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[bookmark: _Toc168955695]A) Appendix A: Information on the conjoint experiment
[bookmark: _Toc168955696]Intro-text minipublics
The surveys included a short description of minipublics as follows: 
“We are now concerned with a special kind of political decision-making: Citizens' Forums. A citizens' forum is a group of selected lay citizens (similar to a jury) in which participants discuss an issue and make a joint recommendation to policymakers. In principle, citizens' forums can also make binding policy decisions.”
[bookmark: _Toc168955697]Glossary 
During the conjoint exercise, respondents were able to access a glossary:
1. Policy: What measure is at stake?
Citizens’ forums take place for very different topics. Examples include environment and climate change, planning, immigration, and constitutional changes. 
2. Initiative: Who convenes the citizen forum?
Citizens’ forums can be initiated in several ways. For example, citizens’ forums can be convened by a governmental or parliamentary committee, or a non-partisan thinktank or an institution affiliated with, for example, universities or foundations.
3. Recruitment: How are the participants selected?
Random selection: Participants are randomly selected by lot from across the country, making sure that different areas and groups are represented (e.g., to ensure gender balance). 
Self-recruitment: All citizens receive an open invitation and anyone could sign-up to participate in the citizens’ forum. Participation is usually advertised through various channels (e.g. mail, social media, and posters). 
4. Group size: How many citizens do participate?
Citizens’ forums vary in the number of participants. In practice, group sizes vary from 10 to several hundred participants, depending on the format.  
5. Group composition: Who participates?
Citizens alone: The group of participants is composed of citizens only. 
Mixed groups: In addition to citizens, other actors participate in the discussions, such as politicians, civil servants, and stakeholders.
6. Aim of the forum: How should different interests be dealt with? 
In a citizens’ forum, many perspectives and preferences are discussed, which can feed into the results in different ways. However, the mode of decision-making can also affect how quickly or slowly decisions are made. On the one hand, citizens’ forums can try to take all interests and perspectives into account appropriately (although this may imply that decision-making takes longer). Another possibility is that citizens’ forums come to decisions as quickly as possible (even if this may exclude certain interests).
7. Degree of consensus: By which majority did the participants decide? 
Finally, citizens’ forums need to reach conclusions. Participants of a forum may support a policy with a clear majority (for example, if almost all participants agree) or with a narrow majority (for example, if only just over half of the participants agree). 
8. Output: What is the result of the citizen forum?
The decisions of a citizens’ forum can be either for or against the measures discussed on an issue.  
9. Authorization: How decisive is the result? 
Recommendation to public officials: the output of the citizens’ forum is a non-binding recommendation to elected political representatives.  
Recommendation followed by referendum: The output of the citizens’ forum is a recommendation that is subsequently decided in a direct democratic vote (e.g., referendum).
Binding decision: The output of the citizens’ forum is a binding decision, i.e. must be implemented without a final decision by elected politicians.

[bookmark: _Toc168955698]Argument sheets
After having watched the video, respondents were presented with two argument sheets:
Figure A. 1: Argument sheets shown to respondents 
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[bookmark: _Toc168955699]Video
Respondents were shown a short video. Voice over as follows:
[8s] This is a citizens' forum. What do citizens’ forums do? They make recommendations to policymakers or sometimes decisions themselves.
[17s] But not every citizens' forum is the same. There are features that make each one different – such as the size, the goal, and who convenes it.
[18s] And then there's recruitment – the way in which those participating in a citizens' forum are selected. One way of selecting participants is by drawing lots for invitations. Another option is self-recruitment – i.e., participation by accepting an opportunity open to everyone. 
[13s] Another element of a citizens' forum that varies is how it is composed. It can be made up exclusively of citizens or comprise a mix of citizens, administrators, and politicians. 
[33s] And last but not least: authorization. Authorization means how binding the outcome of a citizens' forum is: a recommendation to political actors is more on the advisory side. The recommendation can also be decided upon via a subsequent referendum in which all citizens are free to participate. Another option is for the forum to make a binding decision. This would mean directly integrating the citizens' forum into legislation. Implementing the outcome would be mandatory.
[bookmark: _Toc168955700]Deviations from the preregistration plan 
General remarks: 
Our preregistration plan contained the term DCF (deliberative citizen forum). We decided to use deliberative minipublic because it is the more specific and common term across country contexts.
We included explanations on three relevant concepts which we used to specify the direction of the hypotheses.
Empowerment: more open to strong empowerment = privileging binding results; less open to strong empowerment = privileging non-binding results
Coupling: more open to coupling = privileging top-down processes and mixed-group memberships; less open to coupling = privileging bottom-up processes and groups composed of citizens only
Extra provisions: more interested in extra provisions = privileging random selection, large groups, clear majorities, and appropriate consideration of all affected interests; less interested in extra provisions = privileging self-selection, narrow majorities, and efficient decision-making

H1:
“Citizens in general have attitudinal sympathy for minipublics but will be simultaneously be reluctant to grant them strong empowerment (i.e., minipublics making binding decisions) and autonomy of minipublics (decoupled from existing institutions and organized by NGOs) and will ask for additional provisions (descriptively representative composition, large size, clear majorities for recommendations or decisions as well as consideration of all interests).”

Our preregistration plan contained separate hypotheses on each design feature. In our analyses we combined them to one hypothesis. 
1) Citizens will be more supportive of a DCF when participants were recruited randomly and less supportive when anyone could sign up (self-selection).
2) Citizens will be more supportive of a DCF if it engaged a large number of participants and less supportive if it engaged a small number of participants. 
3) Citizens will be more supportive of a DCF when majority opinion is a larger majority (e.g., 71%) and less supportive when it is a smaller majority (e.g., 52%).
4) Citizens will be more supportive of a DCF when all interests were considered (even if this implies inefficiency) and less supportive when certain interest were excluded (even if decisions might have been made more efficiently) 
5) Citizens will be more supportive of a DCF when the results are non-binding (recommendations to elected representatives or recommendations put to a referendum) and less supportive when the results are binding.
6) Citizens will be more supportive of a DCF if it was organized top-down (government) and less supportive if it was organized bottom-up (NGO or thinktank). 
7) Citizens will be more supportive of the DCF when they deliberate with politicians or other public authorities and less supportive when citizens deliberate only amongst themselves.

H2: 
“Citizens who are previously familiar with minipublics, have made (positive) experiences and have participated in a minipublic are more open to strong empowerment and autonomy of minipublics and ask for fewer additional provisions compared to citizens with no (or negative) experiences.”
In our original preregistration plan we have not included a specific hypothesis on familiarity but specified a hypothesis on how the direction of experiences will influence support for minipublics. We decided to include familiarity more broadly since many citizens do not have direct experiences with minipublics but still could be familiar with them.
8) Under conditions negative experiences, citizens are less open to strong empowerment, more open to coupling, and more interested in extra provisions.

H3: 
“Citizens with low political trust are more open to strong empowerment and autonomy of minipublics and ask for fewer additional provisions compared to citizens with high political trust.”
We did not preregister political mistrust specifically, but political dissatisfaction more broadly. We decided to include political mistrust as one concept related to political dissatisfaction. The two concepts are also highly correlated (the correlation between trust in political institutions and satisfaction with democracy is 0.69; the one between trust in politicians and satisfaction with democracy is 0.58.).[footnoteRef:1] [1:  In addition, we have performed a robustness check of the findings for political trust with satisfaction with democracy (see Appendix C: Additional analyses), yielding identical results.] 

9) Political disaffected citizens (including populist and stealth citizens) are more open to strong empowerment, less open to coupling, and less interested in extra provisions compared to allegiant citizens.

H4: 
“Citizens with high trust in other citizens as political decision-makers are more open to strong empowerment and autonomy of minipublics and ask for fewer additional provisions compared to citizens with low trust in other citizens as political decision-makers.”
Our preregistered plan does not include a hypothesis on trust in other citizens as political decision-makers. We decided to include it since political trust and trust in other citizens as political decision-makers may reinforce each other.
[bookmark: _Toc168955701]B) Appendix B: Population, measurements, and descriptive information
[bookmark: _Toc168955702]Description of the samples and the populations
Table B. 1: Description of the sample and population in Finland
	
	Sample (n = 2,005)
	Finish population

	Sex
Male
	49.8%
	
49.4%

	Female
	48.7%
	50.6%

	Other / don’t want to say
	1.5%
	

	Age
18-39 years old
	44.5%
	
33.5%

	40-59 years old
	37.1%
	31.0%

	60+ years old
	18.4%
	35.5%

	Education level (ISCED)
Below secondary II
	13.8%
	
9.0%

	Secondary II 
	45.1%
	43.0%

	Tertiary 
	41.1%
	48.0%


Population statistics based on Eurostat 2020 for Finland and https://www.stat.fi/index_en.html.

Table B. 2: Description of the sample and population in Ireland
	
	Sample (n = 2,007)
	Irish population

	Sex
Male
	56.2%
	
49.3%

	Female
	42.7%
	50.7%

	Other 
	1.1%
	

	Age
18-39 years old
	48.6%
	
38.2%

	40-59 years old
	35.8%
	35.9%

	60+ years old
	15.6%
	25.9%

	Education level (ISCED)
Below secondary II 
	12.9%
	
14.0%

	Secondary II 
	37.9%
	36.0%

	Tertiary 
	49.2%
	50%


Population statistics based on Eurostat 2020 for Ireland and https://www.cso.ie/en/index.

Table B. 3: Description of the sample and population in the USA
	
	Sample (n = 2,045)
	US population

	Sex
Male
	51.7%
	
49.5%

	Female
	47.5%
	50.5%

	Other 
	0.8%
	

	Age
18-39 years old
	39.2%
	
38.1%

	40-59 years old
	31.0%
	32.6%

	60+ years old
	29.8%
	29.2%

	Education level (ISCED)
Below secondary II 
	4.8%
	
8.0%

	Secondary II 
	42.1%
	42.0%

	Tertiary 
	53.1%
	50.0%


Population statistics based on U.S. Census Bureau Population Division, 2020 and https://www.census.gov/
[bookmark: _Toc168955703]Choice outcome
The main quantity of interest is the choice outcome variable for each comparison:
“As a general matter, which of the two scenarios do you prefer?” [<1> Citizens forum A; <2> Citizens forum B]
[bookmark: _Toc168955704]Retrospective assessment of minipublics
Additionally, we asked all respondents to retrospectively assess the use of minipublics:
“You have now seen and evaluated various citizens forums. As a general matter, do you think that citizens forums are an appropriate way to involve citizens in political decision-making?” [7-point scale: <1> they are very inappropriate; <7> they are very appropriate]

Table B. 4: Descriptive information on support for minipublics
	
	Mean
	Median
	SD

	All respondents
	4.85
	5
	1.36

	Finland
	4.47
	4
	1.29

	Ireland
	5.05
	5
	1.31

	USA
	5.04
	5
	1.39


[bookmark: _Toc168955705]Familiarity and experiences
To grasp respondents’ experience with minipublics, we asked two questions:
“How familiar, if at all, are you with citizens’ forums?” [<1> I am not familiar with citizens forums; <2> I have heard about citizens forums before; <3> I know well about citizens forums, but have not yet participated myself; <4> I have already participated in one or more citizens forum myself]
# and if <2>, <3> or <4> 
“On average, how would you value citizens forums based on your experience or knowledge?” [7-point scale: <1> extremely negative; <7> extremely positive]

Table B. 5: Share of respondents who are (un)familiar with minipublics
	
	All countries
	Finland
	Ireland
	USA

	1 not familiar 
	45.6%
	44.5%
	39.2%
	53.0%

	2 have heard
	32.9%
	33.7%
	36.0%
	29.0%

	3 know much
	17.2%
	17.1%
	20.8%
	13.6%

	4  participated
	4.4%
	4.7%
	4.0%
	4.4%

	n
	6,057
	2,005
	2,007
	2,045


[bookmark: _Toc168955706]Political trust
[bookmark: _Toc168955707]Trust in political institutions
Index (alpha=0.9) using two items:
“How much do you personally trust the parliament/congress/Oireachtas?”
“How much do you personally trust the government?”
[7-point scale: <1> do not trust at all to <7> do extremely trust]

Table B. 6: Share of respondents who (dis)trust political institutions (index)
	
	All countries
	Finland
	Ireland
	USA

	1-1.5 no trust 
	14.1%
	9.5%
	10.8%
	21.8%

	2-2.5
	12.8%
	9.9%
	11.3%
	17.4%

	3-3.5
	17%
	15.9%
	17.4%
	17.9%

	4-4.5
	21.8%
	22.4%
	24.4%
	18.7%

	5-5.5
	19.5%
	24.7%
	21.2%
	12.6%

	6-6.5
	11.6%
	14.5%
	11.6%
	8.6%

	7 extremely trust
	3.1%
	3.2%
	3.2%
	3.0%

	n
	5,942
	1,967
	1,984
	1,991

	mean
	3.84
	4.17
	4
	3.36

	median
	4
	4.5
	4
	3


[bookmark: _Toc168955708]Trust in politicians
“How much do you personally trust the politicians?” [7-point scale: <1> do not trust at all to <7> do extremely trust]

Table B. 7: Share of respondents who (dis)trust politicians
	
	All countries
	Finland
	Ireland
	USA

	1 no trust at all
	20.1%
	12.0%
	17.3%
	31.0%

	2
	14.9%
	12.2%
	14.0%
	18.5%

	3
	17.9%
	18.4%
	18.6%
	16.5%

	4
	20.5%
	25.2%
	21.8%
	14.6%

	5
	14.9%
	18.8%
	16.2%
	9.7%

	6
	8.1%
	9.9%
	8.6%
	5.7%

	7 extr. trust
	3.6%
	3.5%
	3.4%
	3.9%

	n
	5,928
	1,964
	1,980
	1,984

	mean
	3.34
	3.71
	3.45
	2.86

	median
	3
	4
	4
	3


[bookmark: _Toc168955709]Trust in citizens
[bookmark: _Toc168955710]Trust in other citizens
Index (alpha=0.86) using two items:
“I trust ordinary citizens to make political decisions that are in the public interest.”
“I trust ordinary citizens to make good political decisions.” 
[7-point scale: <1> strongly disagree to <7> strongly agree]

Table B. 8: Share of respondents who (dis)trust citizens (index)
	
	All countries
	Finland
	Ireland
	USA

	1-1.5 no trust 
	3.5%
	3.7%
	1,9%
	4.7%

	2-2.5
	6.1%
	6.9%
	4.8%
	6.1%

	3-3.5
	14.7%
	16.9%
	12.8%
	14.5%

	4-4.5
	32.3%
	34.0%
	31.7%
	31.9%

	5-5.5
	27.2%
	26.6%
	29.8%
	25.2%

	6-6.5
	10.7%
	7.7%
	13.2%
	10.9%

	7 extr. trust
	5.5%
	4.1%
	5.8%
	6.7%

	n
	6,057
	2,005
	2,007
	2,045

	mean
	4.44
	4.30
	4.61
	4.42

	median
	4.5
	4.5
	4.5
	4.5


[bookmark: _Toc168955711]Trust in minipublics
Do you think citizen’ forums in general can be trusted? [7-point scale: <1> you cannot trust citizens forums at all to <7> you can fully trust citizens forums]

Table B. 9: Share of respondents who (dis)trust minipublics
	
	All countries
	Finland
	Ireland
	USA

	1 no trust at all
	2.8%
	3.7%
	1.3%
	3.3%

	2
	4.1%
	5.0%
	2.4%
	4.7%

	3
	10.4%
	14.1%
	8.2%
	8.8%

	4
	30.5%
	36.8%
	25.4%
	29.2%

	5
	30.8%
	28.2%
	34.6%
	29.6%

	6
	15.3%
	9.4%
	20.0%
	16.4%

	7 fully trust
	6.3%
	2.8%
	8.0%
	8.0%

	n
	6.057
	2,005
	2,007
	2,045

	mean
	4.53
	4.20
	4.81
	4.58

	median
	5
	4
	5
	5


[bookmark: _Toc168955712]Principle component analysis of trust variables
Table B. 10: Factor analysis of all trust variables
	
	Political trust
	Trust in citizens as decision-makers
	KMO
	Communality

	Trust parliament
	0.92
	
	0.77
	0.87

	Trust government
	0.93
	
	0.75
	0.88

	Trust politicians
	0.91
	
	0.81
	0.84

	Trust minipublics
	
	0.80
	0.85
	0.68

	Trust citizens public interest
	
	0.91
	0.67
	0.83

	Trust citizens good decisions
	
	0.86
	0.69
	0.80

	Proportion var.
	0.43
	0.39
	
	



[bookmark: _Toc168955713]Satisfaction with democracy
To grasp the overall satisfaction with democracy in the three countries under study, we asked:
“On the whole, how satisfied are you with the way democracy works in [county]?” [7-point scale: <1> extremely dissatisfied; <7> extremely satisfied]

Table B. 11: Share of respondents who are (dis)satisfied with democracy
	
	Finland
	Ireland
	USA

	1 extremely dissatisfied
	6.1%
	6.6%
	12.6%

	2
	6.3%
	6.3%
	9.1%

	3
	12.1%
	12.3%
	11.1%

	4
	17.1%
	19.8%
	18.3%

	5
	28.8%
	25.8%
	19.6%

	6
	21.9%
	20.9%
	17.0%

	7 extremely satisfied
	7.7%
	8.3%
	12.3%

	n
	1,923
	1,942
	1,953


[bookmark: _Toc168955714]Issues and outcome favorability
[bookmark: _Toc168955715]Issue salience
Our survey included two political issues (climate change and immigration). We asked
“Different issues are currently being discussed in politics. How important or unimportant are these issues for you personally?
[q12_1] climate change
[q12_2] immigration” 
[7-point scale: <1> not at all important; <7> extremely important]

Table B. 12: Share of respondents who find the issues (un)important
	
	Climate change
	Immigration

	1 not important at all
	6.6%
	3.9%

	2
	5.8%
	4.9%

	3
	7.9%
	8.9%

	4
	14.7%
	20.1%

	5
	19.2%
	22.0%

	6
	16.8%
	16.7%

	7 extremely important
	28.9%
	23.4%

	n
	6.057
	6,057

	mean
	5
	4.95

	median
	5
	5


[bookmark: _Toc168955716]Issue preference
Climate change:
“So-called net zero greenhouse gas emissions are being discussed, which means that all human-induced greenhouse gas emissions (e.g., CO2, methane, and nitrous oxide) would have to be removed from the atmosphere. Concrete measures include, for example, mandatory minimum share of green electricity and taxation of greenhouse gas emissions and carbon-intensive activities.
How strongly do you personally support or oppose these measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to net zero?” [7-point scale: <1> I strongly oppose these measures; <7> I strongly support these measures]
Immigration:
#country specific for the US
“Many undocumented people entering the U.S. through the Mexican border are hoping for a residence permit. The U.S. Border Patrol is sometimes unable to cope with the large influx. National politicians are discussing different measures to control the entry of unauthorized immigrants. Republicans are calling for aggressive measures to stop undocumented immigration. President Biden has promised what he describes as a more humane refugee and immigration policy than under former President Donald Trump. 
How strongly do you personally support or oppose aggressive measures to stop undocumented immigration?”[7-point scale: <1> I strongly oppose these measures; <7> I strongly support these measures]
#country specific for Ireland
“Ireland’s reception system for asylum seekers (so-called Direct Provision) is being discussed. Under the Direct Provision system, people are accommodated in centres across the country. Direct Provision is designed to provide the basic needs of asylum seekers. The vast majority of the centres are managed by private contractors on a for profit basis. Politically, measures are being discussed to fundamentally reform Direct Provision. This involves replacing the system with not-for-profit accommodation to improve the well-being of asylum seekers.
How strongly do you personally support or oppose replacing Direct Provision with not-for-profit accommodation?” [7-point scale: <1> I strongly oppose replacing Direct Provision; <7> I strongly support replacing Direct Provision]
# country specific for Finland
When talking about immigration, the focus has been on discussing the criteria for receiving refugees in Finland. One possibility is to receive refugees from conflict zones (e.g. war, poverty). How strongly do you personally support or oppose these measures to receive refugees in Finland from conflict zones? [7-point scale: <1> I strongly oppose these measures ; <7> I strongly support these measures]
[bookmark: _Toc168955717]Outcome favorability
Outcome favourability was computed by comparing respondents’ preference for a policy measure with the randomly assigned output of the conjoint. We used two information: the output of the minipublic (for or against) and the respondents’ preferences on the two measures. 
For each measure, values higher than the midpoint (>4) were coded as approval. Outcome favourability was coded as a binary variable, which is ‘1’ if the output of the  aligned with the individual preference on the measure and ‘0’ otherwise.
[bookmark: _Toc168955718]Grouping variables
For all index variables, row means were calculated. All cases with missing values were omitted for subgroup analysis. 
For all grouping variables we deployed a median split using the “dicho” function in R
(see  https://www.rdocumentation.org/packages/sjmisc/versions/1.0.3/topics/dicho)
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[bookmark: _Toc168955719]C) Appendix C: Full tables of the results upon the figures in the manuscript are based 
All conjoint analyses were estimated using the “cregg” package in R (see https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/cregg/vignettes/Introduction.html) 

Table C. 1: Effects of minipublic attributes on support across countries
	Attribute level
	Coef
	SE

	Immigration
	-0.035*
	0.005

	Government
	-0.008
	0.005

	Self-selection
	-0.027*
	0.005

	Large
	0.058*
	0.005

	Mixed groups
	0.057*
	0.005

	Clear majority  
	0.062*
	0.005

	Consideration of all interests  
	0.003
	0.005

	Binding decision
	-0.041*
	0.006

	Recommendation to a public referendum  
	0.019*
	0.005

	Preference match  
	0.056*
	0.005

	Observations
	60,570


Note: This table reports regression coefficients and robust standard errors clustered by respondent for the benchmark regression used to compute the AMCE visualized in Figure 1 in the manuscript. The choice outcome variable (whether respondents have chosen a scenario = probability of being a preferred minipublic) is the dependent variable. * p < 0.05, n=60,570 observations for 6,057 respondents.

Table C. 2: Differences between countries
	Attribute level
	Coef
	SE

	A) Finland
	
	

	Preference match
	0.078*
	0.008

	Binding decision
	-0.049*
	0.009

	Recommendation to a public referendum
	0.029*
	0.009

	Consideration of all interests
	-0.002
	0.008

	Clear majority
	0.049*
	0.008

	Mixed groups
	0.068*
	0.008

	Large
	0.057*
	0.008

	Self-selection
	-0.018*
	0.008

	Government
	-0.002
	0.008

	Immigration
	-0.057*
	0.008

	Observations
	20,050

	B) Ireland
	


	Preference match
	0.071*
	0.008

	Binding decision
	-0.028*
	0.010

	Recommendation to a public referendum
	0.019*
	0.009

	Consideration of all interests
	0.003
	0.008

	Clear majority
	0.069*
	0.009

	Mixed groups
	0.053*
	0.009

	Large
	0.050*
	0.009

	Self-selection
	-0.042*
	0.009

	Government
	-0.006
	0.009

	Immigration
	-0.009
	0.009

	Observations
	20,070

	C) USA
	


	Preference match
	0.020*
	0.008

	Binding decision
	-0.047*
	0.010

	Recommendation to a public referendum
	0.008
	0.009

	Consideration of all interests
	0.010
	0.008

	Clear majority
	0.067*
	0.009

	Mixed groups
	0.052*
	0.009

	Large
	0.065*
	0.009

	Self-selection
	-0.022*
	0.009

	Government
	-0.015
	0.009

	Immigration
	-0.039*
	0.009

	Observations
	20,450


Note: This table reports regression coefficients and robust standard errors clustered by respondent for the country specific regressions used to compute the AMCE visualized in Figure 2 in the manuscript. The choice outcome variable (whether respondents have chosen a scenario = probability of being a preferred minipublic) is the dependent variable for each model. 
* p < 0.05, n1=20,050 observations for 2,005 respondents in Finland, n2=20,070 observations for 2,007 respondents in Ireland, n3=20,450 observations for 2,045 respondents in the USA. 

Table C. 3: Effects of minipublic attributes on support conditional on familiarity and experiences
	Attribute level
	Coef
	SE

	A) Familiarity
	
	

	Immigration
	0.014
	0.013

	Government
	0.006
	0.012

	Self-selection
	-0.016
	0.012

	Large
	-0.003
	0.012

	Mixed groups
	-0.040*
	0.012

	Clear majority
	-0.007
	0.012

	Consideration of all interests
	0.010
	0.011

	Recommendation to a public referendum
	0.006
	0.013

	Binding decision
	0.017
	0.014

	Preference match
	0.011
	0.011

	Observations
	60,570

	B) Positive experiences 
	


	Immigration
	0.016
	0.017

	Government
	-0.003
	0.016

	Self-selection
	0.000
	0.016

	Large
	0.015
	0.016

	Mixed groups
	0.009
	0.016

	Clear majority
	0.037*
	0.016

	Consideration of all interests
	-0.002
	0.015

	Recommendation to a public referendum
	0.039*
	0.018

	Binding decision
	0.044*
	0.018

	Preference match
	-0.008
	0.015

	Observations
	32,930


	C) Participated
	
	

	Immigration
	0.016
	0.024

	Government
	0.031
	0.023

	Self-selection
	-0.001
	0.022

	Large
	-0.003
	0.022

	Mixed groups
	-0.054*
	0.023

	Clear majority
	-0.016
	0.025

	Consideration of all interests
	0.022
	0.022

	Recommendation to a public referendum
	0.038
	0.027

	Binding decision
	0.085*
	0.027

	Preference match
	-0.033
	0.022

	Observations
	60,570


Note: This table reports the differences in regression coefficients and robust standard errors clustered by respondent for the regressions used to compute the differences in AMCE visualized in Figure 3 in the manuscript. The choice outcome variable (whether respondents have chosen a scenario = probability of being a preferred minipublic) is the dependent variable for each model. * p < 0.05, n1=60,570 observations with information on familiarity (13,030 observations for at least know well about minipublics in contrast to 47,540 observations for not knowing), n2=60,570 observations with information on whether or not respondents have participated in a minipublic (2,640 observations for participated in contrast to 57,930 observations for not participated), n3=32,930 observations with information on direction of experience (7,550 observations for positive experiences in contrast to 25,380 observations for negative experiences).

Table C. 4: Effects of minipublic attributes on support conditional on low political trust and high trust in citizens
	Attribute level
	Coef
	SE

	A) Political institutions
	
	

	Immigration
	0.0278*
	0.011

	Government
	-0.029*
	0.010

	Self-selection
	-0.003
	0.010

	Large
	0.012
	0.010

	Mixed groups
	-0.047*
	0.010

	Clear majority
	-0.014
	0.010

	Consideration of all interests
	0.028*
	0.009

	Recommendation to a public referendum
	0.034*
	0.011

	Binding decision
	0.013
	0.011

	Preference match
	-0.014
	0.0092

	Observations
	59,420

	B) Politicians
	


	Immigration
	0.020
	0.011

	Government
	-0.025*
	0.010

	Self-selection
	0.008
	0.010

	Large
	0.034*
	0.010

	Mixed groups
	-0.044*
	0.010

	Clear majority
	-0.001
	0.010

	Consideration of all interests
	0.012
	0.010

	Recommendation to a public referendum
	0.017
	0.011

	Binding decision
	-0.003
	0.011

	Preference match
	0.003
	0.009

	Observations
	59,280

	C) Minipublics
	


	Immigration
	0.002
	0.013

	Government
	0.005
	0.012

	Self-selection
	0.013
	0.012

	Large
	-0.013
	0.013

	Mixed groups
	0.005
	0.013

	Clear majority
	0.012
	0.012

	Consideration of all interests
	-0.019
	0.011

	Recommendation to a public referendum
	0.012
	0.013

	Binding decision
	0.066*
	0.014

	Preference match
	-0.006
	0.011

	Observations
	60,570

	D) Citizens
	


	Immigration
	0.003
	0.011

	Government
	-0.002
	0.010

	Self-selection
	-0.008
	0.010

	Large
	-0.017
	0.010

	Mixed groups
	-0.015
	0.010

	Clear majority
	-0.003
	0.010

	Consideration of all interests
	-0.003
	0.009

	Recommendation to a public referendum
	0.032*
	0.011

	Binding decision
	0.044*
	0.011

	Preference match
	-0.000
	0.009

	Observations
	60,570


Note: This table reports the differences in regression coefficients and robust standard errors clustered by respondent for regressions used to compute the differences in AMCE visualized in Figure 4a and 4b in the manuscript. The choice outcome variable (whether respondents have chosen a scenario = probability of being a preferred minipublic) is the dependent variable for each model. * p < 0.05, n1= 59,420 observations for information on trust in political institutions (33,750 observations for low trust in contrast to 25,670 observations for high trust), n2=59,280 observations with information on trust in politicians (31,350 observations for low trust in contrast to 27,930 observations for high trust), n3=60,570 observations with information on trust in minipublics (13,040 observations for high trust  in contrast to 47,530 observations for low trust), n4=60,570 observations with information on trust in citizens (26,260 observations for high trust in contrast to 34,310 observations for low trust). 

Table C. 5: Combined effect for low political trust but high trust in citizens
	Attribute level
	Coef
	SE

	A) All countries
	
	

	Immigration
	0.029
	0.012

	Government
	-0.028
	0.011

	Self-selection
	-0.003
	0.011

	Large
	0.019
	0.012

	Mixed groups
	-0.043
	0.011

	Clear majority
	0.003
	0.011

	Consideration of all interests
	0.017
	0.010

	Recommendation to a public referendum
	0.035
	0.012

	Binding decision
	0.024
	0.012

	Preference match
	0.009
	0.010

	Observations
	59,520

	B) Finland
	


	Immigration
	0.024
	0.022

	Government
	-0.026
	0.020

	Self-selection
	0.004
	0.019

	Large
	0.042
	0.019

	Mixed groups
	-0.070
	0.019

	Clear majority
	-0.018
	0.019

	Consideration of all interests
	0.018
	0.019

	Recommendation to a public referendum
	0.100
	0.023

	Binding decision
	0.064
	0.023

	Preference match
	0.035
	0.020

	Observations
	19,690

	C) Ireland
	


	Immigration
	0.041
	0.021

	Government
	-0.029
	0.019

	Self-selection
	0.008
	0.020

	Large
	0.005
	0.021

	Mixed groups
	-0.073
	0.020

	Clear majority
	0.019
	0.020

	Consideration of all interests
	0.012
	0.018

	Recommendation to a public referendum
	0.009
	0.020

	Binding decision
	0.010
	0.022

	Preference match
	0.020
	0.017

	Observations
	19,880

	D) USA
	


	Immigration
	0.014
	0.021

	Government
	-0.028
	0.018

	Self-selection
	-0.017
	0.019

	Large
	0.013
	0.020

	Mixed groups
	0.008
	0.019

	Clear majority
	-0.006
	0.018

	Consideration of all interests
	0.016
	0.017

	Recommendation to a public referendum
	0.021
	0.020

	Binding decision
	0.010
	0.021

	Preference match
	-0.006
	0.016

	Observations
	19,950


Note: This table reports differences in regression coefficients and robust standard errors clustered by respondent for the regressions used to compute the differences in AMCE visualized in Figure 5 in the manuscript. The choice outcome variable (whether respondents have chosen a scenario = probability of being a preferred minipublic) is the dependent variable for each model. * p < 0.05, n1= 59,520 observations with information on trust across all countries (16,350 observations for low political trust but high trust in citizens in contrast to the remaining 43,170 observations), n2=19,690 observations with information on trust in Finland (3,850 observations for low political trust but high trust in citizens in contrast to the remaining 15,840 observations), n3=19,880 observations with information on trust in Ireland (5,840 observations for low political trust but high trust in citizens in contrast to the remaining 14,040 observations), n4=19,950 observations with information on trust in the USA (6,660 observations for low political trust but high trust in citizens in contrast to the remaining 13,290 observations). 
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