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Appendix

A Interventions

This section provides additional details on the two deliberation interventions.

The cognitive deliberation (CD) intervention is premised on the idea that people support

extralegal punishments because of misperceptions of their efficacy or social acceptability relative

to other alternatives. There are three steps our treatment. First, participants received some basic

information about crime, and different arguments for and against harsh and extrajudicial punish-

ments. We prepared a briefing video (which is common for deliberative polls conducted outside

advanced industrial democracies) for participants that describe a range of arguments about how

crimes should be managed. These arguments came from consultations with local civil society groups

and government offices in Morelia, as well as from qualitative interviews that we conducted in the

spring of 2019 in and around Morelia. Second, participants went through structured discussions

of the pros and cons of different ways to respond to two crime scenarios. These discussions were

moderated by two trained members of the research team who encouraged participants to consider

each point and counterpoint in turn, fostered norms of mutual respect, and summarized key points.

At the end of second scenario, participants were invited to write their preferred response for the

rest of the group to see. Third, participants discussed two higher-level policies related to how

crime is punished: whether police should be allowed to use extralegal force, and whether the state

should support with neighborhood groups, vecinos vigilantes. Again, participants made lists of pros
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and cons, and the discussion was facilitated by a moderator who fostered respect and encouraged

thorough consideration of the points raised.

The CD + emotional regulation (ER) version of the intervention took the same general structure

as the CD intervention, but explicitly discussed the emotional reactions that community members

have to violent events and provided a short training on how to regulate emotions to better direct their

actions. Emotion regulation is defined as “shaping which emotions one has, when one has them, and

how one experiences or expresses those emotions” (Gross, 2014, 5). Strategies to regulate emotions,

therefore, can intervene at multiple points in the causal chain from the initial stimulus to the ultimate

behavioral response. Our emotion regulation training focused on modifying participants’ appraisals

of situations when they believe that their emotions are not helping them respond, which past research

has suggested is a particularly effective way of managing emotions (Gross, 1998a).

Participants in the CD + ER workshop went through all of the steps of the CD workshop, but

all sessions also included an emphasis on identifying and discussing emotional reactions to crime.

The biggest difference between the two sessions came in the initial training section of the workshop.

In the CD session, participants were told about “automatic” versus “deliberate” thinking and given

a demonstration of how to suggest responses to crime and list pros and cons. By contrast, in the

ER session, participants were walked through a brief discussion of how emotions have important

adaptive functions, but can sometimes adversely affect our decision-making. They were then walked

through a process of identifying emotions, their functions and potential prejudices, the appraisals

that underlie them, and alternative ways of appraising or understanding the situation. This format,

particularly the focus on identifying alternative ways of appraising or understanding the situation,

closely followed the experimental protocols in previous experiments on emotion regulation, except

that it was carried out in a group rather than individual setting (Gross, 1998a; Halperin et al.,

2013, 2014). The goal of this exercise was to both motivate and enable participants to manage the

emotions that they feel in response to crime. The later discussions of crime scenarios and policies

also involve making lists of responses, pros, and cons, but first participants are prompted to identify
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and consider their emotional reactions and alternative appraisals of the situation.

Cognitive Deliberation CD + Emotion Regula-
tion

Control

9:15-9:45am Presentation + CD
Video

Presentation + ER
Video

Post-treatment survey

9:45-10:30am Cost-benefit analysis
training + crime sce-
nario

ER training + crime sce-
nario + ER prompts

10:30-11:15am General crime response
discussion

General crime re-
sponse discussion + ER
prompts

11:15-11:30am Coffee Coffee
11:30-12:15pm Crime scenario 2 Crime scenario 2 + ER

prompts
12:15-1pm Post-treatment survey Post-treatment survey

Table A1: Timeline of the interventions

One key design choice that we made early in the process was that the goal of our interventions

would only be to create an improved environment where participants could make decisions about

criminal justice preferences, but not explicitly push them away from harsh punishments. We had both

theoretical and ethical reasons for this choice. Theoretically, we were interested in understanding

the effect of an enhanced decision environment instead of information or normative material from

the research team. This is conceptually closer to the ideal of deliberation, although in practice many

deliberation treatments seem to have a good amount of persuasive material. Conceptualizing our

deliberation treatments as enhanced decision environments plausibly also reduced the potential that

our measures would be biased by social desirability concerns.

From the perspective of doing no harm, this strategy was ideal in an environment where we

could not be certain that a reduction in support for harsh punishments would increase the welfare of

individual research participants. By creating a better environment for each individual to make a

decision, our goal was to enable each individual to increase their personal welfare, whether that

meant increasing or decreasing their support for harsh punishments. This was further in line with

the principle of autonomy as individuals were not influenced or persuaded to support a particular
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position held by the research team. In practice, this meant that our materials provided a range

of viewpoints on harsh punishments, and our facilitators were trained to validate participants’

perspectives and not question, argue, or persuade.
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B Measures

Our main measures of preferences for harsh crime responses and perceptions of those responses was

based on a randomly generated crime scenario that respondents evaluated at baseline, immediate

endline, and the follow-up survey. In each wave each respondent was given a new randomly

generated scenario. These scenarios were loosely based on García-Ponce, Young and Zeitzoff

(2022), adapted to the specific context of Morelia. We also included information about an initial

state response.

Crime: Imagine that a victim: (student / grandmother / local small business owner / local

bus driver) has crime: (had a valuable asset like a car stolen / had a house robbed of valuables

/ been killed / been express abducted / been extorted for money) by a perpetrator: (delinquent

/ pandilla member / narco / autodefensa member / police officer). After the crime occurred,

response: (the police arrested the perpetrator and he is in jail / the police tried very hard to

find the perpetrator but he was able to escape / the police arrested the perpetrator but he

was released because he has a right to not be detained before his trial / the police arrested the

perpetrator but he was released because he bribed the police).
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C Ethical considerations

This study took place in the context of violence perpetrated by a number of different armed groups

and individuals. Ethical considerations played a primary role in the design and implementation

of the study. This section outlines the main ethical principles that we identified as relevant, and

how we worked to adhere by them. To make sure we are reducing harm to both subjects and

research staff, we consulted (pre-pilot) with members of the local government, civil society and

the Catholic Church. These consultations helped us reduce the sensitivity level of our design, and

provided advice and contacts to help build confidence and encourage participation in the study.

These meetings occurred in March, July, and August of 2019. We also sought feedback on the

pre-analysis plan from a number of scholars who have done fieldwork in Michoacán and/or are

experts in criminal justice in Latin America including Eduardo Moncada, Beatriz Magaloni, and

Cecilia Farfán-Méndez at workshops at APSA and the Stanford Center for Latin American Studies

(CLAS).

Prevention of serious harm and reduction of minor harms to participants. The first

principle, which is covered by the Belmont principles, is to not expose research participants to harm.

There are two primary harms that could be reasonably expected to affect participants in this research.

First, participants could be targeted with retribution by armed groups (neighborhood watch, police,

or organized crime) for revealing information about their activities in our surveys or (although we

judged this to be less likely) for participating in the workshops. We prevented and minimized this

potential harm in several ways. First, we have done preliminary qualitative work and quantitative

piloting to ensure that the questions that we ask are not too sensitive. Most importantly, we focused

the study on lower-level forms of crime that do not threaten the interests of narcotraffickers. Second,

we took steps to ensure that confidentiality is not broken (using tablets to collect data, setting up

systems with anonymous IDs and pseudonyms, and reinforcing the importance of confidentiality

during the survey administration). Third, we actively monitored for any forms of coercion or
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retribution during the project. During follow up surveys we asked whether participants experienced

any repercussions or worries for participating in past rounds. We also set up a security contact

within the survey firm that participants can call to report retribution and had a plan in place for how

to report any cases that are reported to us, as well as guidelines for reporting to PIs and modifying

the study protocol.

The second reasonably foreseeable harm to participants is the risk of re-traumatization. Again,

this is more likely during surveys than during the deliberations. To reduce this risk we re-trained

surveyors and facilitators on what to do in case participants exhibit signs of distress, including at what

point to advise them not to participate in the study. We also provided resources to participants on

local counseling organizations that can help participants deal with trauma. We also hired facilitators

with backgrounds in working with survivors of violence, including two trained psychologists who

work with victims of violence in Morelia.

Reduction of potential harm to research staff. The second principle that we considered,

which is not currently considered under most university ethics reviews although it was adopted as

part of the 2020 APSA ethics guidelines, is the protection of the research staff from harm. We assess

that staff were at higher risk than participants, as they had to enter communities as strangers and

discuss sensitive topics. Our protocol to prevent harm to staff followed several general guidelines.

First, we as investigators and our local implementing firm Buendía y Laredo did specific risk

assessments before entering neighborhoods. In four neighborhoods of Morelia, based on the advice

of the local police, we decided to recruit participants by phone instead of through in-person visits.

Second, team members did not travel alone. Third, all of our staff had a list of local emergency

contacts including a municipal official and a civil society leader experienced in providing emergency

support to victims of violence.

Informed consent. Participants should know that they are part of a research study. Because

these interventions were investigator initiated, participants should know at the point of recruitment

into the intervention that they are being asked to participate in research and have all of the elements
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of informed consent (potential risks, potential benefits, ability to leave the study, etc). We also

monitored the adequacy of our consent process by asking participants at the end of each survey

if they were happy or unhappy that they consented to participate. To the extent that they said

they are unhappy that they participated, it is a reflection that the consent process did not give

them adequate information about the research protocol to make an informed decision. After the

deliberations, just one participant in the control group and one participant in a deliberation reported

in a self-administered question that they were unhappy that they had participated.

Research transparency. Analyses were pre-registered with OSF and can be accessed here:

LINK MASKED FOR ANONYMITY. All replication materials will be publicly available upon

publication.



9

D Additional evidence

D.1 Main results

Table D1: The standard and emotion-enhanced deliberations did not reduce punitiveness immedi-
ately afterwards - and may increase it

Dependent variable:

Punitiveness
Scenario T1 Behavioral T1 Robbery T1

(1) (2) (3)

Z: CD 0.100 −0.042 0.045
(0.082) (0.069) (0.083)

Z: ER 0.200∗∗ 0.048 0.100
(0.087) (0.070) (0.087)

Woman 0.010 0.027 0.035
(0.061) (0.062) (0.066)

Age −0.010∗∗∗ −0.005∗ −0.009∗∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Married 0.091 0.115∗ 0.067

(0.067) (0.065) (0.071)
Education −0.021 −0.055∗∗∗ −0.028∗

(0.016) (0.017) (0.017)
Scenario Controls ✓
Baseline Punitiveness ✓ ✓ ✓

ER-CD Diff 0.101 0.09 0.055
ER-CD p-value 0.15 0.14 0.47
Observations 732 748 568
R2 0.226 0.078 0.199
∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Standard errors clustered by session X treatment assignment.
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Table D2: There is no evidence of lasting effects in the one-month follow-up on punitiveness

Dependent variable:

Punitiveness

Scenario T2 Robbery T2

(1) (2)

Z: CD 0.096 −0.071
(0.092) (0.105)

Z: ER 0.120 0.102
(0.092) (0.132)

Woman 0.026 0.227∗∗

(0.075) (0.109)
Age −0.003 0.004

(0.003) (0.004)
Married 0.095 −0.021

(0.085) (0.085)
Education −0.036 −0.028

(0.022) (0.025)

Scenario Controls ✓ ✓
Baseline Punitiveness ✓ ✓

ER-CD Diff 0.025 0.173
ER-CD p-value 0.79 0.15
Observations 376 234
R2 0.152 0.157

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Figure D1: Preferences for harsh, extrajudicial punishment in the scenarios changed little over time
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over time
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D.2 Mechanisms

D.2.1 Alternative Mechanism: Deliberation failure

We use several metrics to assess whether the deliberations that served as our treatments came close

to the platonic ideal of quality deliberation. We want to both assess the overall level of deliberation

quality in all of the sessions, and whether the emotion regulation-enhanced sessions were higher or

lower quality than the standard deliberation sessions.

Scholars have suggested a number of different metrics, both conceptual and empirical, for

assessing deliberation quality. We follow the more empirical strand of the deliberation literature in

assessing deliberation quality based on the practices and norms within deliberation sessions rather

than based on the outcomes of those deliberations, ie whether participants’ preferences changed

or were moved towards what we deem to be better outcomes (Steenbergen et al., 2003; Niemeyer

et al., 2024). We focus on the following criteria in our assessment of deliberation quality:

• Participation: Is every competent individual free to participate in the discourse?

• Respect: Are participants expressing respect towards groups, demands, and counterargu-

ments?

We measure freedom of participation by analyzing equality of words spoken using the tran-

scripts of our deliberation sessions. A first indicator of equality of participation is whether everyone

who came to the sessions was able to speak. We find that overall, 93% of the participants in the

sessions (460 out of 502) spoke at least once. The participation rate was slightly higher in the

CD sessions (96%) than the CD+ER sessions (88%), but both types of sessions had very high

participation. Participation rates were similar for men and women, with 90% of women participants

speaking at least once, including 93% in CD and 86% in CD+ER.

A second and more complete indicator of freedom of participation is the equality of speech

taking into account how much different individuals spoke in each group. To measure speech

equality, we calculate a Gini coefficient of words spoken for each group. This Gini coefficient



14

Figure D3: Estimated Gini coefficient in speech per deliberation group

varied enormously across groups from 0.28 to 0.72, but in both CD and CD+ER groups the mean

Gini coefficient was 0.51. Figure D3 plots the estimated Gini coefficient for each group with the

mean Gini by treatment status and 95% confidence intervals.

The second dimension of deliberation quality that we consider is respect. To measure respect,

we rely primarily on the post-deliberation survey in which we asked participants about their

assessments of the discussion, including whether the felt respected by the facilitator and the other

participants. Large majorities of the participants across both goups said that they felt very respected.

Large majorities also reported that the deliberations were informative and clarifying.
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Figure D4: Participants rated the deliberations to be very informative, respectful, and clarifying
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D.2.2 Mechanism 1: Perceived level of support for punitive responses to crime

Table D3: The ER deliberation increased perceived neighbors’ punitiveness immediately and one
month later

Dependent variable:

Neighbors’ Punitiveness
Scenario T1 Robbery T1 Scenario T2 Robbery T2

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Z: CD 0.082 0.110 0.125 0.202
(0.080) (0.082) (0.112) (0.127)

Z: ER 0.183∗∗ 0.140 0.175∗ 0.200
(0.079) (0.092) (0.098) (0.148)

Woman 0.032 −0.027 −0.090 0.026
(0.068) (0.067) (0.085) (0.120)

Age −0.007∗∗∗ −0.007∗∗ −0.004 −0.003
(0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004)

Married 0.023 0.156∗∗ −0.017 0.016
(0.065) (0.069) (0.106) (0.135)

Education 0.026∗ −0.007 0.018 0.023
(0.015) (0.020) (0.026) (0.031)

Scenario Controls ✓ ✓
Baseline Beliefs ✓ ✓

ER-CD Diff 0.101 0.03 0.05 -0.002
ER-CD p-value 0.17 0.03 0.63 0
Observations 738 569 400 251
R2 0.141 0.145 0.108 0.127

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Figure D5: The CD and CD+ER treatments increased perceived neighbors’ punitiveness slightly
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In line with our expectations, we find suggestive evidence that at baseline, participants generally

over-estimate how punitive the people around them are. Figure D6 shows that across our measures

of punitiveness, participants generally estimate that between “some” and “most” of their neighbors

support the harsher option in our crime scenarios, which we interpret as somewhere between 50

and 75%. By contrast, at baseline, 35% of our participants support torture, 51% support lynching,

30% support the death penalty, and 64% support long jail sentences in the crime scenarios.9 This

implies that participants generally under-estimate the level of support for both lynching and long

jail sentences, and thus would be expected to update those beliefs in a more punitive direction.

However, this comparison relies on assumptions about how perceptions of neighbors on a 5-point

scale from “none” to “all” compare to a 0 to 1 proportion scale for own support.10

We have no reason to believe that we recruited a particularly punitive sample, as near-majorities

of Michoacán residents preferred a harsher, extralegal response on similar crime scenarios in a

representative sample surveyed in 2017 (García-Ponce, Young and Zeitzoff, 2022).

9We either asked participants whether they supported more or less than 10 years of jail time or the death penalty
based on the severity of the crime scenario that we presented.

10We interpret "a few" as falling at 25%, "some" at 50%, "most" at 75%, as well as "none" at 0 and "all" at 1. The
gaps between own preferences and perceived neighbors’ preferences could be bigger or smaller if we assigned different
percentages to the 5-point scale. However, it would take extreme changes in our interpretation for the direction of the
equality (neighbors versus own preferences) to flip.
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Figure D6: At baseline, participants over-estimate support for the death penalty, torture, and
lynching
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Figure D7: The effects of CD are not driven by groups with high baseline punitiveness
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Figure D9: Participants in the deliberations down-regulated less than control

D.2.3 Mechanism 2: Emotion regulation abilities
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Figure D10: Caption

D.2.4 Mechanism 3 and 4: Perceptions of harsh crime responses and blame attributions for crime
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E Balance tests

There are no indicators that the randomization failed. Tests of joint significance of 25 baseline

characteristics return p-values of 0.809 (CD versus control) and 0.429 (ER versus control). Table

E1 presents the mean values of the baseline variables by treatment assignment and p-values from

individual tests of differences between the treatment conditions.

Table E1: Balance table

mean_C mean_CD mean_ER diff_CCD p_CCD diff_CER p_CER
Female 0.60 0.64 0.61 0.04 0.37 0.01 0.84
Age 35.02 35.34 36.92 0.32 0.83 1.89 0.19
Married 0.46 0.49 0.48 0.03 0.54 0.02 0.63
Number of Kids 1.73 1.70 1.85 -0.03 0.88 0.12 0.48
Social Capital 2.50 2.36 2.57 -0.14 0.62 0.07 0.79
Assets Index -0.06 0.03 -0.04 0.09 0.37 0.02 0.86
News Index -0.01 0.01 -0.00 0.02 0.81 0.00 0.96
Discuss: Current Events 2.78 2.87 2.83 0.10 0.33 0.05 0.60
Discuss: Crime 2.98 2.88 2.85 -0.10 0.30 -0.13 0.20
Trauma: Robbery 0.62 0.62 0.58 0.00 0.92 -0.04 0.41
Trauma: Extortion 0.28 0.39 0.33 0.11 0.02 0.05 0.23
Trauma: Telephone Extor-
tion

0.72 0.73 0.73 0.01 0.86 0.00 0.91

Trauma: Bribery 0.45 0.46 0.47 0.01 0.79 0.02 0.61
Trauma: Abduction 0.21 0.24 0.22 0.04 0.38 0.02 0.64
Trauma: Homicide 0.31 0.27 0.30 -0.04 0.33 -0.01 0.77
Trauma: Threat Weapon 0.56 0.54 0.46 -0.02 0.71 -0.10 0.04
Trauma: Assault 0.58 0.55 0.53 -0.02 0.62 -0.04 0.35
Trauma: Other 0.32 0.39 0.38 0.08 0.09 0.07 0.15
Trauma: Index -0.06 0.01 -0.06 0.07 0.44 -0.00 0.98
Trauma: Index Group -0.06 0.02 -0.07 0.08 0.01 -0.01 0.75
Preferences: Support Death
Penalty

0.13 0.12 0.02 -0.02 0.92 -0.12 0.45

Preferences: Support For-
giveness

0.42 0.29 0.26 -0.12 0.39 -0.16 0.27

Preferences: Support Severe
Punishments

0.82 0.91 0.82 0.10 0.46 0.01 0.95

Preferences: Support Police
Torture

0.17 0.20 0.02 0.03 0.81 -0.15 0.30

Preferences: Support Neigh-
borhood Watch

1.53 1.61 1.58 0.08 0.27 0.05 0.52
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F Patterns of attrition

Table F1: Attrition is not related to baseline characteristics or treatment assignment

Dependent variable:

Missing at Second Endline

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Z: CD −0.04 −0.03 −0.03 −0.03
(0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06)

Z: ER 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)

Female 0.01 0.01 0.01
(0.03) (0.04) (0.04)

Age 0.001 0.001 0.001
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Married 0.02 0.02
(0.04) (0.04)

Number Children −0.004 −0.005
(0.01) (0.01)

Assets: Index 0.001 0.001
(0.02) (0.02)

Scenario: Prefer Punitive 0.02
(0.03)

Scenario: Prefer Vigilante 0.003
(0.02)

Policy Prefs: Pro-Punitive −0.01
(0.02)

Policy Prefs: Pro-Vigilante 0.02
(0.02)

Trauma Index 0.002
(0.02)

Constant 0.46∗∗∗ 0.41∗∗∗ 0.40∗∗∗ 0.40∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07)

Observations 748 722 722 720
R2 0.005 0.01 0.01 0.01

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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