Appendix

Table 1: Overview of Empirical Research Phases and Data Collection During My Case Study
	Phase
	Timeframe
	Activities
	Data collected

	Phase 1: Documentary analysis
	June – September 2021
	Review of official CoFE and ECP documents; exploration of the digital multilingual platform
	Institutional communication materials (e.g., the Framing Document – Basic Information, the Panels’ Guide, the Document for Facilitator & Note Takers Briefing etc.), public reports (e.g., Kantar’s report on participation in the multilingual platform), public statements (e.g., the Executive Boar’s letter to participants, speeches by President of the European Commission von der Leyen etc), website content, and participation statistics.

	Phase 2: Direct observation
	September 2021 – February 2022
	Non-participant observation of 6 ECP sessions (3 in Strasbourg, 2 online, 1 in Florence); informal conversations with participants
	Fieldnotes from breakout sessions and plenaries (≈ 200 pages) and notes from informal oral interactions.

	Phase 3: Interviews 
	October 2021 – November 2022
(longitudinal)
	10 semi-structured interviews with citizen participants; informal exchanges with organizers, facilitators, EU officials, experts
	Interview transcripts and notes from informal oral and written exchanges (source: phone calls and emails).




Table 2: Profile of Interviewees
	Gender
	Men 
Women
	6
4

	Age
	16-29
30-59
60+
	5
2
2

	Nationality
	French 
Other EU nationalities (German, Portuguese, Polish, Dutch)
	5
5

	Socio-economic background
	High
Middle
Low
	2
5
3

	Level of education
	None or primary
Secondary
Undergraduate
Graduated
	1
3
3
3



Appendix 3: Initial Hypotheses Document (September 2021)
The following hypotheses were developed before the empirical study of the European Citizens’ Panels (ECPs) began. Generated through an intensive literature review and preliminary theoretical reflection, these hypotheses helped guide the early phases of the research design. The hypotheses were not intended as definitive predictions but rather as provisional theoretical expectations to be tested, challenged, and refined through an abductive approach.

1. Topic-dependent dynamics: The intensity and nature of conflict during deliberations will vary by topic. I expect more civil, normative deliberation in panels on climate and procedural issues (e.g., Panel 3) and more polarized, emotionally charged dynamics in panels on migration or foreign affairs (e.g., Panel 4).
2. Perceived superficiality: Citizens may perceive the process as “surface-level democratization”, suspecting that their input will ultimately be ignored.
3. Frustration with deliberative design: Participants may find the facilitation and preparatory materials insufficiently informative, particularly the “blank page” opening exercise.
4. Top-down dynamics: Despite claims of citizen-led deliberation, facilitation and expert guidance will dominate, leaving citizens unsure of how or when to intervene.
5. Multilingualism trade-offs: While reducing the pressure to speak English, multilingualism may create a communicative chaos and lead to national or linguistic clustering.
6. Unequal participation: As in other mini-publics, more confident and privileged participants will dominate the deliberation. Meanwhile, women, youth, and less-educated participants may feel fictitiously included.
7. Lack of initial training: Without preparatory training, those less familiar with EU issues may feel epistemically illegitimate and remain silent.
8. Self-selection bias: Although participants are selected by lottery, they may be disproportionately drawn from individuals who are already connected to or predisposed to the EU.
9. Initial enthusiasm, growing frustration: Participants start out curious and open but grow frustrated over time. I expect to capture these insights outside of formal settings.
10. Low expectations of impact: Participants will join despite their skepticism about institutional uptake, being motivated more by interest than by belief in their ability to influence.
11. Intergenerational Tensions: Disagreements may emerge, with younger participants criticizing older ones for harming their future and older participants responding with accusations of immaturity.
12. East-West divides: Citizens from Eastern Europe will likely hold more conservative positions than those from Western and Southern Europe.
13. Return to representation: Citizens may become disillusioned with participatory democracy and prefer expert-led representation to direct involvement.
14. Mutual distrust: Experts may fear citizen empowerment, and citizens may distrust experts’ motives. Facilitators may try to control the content of proposals.
15. Limited media coverage: The panels will receive little media attention, reducing their visibility and perceived legitimacy.
16. Consensus vs. contestation: Although facilitators may aim for consensus, debates may escalate into open conflict over divisive issues.
