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Table A1: Descriptive statistics

	Variables
	Median
	Mean
	Min
	          Max	

	for robustness tests 
	
	
	
	

	High school
	0.00
	0.36
	0.00
	1.00

	Knowledge
	1.00
	0.73
	0.00
	1.00

	National sentiment
	0.00
	0.32
	0.00
	1.00

	University education
	0.00
	0.28
	0.00
	1.00

	Opposition parties in the Bundestag
	0.00
	0.17
	0.00
	1.00

	CDU/CSU and SPD vs. other parties
	0.00
	0.34
	0.00
	1.00

	EU support
	0.00
	0.39
	0.00
	1.00

	Political ideology
	0.00
	0.43
	0.00
	1.00

	Round
	3.00
	2.50
	1.00
	4.00

	Order
	2.00
	1.50
	1.00
	2.00

	for weighting the sample
	
	
	
	

	Age 39 and younger
	0.00
	0.33
	0.00
	1.00

	Age between 40 and 59
	0.00
	0.43
	0.00
	1.00

	High school degree (Abitur)
	0.00
	0.36
	0.00
	1.00

	Married
	1.00
	0.58
	0.00
	1.00

	PhD degree
	0.00
	0.02
	0.00
	1.00

	Women
	0.00
	0.48
	0.00
	1.00

	Number of respondents
Number of observations
	
	
	
	3079
  23700[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Note that some respondents did not participate in all conjoint tasks and, as a result, we have a total of 23,700 observations.] 
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Figure A1: AMCE by education (university education)




Figure A2: AMCE by employment sector




Figure A3: AMCE by party support 1






Figure A4: AMCE by party support 2





Figure A5: AMCE by EU support




Figure A6: AMCE by political ideology
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The GIP achieves a total sample that is representative of the German population. Compared to the German Census statistics, young respondents (between 25 and 29) are slightly overrepresented in the GIP, while the older population (age 65-74) and migrants are underrepresented. This sample bias is not unusual for online surveys and due to the recruitment strategy employed by the GIP, particularly the equipment of the offline-population with computers, much less pronounced than in other online panels. 


Table A2: Representativeness of the German Internet Panel: 
GIP Sample compared to the German Population

	
	
	Census
	GIP Total Sample

	Age
	25-29
	9.1
	11.6

	
	30-39
	17.9
	17.1

	
	40-49
	25.2
	26.7

	
	50-64
	30.8
	34.6

	
	65-74
	17.1
	9.9

	
	Male
	48.8
	50.2

	Gender
	Female
	51.2
	49.8


Source: Blom et al., 2015.
Note: All numbers are in percent. GIP= German Internet Panel. A comparison for the youngest GIP age group 16-24 is not provided, because the German census (population) statistics start with 15 years.


[bookmark: _Toc479008136]Weighting the Sample

The German Internet Panel fulfills the highest standards for data collection. Nevertheless, the sample of the German Internet Panel is not identical to the German population. For example, the German Internet Panel does not have respondents that are younger than 16.[footnoteRef:2] To examine this potential problem, we use entropy balancing to weight the sample on the basis of Census data.[footnoteRef:3] Table A3 provides details on the weights. Figure A7 compares the AMCE with and without weights. We find that the results are very similar. [2:  Blom et al. 2017.]  [3:  Hainmueller 2012.] 


Figure A7: AMCE by weights





Table A3: Variables used for the weighting (the number refers to the mean value).

	Variable
	Sample
	Target value
	After weighting

	age 39 and younger
	0.3260
	0.4241
	0.4241

	age 40 until 59
	0.4300
	0.3114
	0.3114

	high school degree
	0.3597
	0.1748
	0.1752

	married
	0.5830
	0.4571
	0.4572

	PhD degree
	0.0195
	0.0113
	0.0114

	women 
	0.4838
	0.5120
	0.5120



Robustness and Validity Tests

We run multiple diagnostics to check the robustness and validity of our results.[footnoteRef:4] The goal of the diagnostic is whether the assumptions of our statistical analysis are met. To estimate the average marginal component effects (AMCEs), we assume that there are no carry-over and profile-order effects and that the sample is randomized. Finally, we estimate the model with an alternative dependent variable.  [4:  Hainmueller, Hopkins and Yamamoto 2014a.] 


[bookmark: _Toc479008138]5.1	Carryover Effects

In our analysis, respondents compare four times two different treaties. Carryover effects occur if the ordering of the comparisons influences the responses. To test whether carryover effects exists, we divided our sample in four subsamples, which correspond to the ordering. Then we estimate the AMCE for each subset and compare the coefficients. 

Figure A8 illustrates the effects in the different rounds. In general, the coefficients are very similar or identical. This is especially true for our finding on the influence of different dispute settlement mechanisms. One minor difference is the coefficients on standards in the fourth round. While in the first to third round the coefficients are statistically significantly different from zero, this effect does not exist in the fourth round.

Figure A8: AMCE for each round
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The second assumption is that the profile order does not influence the responses. As discussed, respondents always compare two profiles. One profile is shown on the left side and the other on the right side. To test the assumption that there is no profile order effect, we divide the sample into two subsamples, where one contains the observations related to the left and the other observations related to the right panel. Figures A9 shows the findings. Again, we observe that the coefficients are very similar. We only observe minor differences. If 50% of the cases are standardized the effect is negative in left panel, but in the right panel the confidence interval overlaps with zero. A similar difference occurs for the effect on the food exception. The main findings on the dispute resolution mechanism are robust. 

Figure A9: AMCE for each panel order
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To check the randomization, we follow Bechtel and Scheve[footnoteRef:5] and run multinomial logistic regression models on the discrete choices for each dimension. Hence, we run five regression models for the dimensions on customs, standards, exceptions, dispute settlement and endorsement. We use the same baseline category as in the conjoint analysis. As explanatory variables, we use age, income, gender as well as education. Table A4 summarizes our results. All coefficients of the socio-economic characteristics are not statistically significant.  [5:  Bechtel and Scheve 2015.] 

Table A4: Randomization test

	
	Customs
	Standards
	Exceptions
	Dispute
	Endorsement

	
	50% 
	fully
dismissed
	50% 
	fully standardized
	automobiles
	chemicals
	cosmetics 
	food
	industrial
machines
	pharma-
ceuticals
	arbitration court
	national representatives 
	consumer
organization
	German
government
	opposition
parties

	intercept
	-0.003
(0.064)
	-0.028
(0.064)
	1.931***
(0.084)
	0.048
(0.111)
	-1.113***
(0.090)
	-1.217***
(0.092)
	-1.079***
(0.090)
	-1.101***
(0.091)
	-1.065***
(0.090)
	-1.207***
(0.091)
	0.025
(0.064)
	0.002
(0.064)
	-0.093
(0.074)
	-0.047
(0.074)
	0.055
(0.074)

	age
	0.001
(0.006)
	0.002
(0.006)
	0.008
(0.008)
	0.002
(0.010)
	-0.009
(0.008)
	0.012
(0.008)
	-0.001
(0.008)
	0.003
(0.008)
	-0.001
(0.008)
	0.013
(0.008)
	-0.088
(0.006)
	-0.008
(0.006)
	-0.002
(0.007)
	-0.002
(0.007)
	0.001
(0.007)

	high school
	-0.013
(0.039)
	-0.025
(0.038)
	0.051
(0.051)
	0.023
(0.067)
	0.068
(0.054)
	0.071
(0.054)
	0.029
(0.054)
	0.051
(0.054)
	0.033
(0.054)
	0.019
(0.055)
	-0.060
(0.039)
	0.010
(0.039)
	-0.002
(0.044)
	-0.046
(0.045)
	-0.019
(0.044)

	income
	0.003
(0.008)
	0.008
(0.008)
	-0.010
(0.010)
	-0.008
(0.014)
	0.015
(0.011)
	0.001
(0.011)
	0.005
(0.011)
	-0.003
(0.011)
	-0.002
(0.011)
	0.006
(0.011)
	0.007
(0.008)
	0.006
(0.008)
	0.014
(0.009)
	0.009
(0.009)
	-0.012
(0.009)

	women
	-0.010
(0.038)
	-0.002
(0.038)
	0.015
(0.050)
	0.001
(0.065)
	-0.021
(0.053)
	0.012
(0.054)
	-0.070
(0.053)
	-0.021
(0.053)
	0.018
(0.053)
	-0.028
(0.054)
	0.034
(0.038)
	0.046
(0.038)
	0.065
(0.044)
	0.023
(0.044)
	0.004
(0.044)


Note: We test the statistical significance using Wald z tests. *p<=0.1, **p<=0.05, ***p<=0.01. The standard errors are in parentheses.
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To measure the preferences of the respondents we asked two questions. The first questions, which we use for the main analysis, asked respondents to select on out of two potential treaties. To check the robustness, we also asked respondents to rate the treaties on a five-point scale. We use this second question to create an indicator variable equal to one if the respondents are “in favor” or “strongly in favor” of a treaty, and equal to zero otherwise. Then we estimate the AMCE. 

Figure A10 illustrates the results. Our main findings regarding the arbitration court and the tribunal by national representatives remain statistically significant. Dispute settlement via an arbitration court or a tribunal by national representatives reduces support for the treaty in comparison to a domestic court. Unsurprisingly, we find that the effects become less strong. The treaty characteristics have a weaker effect on the responses when the respondents rate each treaty separately. 

Nevertheless, the substantive implication of the results remains the same. We estimated the probability of being favored for different treaty designs. When all dimensions are at their reference categories, the probability that a respondent is favorable toward a treaty is 0.35. On the other hand, the trade agreement with the lowest support (0.26) is the most liberal (or „deep“) trade agreement that has opposition parties as an endorser (customs duties: fully dismissed; standards: fully standardized; exceptions: no exceptions; dispute settlement: arbitration court; endorsement: opposition parties). Lastly, the most popular treaty (with the support of 0.37) is a limited (or “shallow”) free trade agreement that has the consumer organization as an endorser. Together, our findings illustrate that the public support for trade agreement varies significantly depending on specific treaty design.










Figure A10: Conjoint analysis using rating of treaties
  














Average Component Interaction Effects

Given our major emphasis on the consistent and substantially large effect of DSMs, it would be important to check whether the effects of DSMs depend on other attributes of trade agreements. To examine this possibility, we estimate the average component interaction effect (ACIE), which captures how much the effect of an attributes depends on the values of other attributes.[footnoteRef:6] Table A5 illustrates these interaction effects.[footnoteRef:7] We find that the effects of DSMs do not depend on the other attributes, except for one condition. That is, there exists an interaction effect between the attribute tribunal by national representatives and the attribute Exceptions: food. Overall, the effects of DSMs are not strongly conditional on the other attributes of the trade agreements. [6:  Hainmueller, Hopkins, Yamamoto 2014a, pp. 12-13.]  [7:  We use the cjoint package to calculate the AMCEs and ACIEs.. ] 




Table A5: Average Component Interaction Effects (ACIE): Dispute settlement mechanisms and other characteristics

	          Attribute
	Estimate

	Dispute resolution: arbitration court 
Customs: 50% of the cases
	-0.003

	(0.019)


	Dispute resolution: arbitration court 
Customs: fully dismissed
	-0.014      

	(0.020)

	Dispute resolution: tribunal by national representatives
Customs: 50% of the cases
	-0.019      

	(0.019)

	Dispute resolution: tribunal by national representatives             
Customs: fully dismissed
	-0.028      
	(0.019)

	Dispute resolution: arbitration court 
Standards: 50% of the cases
	-0.044 

	(0.033)


	Dispute resolution: arbitration court 
Standards: fully standardized
	-0.017
	(0.032)


	Dispute resolution: tribunal by national representatives 
Standards: 50% of the cases 
	-0.025
	(0.034)


	Dispute resolution: tribunal by national representatives 
Standards: fully standardized
	-0.020

	(0.033)


	Dispute resolution: arbitration court 
Exceptions: automobiles
	0.032              
	(0.032)

	Dispute resolution: arbitration court 
Exceptions: chemicals
	0.051             
	(0.033)

	Dispute resolution: arbitration court 
Exceptions: cosmetic products
	0.025           
	(0.033)

	Dispute resolution: arbitration court 
Exceptions: food
	-0.018     
	  (0.032)


	Dispute resolution: arbitration court 
Exceptions: industrial machines
	-0.029     
	(0.032)

	Dispute resolution: arbitration court 
Exceptions: pharmaceuticals

	0.036      
	  (0.032)


	Dispute resolution: tribunal by national representatives 
Exceptions: automobiles
	-0.013     
	  (0.034)

	Dispute resolution: tribunal by national representatives 
Exceptions: chemicals
	0.012      
	  (0.033)

	Dispute resolution: tribunal by national representatives 
Exceptions: cosmetic products
	-0.001       
	  (0.033)

	Dispute resolution: tribunal by national representatives 
Exceptions: food
	-0.071**  
	  (0.033)

	Dispute resolution: tribunal by national representatives 
Exceptions: industrial machines 
	-0.027     
	  (0.033)

	Dispute resolution: tribunal by national representatives 
Exceptions: pharmaceuticals
	0.037             
	(0.033)


	Dispute resolution: arbitration court 
Endorsement: consumer organization 
	0.029      
	(0.022)

	Dispute resolution: arbitration court 
Endorsement: German government
	0.008      
	(0.022)

	Dispute resolution: arbitration court 
Endorsement: opposition parties
	0.022      
	(0.022)

	Dispute resolution: tribunal by national representatives 
Endorsement: consumer organization 
	0.027      
	(0.023)

	Dispute resolution: tribunal by national representatives 
Endorsement: German government
	0.035      
	(0.022)


	Dispute resolution: tribunal by national representatives
Endorsement: opposition parties
	0.027      
	(0.022)



































Standard errors in parentheses. p<0.01***, p<0.05**, p<0.1*
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In the following we report the original questions (in the original German wording and the translation) in the order they were presented to the GIP panel participants. Additionally, for each question, we provide a screenshot showing the original graphical representation on the participants’ screens.
Before we conduct the actual experiment we gave the respondents background information about the TTIP negotiations. The general and knowledge questions were therefore asked before conducting the experiment to avoid contamination. The following questions were asked:


EU Support

Man hört manchmal, die europäische Einigung sollte weiter vorangetrieben werden. Andere sagen, dass sie schon zu weit gegangen ist. Was ist Ihre Meinung?
Antwortskala:
0 weiter vorantreiben bis
10 zu weit gegangen
-99 weiß ich nicht
[bookmark: _bookmark6]Translation: Some say European unification should be pushed further. Others say it already has gone too far. What is your opinion? (Answers from “should be pushed further” to “has already gone too far”).

Anti-Americanism (or National Sentiment)

Im Großen und Ganzen, wie denken Sie über die Vereinigten Staaten von Amerika (USA)?
Antwortskala:
1 sehr negativ
2 eher negativ
3 weder negativ noch positiv 
4 eher positiv
5 sehr positiv
-99 weiß ich nicht

Translation: Generally speaking, how would you describe your views of the United States of America (USA)? (Answers from very negative to very positive)

Knowledge about TTIP

Derzeit verhandeln die Europäische Union (EU) und die Vereinigten Staaten von Amerika (USA) über ein Freihandelsabkommen unter dem Namen “Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership” (TTIP). Im Folgenden wird dieses Abkommen als „Freihandelsabkommen TTIP“ bezeichnet. Die Europäische Union wird mit „EU“ und die Vereinigten Staaten von Amerika mit „USA“ abgekürzt.

Haben Sie bereits von diesem Freihandelsabkommen TTIP zwischen der EU und den USA gehört?
Antwortkategorien (Reihenfolge randomisiert):
1 Ja, ich habe bereits vom Freihandelsabkommen TTIP gehört.
2 Nein, ich habe noch nicht vom Freihandelsabkommen TTIP gehört
-99 weiß ich nicht

Translation: The European Union (EU) and the United States (USA) are currently negotiating the terms of a possible free trade agreement, the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP). Below, this agreement will be referred to as the free trade agreement, TTIP. The European Union will be referred to as “EU” and the United States will be referred to as “USA”.

Have you heard of about TTIP, the free trade agreement between the EU and the USA? (Answers: Yes, I've heard about TTIP; No, I’ve not heard about TTIP)



Introductory Text[footnoteRef:8] [8:  We ask a question to measure the level of information about TTIP the respondents have, before we give them information about TTIP. However, to ensure the level of information does not substantially bias our results, we provide the respondents some basic information about TTIP before our experimental manipulation:] 


Im Folgenden geht es um die aktuellen Verhandlungen zum Freihandelsabkommen TTIP zwischen der EU und den USA.

Bei diesen Verhandlungen geht es vor allem um drei Fragen:

1. Wie umfangreich sollen Zölle verringert werden? Zölle sind Abgaben, die bezahlt werden müssen, wenn Waren beispielsweise in die EU oder die USA eingeführt werden. Derzeit betragen die Zölle auf die Einfuhr von Waren in die EU im Schnitt 2.8 % des Warenwerts.
1. Wie umfangreich sollen Vorschriften und Regeln für Produkte in der EU und den USA vereinheitlicht werden (zum Beispiel für Industriemaschinen, kosmetische Produkte, Lebensmittel)?
1. Wer entscheidet in Streitfällen über vermeintliche Vertragsverletzungen?


Translation: Below we focus on the current negotiations over the TTIP free trade agreement between the EU and the USA. The focus of the negotiations is on three main questions:
1) To what extent should customs duties be reduced? Customs duties are fees that are paid on goods that are imported into the EU or the USA. Currently, the customs duties on goods being imported into the EU amount to an average of 2.8% of the value of the goods.
2) To what extent should product rules and regulations for the EU and the US be standardized (i.e. for industrial machinery, cosmetics, and food)?
3) Who should rule on cases of alleged violations in contracts made under the TTIP free trade agreement?
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Before the experiment started, we presented the respondents a text with the instruction. 


Instruction

Im Moment ist noch unklar, wie das Freihandelsabkommen TTIP genau aussehen wird. Im Folgenden bitten wir Sie deshalb um Ihre Einschätzung zu möglichen Vereinbarungen zwischen der EU und den USA. 

Wir werden Ihnen immer jeweils zwei mögliche Abkommen A und B präsentieren. Jedes Mal bitten wir Sie erst, sich zwischen diesen beiden möglichen Abkommen zu entscheiden. Dann möchten wir von Ihnen wissen, wie stark Sie für oder gegen jedes der beiden Abkommen sind. 
Dabei gibt es keine richtige oder falsche Antwort, es geht ausschließlich um Ihre persönliche Einschätzung. Es ist sehr wichtig für uns, dass Sie jeweils die beiden gegebenen Abkommen A und B vergleichen. Da es viele mögliche Varianten des Abkommens gibt, möchten wir Sie bitten diesen Vergleich zwischen Abkommen A und B mehrmals zu machen.

Translation: Currently, it is unclear exactly what the TTIP free trade agreement will include. Below, we would therefore like to ask you to evaluate possible versions of the treaty between the EU and the USA.

In each case, we will present you with two treaty versions: A and B. In each case we will ask you to decide which of the two treaty versions, A or B, you prefer.  After that, we’d like to know to what extent you are in favor of or against each of the treaty versions.

There is no right or wrong answer; we are interested in learning your personal opinion. For our purposes, it is very important for you to compare the two treaty versions, A and B, as they are described. As there are many possible variations of the treaty, we will ask you to draw a comparison between treaty versions A and B several times.

[image: ]


We then presented the respondent with two treaty versions, which vary along three main dimensions: scope/depth, dispute settlement mechanisms and endorsement. Each dimension consists of one or several characteristics. Finally, each treaty characteristic has different values. The table below corresponds to Table 1 in the paper and summarizes the different characteristics and values each dimension includes using the original German expressions.






















Table A6: Dimensionen des Conjoint-Experiments


Dimensionen und Charakteristiken	Werte/Ausprägungen


Tiefe und Umfang


Zölle auf Importe	- bleiben wie sie sind
· werden zur Hälfte abgeschafft
· werden komplett abgeschafft


     Vorschriften und	- bleiben wie sie sind
      Regeln für Produkte	- werden zur Hälfte vereinheitlicht, wobei beide
	Seiten gleich viele Zugeständnisse machen	
	- werden alle vereinheitlicht, wobei beide
Seiten gleich viele Zugeständnisse machen


Ausnahmen bei der	- (keine Ausnahmen)
Vereinheitlichung der 	- Kraftfahrzeuge
Vorschriften und Regeln für 	- Chemische Produkte
Produkte im Bereich	- Kosmetische Produkte
- Lebensmittel
- Industriemaschinen
- Arzneimittel


Streitschlichtungsverfahren


Bei Streitfragen entscheiden	- ordentliche Gerichte der betroffenen Staaten
	 - private Personen, welche von den Streitparteien ernannt werden (Schiedsgericht) 
· Vertreter der betroffenen Staaten (Staatsschiedsgericht)


Unterstützung


       Das Abkommen wird	- Europäische Kommission
       empfohlen durch	- Verbraucherschutzzentrale 
	- Deutsche Bundesregierung
	- Opposition im Bundestag




The two treaties are presented in form of a table that shows one value for each treaty characteristic (see the following Figure A11). The order of dimensions is randomized. After each binary comparison we ask the respondent the following questions:

Wenn Sie die beiden Abkommen A und B vergleichen, welches bevorzugen Sie? 
Antwortkategorien 
Abkommen 
1 A
2 B
Translation: Comparing treaty versions A and B, which of the two do you prefer?


Inwieweit sind Sie für oder gegen jedes der beiden Abkommen A und B? 
Antwortskala 
1 stark dagegen 
2 eher dagegen 
3 weder dagegen noch dafür 
4 eher dafür 
5 stark dafür

Translation: To what extent are you in favor of or against each treaty version (A and B)? (Answers from completely against to completely in favor)

Figure A11: Experimental Design

[image: ]
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High education Low education
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    arbitration court
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Dispute Settlement:
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−.3 −.2 −.1 0 .1 .2 .3 −.3 −.2 −.1 0 .1 .2 .3
    opposition parties
    German government
    consumer organization
    European Commission
Endorsement:
    
    tribunal by national representatives 
    arbitration court
    domestic court
Dispute Settlement:
   
    pharmaceuticals
    industrial machines
    food
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    chemicals
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