voter
	Other party

	Control group
	15.4%
	84.6%

	Group 1
	18.6%
	81.4%

	Group 2
	18.0%
	82.0%

	Group 3
	22.2%
	77.8%

	Group 4
	16.1%
	83.9%




B. Questionnaire – English translation
Pre-measurement dependent variable 
[All groups]
How well do you think that the … ? (1 = very poorly, 7 = very well)
a. Social Democrats have performed in government?
b. Green Party has performed in government?
c. Alliance has performed as opposition parties?
d. Left Party has performed as opposition party?
e. Sweden Democrats have performed as opposition party?

Expectations treatment 
[Groups 1 and 2, expectation raising]

Research shows that past Swedish governments in which the Social Democrats have participated have actually fulfilled the vast majority of their election promises.


[Groups 3 and 4, expectation lowering]

Research shows that minority coalitions such as the current Swedish government (containing the Social Democrats) have difficulties fulfilling their election promises.



[Control group, null treatment]

Research on parties’ election promises is conducted in Sweden, for example on the extent to which the Social Democrats fulfil their promises.

Manipulation check
[All groups]

How likely is it in your opinion that the Social Democrats will fulfil most of their election promises during the current government term? (1 = not at all likely, 5 = very likely)

Pledge treatment
[Groups 1 and 3, fulfilled pledges]

The Social Democrats have already fulfilled many of the promises they made before the 2014 election. They have for example improved unemployment benefits, improved railway maintenance, and reserved a third month of parental leave for each parent.



[Groups 2 and 4, broken pledges][footnoteRef:1] [1:  During implementation of the experiment it became clear that – contrary to earlier reports – the Swedish government has announced they will start implementing the improvements to the Swedish health care benefits system they pledged. Therewith, the broken pledge treatment factually only contained two clearly broken election pledges. Fortunately, this aberration does not seem to have affected the outcomes of the experiment – and the respondents that participated after this discovery received a debriefing after the last item of the experiment explaining them the situation.] 


The Social Democrats have already broken several of the promises they made before the 2014 election. They have for example not improved health care benefits, nationalised railway maintenance, nor created 32 000 trainee jobs for youngsters in the welfare sector.

[Control group, null treatment]

The Social Democrats have made a number of promises before the 2014 election. For example, they promised to make pre-school for six-year olds mandatory, to increase the number of female professors, and to give municipalities the right to veto the establishment of new private schools.

[All groups]

Did you know that the Social Democrats fulfilled / made / broke all these promises? a = Yes, I knew that the Social Democrats fulfilled / made / broke all these promises. b = I knew that the Social Democrats fulfilled / made / broke some of these promises c = No, I did not know that the Social Democrats fulfilled / made / broke any of these promises.


Dependent variable
[All groups]

How well do you think that the Social Democrats have performed in government?
(1 = very poorly, 7 = very well).

C. Experimental results for Social Democrat voters versus other voters
Tables C1 and C2 reproduce the results presented in table 3 of the paper – for two different groups of respondents – those that reportedly voted for the Social Democrats in the previous parliamentary election of 2014 (table C1), versus those that reportedly did not vote for the Social Democrats in that election (table C2). 

Table C1	OLS coefficients (dis)confirmation effects, Social Democrat voters
	Change in Social Democrat evaluations (DV; 1 – 7)
	Broken pledges
	Fulfilled pledges

	Expectations were lowered
	Negative confirmation
-0.147
(0.121)
	Positive disconfirmation
0.238*
(0.111)

	Expectations were raised
	Negative disconfirmation
-0.015
(0.115)
	Positive confirmation
0.437***
(0.116)

	
	
	

	Constant
	-0.095
(0.087)
	

	Number of respondents
	388
	

	R2
	0.083
	


* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. Standard errors in parentheses.
Table C2	OLS coefficients (dis)confirmation effects, other voters
	Change in Social Democrat evaluations (DV; 1 – 7)
	Broken pledges
	Fulfilled pledges

	Expectations were lowered
	Negative confirmation
-0.155**
(0.053)
	Positive disconfirmation
0.216***
(0.053)

	Expectations were raised
	Negative disconfirmation
-0.080
(0.052)
	Positive confirmation
0.295***
(0.053)

	
	
	

	Constant
	-0.081*
(0.038)
	

	Number of respondents
	1,747
	

	R2
	0.057
	


Standard errors in parentheses. *; **; *** = p<0.05; 0.01; 0.001

The analyses indicate that the order of the estimated intention-to-treat effects is not affected in a meaningful way by partisanship. In other words, the treatment does not seem to interact significantly with respondents’ partisanship. For both subsamples, the confirmation effects are bigger in magnitude than the disconfirmation effects. The main difference that can be observed for the two respondent subsamples is that the positive treatment conditions appeared to have a somewhat stronger effect on Social Democrat supporters than on other voters; and vice versa for the negative treatment conditions. These differences, however, are generally small. In addition, in the analysis of the subsample of 388 Social Democrat supporters, the statistical significance testing for most treatment conditions appears to have been negatively affected by the small subsample size and resulting lack of statistical power of the tests. As can be seen in table C1, this applies in particular to the negative confirmation and positive disconfirmation conditions. These observed differences, however, do not appear to have any meaningful implications for the main experimental results reported in this study.

D. Experimental results for left-leaning vs. right-leaning voters
Tables D1 and D2 reproduce the results presented in table 3 of the paper – for another two groups of respondents – those that reported themselves to be left-wing (0 – 4) on a typical left-right scale (0 – 10, where 0 is completely left and 10 is completely right), versus those that reported themselves to be right-wing (6 – 10) on that same scale. These analyses also indicate that the order of the estimated intention-to-treat effects is not affected in a meaningful way by respondents’ (self-reported) ideology. In other words, the treatment does not seem to interact significantly with respondents’ ideology. 


Table D1	OLS coefficients (dis)confirmation effects, left-leaning voters
	Change in Social Democrat evaluations (DV; 1 – 7)
	Broken pledges
	Fulfilled pledges

	Expectations were lowered
	Negative confirmation
-0.201***
(0.073)
	Positive disconfirmation
0.215***
(0.070)

	Expectations were raised
	Negative disconfirmation
-0.179*
(0.072)
	Positive confirmation
0.274***
(0.071)

	
	
	

	Constant
	-0.052
(0.051)
	

	Number of respondents
	1,071
	

	R2
	0.067
	


Standard errors in parentheses. *; **; *** = p<0.05; 0.01; 0.001
For both subsamples, the confirmation effects are bigger in magnitude than the disconfirmation effects. The subsamples based on ideology are of sufficient size to prevent major effects on the significance tests. Here, too, the main difference that can be observed for the two respondent subsamples is that the positive treatment conditions appeared to have a somewhat stronger effect on one group of respondents than on the other; and vice versa for the negative treatment conditions. And here too, these differences are quite small. The observed differences do not appear to have any meaningful implications for the main experimental results reported in this study.


Table D2	OLS coefficients (dis)confirmation effects, right-leaning voters
	Change in Social Democrat evaluations (DV; 1 – 7)
	Broken pledges
	Fulfilled pledges

	Expectations were lowered
	Negative confirmation
-0.150*
(0.070)
	Positive disconfirmation
0.234***
(0.069)

	Expectations were raised
	Negative disconfirmation
-0.052
(0.068)
	Positive confirmation
0.407***
(0.071)

	
	
	

	Constant
	-0.121*
(0.049)
	

	Number of respondents
	931
	

	R2
	0.080
	


Standard errors in parentheses. *; **; *** = p<0.05; 0.01; 0.001
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