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Scenario used in the main study

In July 2021, North Korea conducted several missile strikes against military targets in South Korea. On the same day, North Korean troops crossed the border into South Korea and marched towards the capital city, Seoul.

In response, the United Nations Security Council issued an ultimatum to North Korea to immediately halt all military operations. After North Korea failed to respond, a coalition led by the United States and the United Kingdom declared war on North Korea.

In the first phase of the war, the U.S. Air Force conducted a series of successful strikes against North Korean military installations containing nuclear warheads, chemical stockpiles, and ballistic missiles, effectively assuring that North Korea could not use its weapons of mass destruction against the coalition forces. 

Subsequently, the coalition led by the United States and the United Kingdom launched a ground campaign with 175,000 troops, aiming to repel North Korean forces from South Korea and topple the North Korean regime. 

While the coalition has successfully managed to repel North Korean forces from the South, it has been making slow progress and sustaining heavy losses in the invasion of North Korean territory. 

To avoid the need for substantial reinforcements by sending in more troops, the head of the coalition forces has proposed [X1] against the North Korean army to force North Korea to capitulate. The head of the coalition forces believes that the [X2] could help to end the war quickly and thereby avoid many casualties on the side of coalition forces. Yet the strikes would also be conducted in highly populated areas, so they would likely result in [Y].

...where, depending on randomly assigned condition, X1 / X2 were one of the following options:
a) using nuclear weapon strikes / nuclear strikes
b) using chemical weapon strikes / chemical strikes
c) using an air bombing campaign / air bombing campaign

and Y was one of the following options:
a) a high number of North Korean civilian deaths
b) a high number (estimated 25,000 to 40,000) of North Korean civilian deaths
c) a high number (estimated 50,000 to 80,000) of North Korean civilian deaths
d) a high number (estimated 100,000 to 160,000) of North Korean civilian deaths


Appendix 2

Survey items in the main study

Retribution measure
(The measure consisted of the following four items. The first three items were previously used for measuring retribution by Rathbun and Stein, “Greater Goods: Morality and Attitudes toward the Use of Nuclear Weapons”. The third item was reverse coded. The fourth item concerning death penalty loaded on the same factor as the previous three (all factor loadings > .5, with single factor explaining 53% of overall variance). Because the last item used different scale, we converted values to z-scores and used mean z-score as a measure of tendency to favor retribution.

1. In order for justice to be served, violence must be repaid with violence.
2. Those who have done wrong deserve to be paid back for it.
3. "An eye for an eye makes the whole world blind." ("An eye for an eye" is the wrong way to deal with wrongdoers as it perpetuates the cycle of violence.)[footnoteRef:1] [1:  We have added the text in the parentheses to the original item used by Rathbun and Stein after realizing that meaning of the item could be ambiguous for some participants – for example, some participants may agree with the statement even though they do not see „the whole world going blind“ as a problem.] 

scale: Strongly agree / Agree / Somewhat agree / Neither agree nor disagree / Somewhat disagree / Disagree / Strongly disagree  
4. Do you favor or oppose the death penalty for persons convicted of murder?
scale: Strongly favor / Favor / Oppose / Strongly oppose 

Approval of the strike
1. If the coalition decided [X3] against the North Korean army, how much would you approve or disapprove of that decision?

where X3 was one of the following options:
a) to conduct the nuclear weapon strikes
b) to conduct the chemical weapon strikes
c) to launch the air bombing campaign

scale: Strongly approve / Approve / Somewhat approve / Somewhat disapprove / Disapprove /
Strongly disapprove 

Attention checks
(The following two items were presented on separate pages. Participants who did not correctly select the option “Military conflict with North Korea” or did not select the correct type of strike based on their experimental condition were excluded.)
1. Please think carefully and pick the best answer for the following question. What was the topic of the short text you read on the previous page?
options: Military conflict with North Korea / Climate change / Architecture / Alternative medicine / Sports / English literature
2. What kind of attack was proposed in the scenario you have read?
options: Nuclear strike / Chemical strike / An air bombing campaign / Biological strike / Cyber-strike

Estimates of fatalities
(Before making the following three estimates, participants were asked to read once again the second half of the original scenario, starting with “Subsequently, the coalition led by the United States and the United Kingdom launched a ground campaign with 175,000 troops...”.)

1. What is your estimate of the number of losses sustained by the coalition forces in the invasion of North Korean territory?
Please write your estimate as a number below:
2. What is your estimate of the number of civilian North Korean deaths that would result from the [X2]?
Please write your estimate as a number below:
3. What is your estimate of the number of additional losses sustained by the coalition forces in case of a prolonged ground war (that is, in case the proposal to use [X2] to end the war quickly is not supported?
Please write your estimate as a number below:

where X2 was one of the following options:
a) nuclear strikes
b) chemical strikes
c) air bombing campaign

Demographic questions
1. What is your age? (in years)
2. You are...
options: Male / Female / Other / Prefer not to answer
3. In which of these groups did your total household income, from all sources before taxes, fall last year?
options: Less than $10,000 / $10,000 - $19,999 / $20,000 - $29,999 / $30,000 - $39,999 / $40,000 - $49,999 / $50,000 - $59,999 / $60,000 - $69,999 / $70,000 - $79,999 / $80,000 - $89,999 / $90,000 - $99,999 / $100,000 - $149,999 / More than $150,000 / Prefer not to answer[footnoteRef:2] [2:  In the UK version, the amounts were in GBP.] 

4. Where on the following scale of political orientation would you in general place yourself:
options: Very conservative / Conservative / Slightly conservative / Moderate / Slightly progressive / Progressive / Very progressive
5. What is the highest level of school you have completed or the highest degree you have received?
options: Less than high school degree / High school graduate (high school diploma or equivalent including GED) / Some college but no degree / Associate degree in college (2-year) / Bachelor's degree in college (4-year) / Master's degree / Doctoral degree / Professional degree (JD, MD)[footnoteRef:3] [3:  In the UK version, the options were: Lower than secondary school completion - General Certificate of Secondary Education / Secondary school completion - General Certificate of Secondary Education / Vocational degree / University degree / Graduate degree] 


Survey debriefing  
Thank you very much for participating in this survey. If you have any additional comments or concerns, please reach out to us at [REDACTED]. 
 
 We are interested in factors that affect how people think about the use of different kinds of weapons in military conflicts. We do not argue for the use of any kind of weapon and we are aware that the hypothetical scenario and options provided in the survey do not cover the full spectrum of aspects and considerations that would be important in reality. We would also like to note that any use of force in war must obey the law of war (jus in bello). The key principles are military necessity, distinction, and proportionality, particularly with respect to civilian non-combatants.

for participants in the chemical weapons condition:
Moreover, the use of chemical weapons is prohibited by the Chemical Weapons Convention.


Appendix 3

Sample demographics for the main study

	[bookmark: _Hlk80260305]age
	percentiles
	 

	 
	10
	20
	30
	40
	median
	60
	70
	80
	90
	IQR

	overall
	22
	25
	29
	32
	35
	39
	43
	50
	58
	20

	US
	21
	25
	28
	30
	33
	36
	40
	45
	54
	16

	UK
	22
	27
	31
	34
	38
	42
	47
	54
	61
	21


Table A1. Age distribution.
Note. IQR = inter quartile range.


	gender
	male
	female
	other / prefer not to answer

	 
	
	
	

	overall
	52.9
	46.1
	1.0

	US
	53.9
	44.6
	1.5

	UK
	51.9
	47.6
	0.5


Table A2. Gender distribution. 
Note. Values are in %.


	political ideology
	Very conservative
	Conservative
	Slightly conservative
	Moderate
	Slightly progressive
	Progressive
	Very progressive
	Prefer not to answer

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	overall
	4.8
	17.2
	17.8
	24.5
	12.3
	16.1
	7.2
	0.2
	

	US
	7.6
	18.8
	13.2
	26.9
	10.1
	13.5
	9.6
	0.4
	

	UK
	2.1
	15.5
	22.4
	22.1
	14.4
	18.7
	4.8
	0
	


Table A3. Political ideology distribution.
Note. Values are in %.
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	education
	without college
	college and higher
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	overall
	44.8
	55.2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	without college
	college and higher
	Less than high school degree
	High school graduate
	Some college but no degree
	Associate degree in college (2-year)
	Bachelor's degree in college (4-year)
	Master's degree
	Doctoral degree
	Professional degree (JD, MD)

	US
	41.3
	58.7
	0.9
	11.2
	20
	9.1
	39.1
	14.3
	2.5
	2.7

	
	without college
	college and higher
	Lower than secondary school completion
	Secondary school completion
	Vocational degree
	University degree
	Graduate degree
	
	
	

	UK
	48.3
	51.7
	0.8
	33.7
	13.7
	35.5
	16.2
	
	
	


Table A4. Education distribution.
Note. Values are in %.

	income
	below median
	above median
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	prefer not to answer

	overall
	49.3
	47.9
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	2.8

	
	below median
	above median
	Less than $10,000
	$10,000 - $19,999
	$20,000 - $29,999
	$30,000 - $39,999
	$40,000 - $49,999
	$50,000 - $59,999
	$60,000 - $69,999
	$70,000 - $79,999
	$80,000 - $89,999
	$90,000 - $99,999
	$100,000 - $149,999
	More than $150,000
	prefer not to answer

	US
	50.1
	48.4
	6.2
	8.7
	7.9
	9.6
	9.2
	8.6
	7.2
	7.8
	4.3
	5.4
	14.6
	9.1
	1.4

	
	below median
	above median
	Less than £10,000
	£10,000 - £19,999
	£20,000 - £29,999
	£30,000 - £39,999
	£40,000 - £49,999
	£50,000 - £59,999
	£60,000 - £69,999
	£70,000 - £79,999
	£80,000 - £89,999
	£90,000 - £99,999
	£100,000 - £149,999
	More than £150,000
	prefer not to answer

	UK
	48.5
	47.4
	4.3
	10.9
	16.4
	16.9
	14.3
	10.5
	6.5
	5
	3.5
	3
	3.6
	0.9
	4.2


Table A5. Income distribution.
Note. Values are in %.

Appendix 4
Statistical analyses for the main study
	 
	 
	Chi-Square
	df
	p-value

	overall
	NC vs A
	158.686
	1
	< .001

	
	N vs C
	13.491
	1
	< .001

	US
	NC vs A
	54.566
	1
	< .001

	
	N vs C
	10.351
	1
	0.001

	UK
	NC vs A
	118.773
	1
	< .001

	 
	N vs C
	4.475
	1
	0.034


Table A6. Differences in the approval based on the type of strike.
Note. We used two contrasts for the analysis. First, we compared the approval of nuclear (N) and chemical (C) strikes with the approval of the air bombing campaign (A). Second, we compared the approval of nuclear (N) and chemical (C) strikes. We conducted the analysis on the overall sample as well as separately for US and UK sample. All approvals differed significantly; the air bombing campaign was approved more often than the nuclear and chemical strikes and the nuclear strike was approved more often than the chemical strike (see Figure 1 in the manuscript).

	Condition
	Type of strike
	Median log
	Median
	Chi-Square
	df
	p-value

	no range
	N
	5.301
	200000
	53.207
	2
	< .001

	
	C
	5
	100000
	
	
	

	
	A
	4.699
	50000
	
	
	

	low range
	N
	4.5441
	35000
	10.676
	2
	0.005

	
	C
	4.5441
	35000
	
	
	

	
	A
	4.5085
	32000
	
	
	

	medium range
	N
	4.8751
	75000
	29.031
	2
	< .001

	
	C
	4.8451
	70000
	
	
	

	 
	A
	4.8129
	65000
	
	
	

	high range
	N
	5.1761
	150000
	12.264
	2
	0.002

	
	C
	5.1139
	130000
	
	
	

	 
	A
	5.1139
	130000
	
	
	


Table A7. Differences in the fatality estimates.
Note. Because of the skew, we used decadic logarithms of the estimates in our analysis. The values in the column “Median” are converted back to the original scale and rounded to thousands for the ease of interpretation. Kruskal-Wallis tests were used for comparisons of estimates in each condition. Even when a specific range is provided to participants, they tend to estimate significantly different number of fatalities for each type of strike.
N = nuclear strike, C = chemical strike, A = air bombing campaign


	Condition
	Type of strike
	Chi-Square
	df
	p-value

	no range
	N
	57.002
	2
	< .001

	
	C
	
	
	

	
	A
	
	
	

	low range
	N
	12.990
	2
	0.002

	
	C
	
	
	

	
	A
	
	
	

	medium range
	N
	25.602
	2
	< .001

	
	C
	
	
	

	 
	A
	
	
	

	high range
	N
	15.451
	2
	< .001

	
	C
	
	
	

	 
	A
	
	
	


Table A8. Effects of the number of expected fatalities on the strike approval.
Note. Using chi-square test of independence, we tested the effect of conditions with different ranges of expected fatalities on approval of the strike overall, and for each type of strike separately. There was no significant difference in approval between conditions. Afterwards, we looked for linear change in the approval with the increasing number of expected fatalities using Mantel-Haenszel test. For the air bombing condition, the trend was more pronounced, but still not significant.
N = nuclear strike, C = chemical strike, A = air bombing campaign


 
Figure A1. Collateral damage estimates. 
Note: Median number of estimated casualties for the different types of strike and different ranges mentioned in the scenario. Error bars represent 95% CI. Differences in estimates are significant at p < .05 for all types of strike when no specific range was mentioned in the scenario.

Figure A2. Approval across conditions.
Note. Percentages of participants who approved of each type of military strike are shown for each provided estimate of fatalities. 



	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	Model 1
	 
	Model 2
	 
	Model 3

	Nuclear strike
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Chemical strike 
	
	-0.548 ***
(0.15)
	
	-0.596 ***
(0.169)
	
	-0.412 
(0.661)

	Air bombing 
	
	1.07 ***
(0.12)
	
	1.251 ***
(0.137)
	
	-0.862 
(0.513)

	Age
	
	0 
(0.004)
	
	-0.006 
(0.005)
	
	-0.033 ***
(0.009)

	Nationality 
(U.S.)
	
	0.593 ***
(0.109)
	
	0.574 ***
(0.122)
	
	0.781 ***
(0.217)

	Gender 
(men)
	
	0.453 ***
(0.107)
	
	0.302 *
(0.121)
	
	0.123 
(0.215)

	Education 
(college or higher)
	
	-0.285 **
(0.11)
	
	-0.197 
(0.124)
	
	-0.126 
(0.22)

	Income 
(above median)
	
	0.378 ***
(0.109)
	
	0.331 **
(0.123)
	
	-0.011 
(0.216)

	Political ideology (conservative)
	
	
	
	0.412 ***
(0.126)
	
	0.67 **
(0.225)

	Retribution
	
	
	
	0.903 ***
(0.088)
	
	0.905 ***
(0.164)

	Interactions with the type of strike
	
	No
	
	No
	
	Yes

	Constant
	 
	-1.929 ***
(0.216)
	 
	-1.907 ***
(0.242)
	 
	-0.941 *
(0.383)

	N
	 
	2052
	 
	1786
	 
	1786

	Nagelkerke R2
	 
	0.15
	 
	0.268
	 
	0.30



* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

Table A9. Predictors of strike approval.
Note. Logistic regression coefficients and standard errors (in parentheses) for the model predicting the approval of the strike. “Retribution” was not available for all participants, thus leading to the lower number of participants in Models 2 and 3. In Model 3, we added interactions terms among the types of strike and all remaining variables. 



	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	Model 1
	 
	Model 2
	 
	Model 3

	Nuclear strike
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Chemical strike 
	
	-0.373 **
(0.134)
	
	-0.414 **
(0.150)
	
	0.073 
(0.564)

	Air bombing 
	
	0.989 ***
(0.115)
	
	1.137 ***
(0.130)
	
	-0.758 
(0.486)

	Age
	
	0.000 
(0.004)
	
	-0.005 
(0.004)
	
	-0.028 ***
(0.008)

	Nationality 
(U.S.)
	
	0.590 ***
(0.101)
	
	0.588 ***
(0.113)
	
	0.833 ***
(0.206)

	Gender 
(men)
	
	0.404 ***
(0.100)
	
	0.225 *
(0.112)
	
	0.124 
(0.204)

	Education 
(college or higher)
	
	-0.249 *
(0.102)
	
	-0.167 
(0.115)
	
	0.027 
(0.210)

	Income 
(above median)
	
	0.285 **
(0.101)
	
	0.244 *
(0.114)
	
	-0.076 
(0.204)

	Political ideology (conservative)
	
	
	
	0.377 **
(0.116)
	
	0.546 *
(0.212)

	Retribution
	
	
	
	0.893 ***
(0.083)
	
	0.917 ***
(0.157)

	Interactions with the type of strike
	
	No
	
	No
	
	Yes

	Constant
	 
	-1.789 ***
(0.201)
	 
	-1.756 ***
(0.224)
	 
	-1.020 **
(0.363)

	N
	 
	2256
	 
	1967
	 
	1967

	Nagelkerke R2
	 
	0.127
	 
	0.244
	 
	0.274


* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

Table A9b. Predictors of strike approval (full sample).
Note. Same analyses as reported in Table A8 but including also participants who failed the attention checks.


Appendix 5

Scenario used in the follow-up study

In July 2021, North Korea conducted several missile strikes against military targets in South Korea. On the same day, North Korean troops crossed the border into South Korea and marched towards the capital city, Seoul.

In response, the United Nations Security Council issued an ultimatum to North Korea to immediately halt all military operations. After North Korea failed to respond, a coalition led by the United States and the United Kingdom declared war on North Korea.

In the first phase of the war, the U.S. Air Force conducted a series of successful strikes against North Korean military installations containing nuclear warheads, chemical stockpiles, and ballistic missiles, effectively assuring that North Korea could not use its weapons of mass destruction against the coalition forces. 

Subsequently, the coalition led by the United States and the United Kingdom launched a ground campaign with 175,000 troops, aiming to repel North Korean forces from South Korea and topple the North Korean regime. 

While the coalition has successfully managed to repel North Korean forces from the South, it has been making slow progress and sustaining heavy losses in the invasion of North Korean territory.[footnoteRef:4] 

To avoid the need for substantial reinforcements by sending in more troops, the head of the coalition forces is considering using nuclear or chemical[footnoteRef:5] strikes against the North Korean army to force North Korea to capitulate. The head of the coalition forces believes that this could help to end the war quickly and thereby avoid many casualties on the side of coalition forces. Yet the strikes would also be conducted in highly populated areas, so they would likely result in a high number of North Korean civilian deaths. [4:  The first five paragraphs are identical with the scenario used in the main story.]  [5:  The order was randomized, that is half of the participants received „nuclear or chemical“ and the other half „chemical or nuclear“ wording.] 




Appendix 6

Survey items in the follow-up study

Comparisons of nuclear and chemical weapons[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Order of the first two options was randomized for all 10 items.] 

1. In the scenario described above,
· the use of nuclear weapons would be less ethical than the use of chemical weapons.
· the use of chemical weapons would be less ethical than the use of nuclear weapons. 
· both types of weapons are the same in this respect.
2. In the scenario described above,
· the use of nuclear weapons would be more morally repugnant than the use of chemical weapons.
· the use of chemical weapons would be more morally repugnant than the use of nuclear weapons.
· both types of weapons are the same in this respect.
3. In the scenario described above,
· the use of nuclear weapons would probably cause more suffering to victims than the use of chemical weapons.
· the use of chemical weapons would probably cause more suffering to victims than the use of nuclear weapons.
· both types of weapons are the same in this respect. 
4. In the scenario described above,
· I am more worried about the dangerous precedent set by the use of nuclear weapons than by chemical weapons.
· I am more worried about the dangerous precedent set by the use of chemical weapons than by nuclear weapons.
· both types of weapons are the same in this respect.
5. In the scenario described above,
· I would consider the use of nuclear weapons as more barbaric and uncivilized than the use of chemical weapons.
· I would consider the use of chemical weapons as more barbaric and uncivilized than the use of nuclear weapons.
· both types of weapons are the same in this respect.
6. In the scenario described above,
· the use of nuclear weapons would probably represent a more serious breach of international law than the use of chemical weapons.
· the use of chemical weapons would probably represent a more serious breach of international law than the use of nuclear weapons.
· both types of weapons are the same in this respect.
7. In the scenario described above,
· our allies would probably condemn us more strongly for the use of nuclear weapons than for the use of chemical weapons. 
· our allies would probably condemn us more strongly for the use of chemical weapons than for the use of nuclear weapons.
· both types of weapons are the same in this respect.
8. In my mind,
· nuclear weapons are more strongly associated with “rogue states” of world politics than chemical weapons.
· chemical weapons are more strongly associated with “rogue states” of world politics than nuclear weapons.
· both types of weapons are the same in this respect.
9. In my mind,
· nuclear weapons are more strongly associated with terrorists than chemical weapons.
· chemical weapons are more strongly associated with terrorists than nuclear weapons. 
· both types of weapons are the same in this respect.
10. In my mind,
· nuclear weapons are more strongly associated with modern, powerful countries than chemical weapons.
· chemical weapons are more strongly associated with modern, powerful countries than nuclear weapons.
· both types of weapons are the same in this respect.

Demographic questions
1. What is your age? (in years)
2. You are...
options: Male / Female / Other / Prefer not to answer
3. Where on the following scale of political orientation would you in general place yourself:
options: Very conservative / Conservative / Slightly conservative / Moderate / Slightly progressive / Progressive / Very progressive

Survey debriefing  
Thank you very much for participating in this survey. If you have any additional comments or concerns, please reach out to us at [REDACTED]. 
 
 We are interested in factors that affect how people think about the use of different kinds of weapons in military conflicts. We do not argue for the use of any kind of weapon and we are aware that the hypothetical scenario and options provided in the survey do not cover the full spectrum of aspects and considerations that would be important in reality. We would also like to note that any use of force in war must obey the law of war (jus in bello). The key principles are military necessity, distinction, and proportionality, particularly with respect to civilian non-combatants. Moreover, the use of chemical weapons is prohibited by the Chemical Weapons Convention.



Appendix 7

Sample demographics for the follow-up study
There were 298 US participants and 298 UK participants.

	age
	percentiles
	 

	 
	10
	20
	30
	40
	median
	60
	70
	80
	90
	IQR

	overall
	20
	23
	25
	28
	32
	35
	40
	45
	56
	18

	US
	20
	22
	24
	26
	31
	33
	37
	41
	52
	17

	UK
	21
	23
	27
	31
	34
	38
	43
	49
	57
	20


Table A11. Age distribution.
Note. IQR = inter quartile range.

	gender
	male
	female
	other / prefer not to answer

	 
	
	
	

	overall
	49.8
	48.5
	1.7

	US
	50.0
	47.0
	3.0

	UK
	49.7
	50.0
	0.3


Table A12. Gender distribution. 
Note. Values are in %.

	political ideology
	Very conservative
	Conservative
	Slightly conservative
	Moderate
	Slightly progressive
	Progressive
	Very progressive
	prefer not to answer

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	overall
	3
	16.8
	14.3
	18
	11.7
	22.3
	13.9
	0
	

	US
	4
	13.8
	9.4
	21.1
	12.4
	19.5
	19.8
	0
	

	UK
	2
	19.8
	19.1
	14.8
	11.1
	25.2
	8.1
	0
	


Table A13. Political ideology distribution.
Note. Values are in %.


Appendix 8
Statistical analyses for the follow-up study

	 
	observed %
	 

	 
	nuclear
	chemical
	p-value

	less ethical
	0.49
	0.51
	0.869

	morally repugnant
	0.52
	0.48
	0.63

	causing more suffering
	0.47
	0.53
	0.447

	barbaric
	0.45
	0.55
	0.213

	against international law
	0.76
	0.24
	< .001

	condemned by our allies
	0.65
	0.35
	< .001

	set a dangerous precedent
	0.68
	0.32
	< .001


Table A14. Comparisons of the perception of the use of nuclear and chemical weapons.
Note. p-values for binomial tests testing equality of proportions are reported. The category “both [weapon types] are the same” was omitted from the analyses.

	
	observed %
	

	
	nuclear
	chemical
	p-value

	rogue states
	0.69
	0.31
	< .001

	terrorists
	0.17
	0.83
	< .001

	modern countries
	0.91
	0.09
	< .001


Table A15. Comparison of the associations of the nuclear and chemical weapons.
Note. p-values for binomial tests testing equality of proportions are reported. The category “both [weapon types] are the same” was omitted from the analyses.

	 
	observed %
	 

	 
	nuclear
	both are the same
	p-value

	rogue states
	0.25
	0.75
	< .001

	terrorists
	0.20
	0.80
	< .001

	modern countries
	0.64
	0.36
	< .001


Table A16. Associations of the nuclear weapons compared to undifferentiated responses.
Note. p-values for binomial tests testing equality of proportions are reported. The category “chemical weapons” was omitted from the analyses.


Appendix 9
Table A7b. Differences in the fatality estimates (full sample)
Note. Same analyses as reported in Table A7 but including also participants who failed the attention checks.

	Type of strike
	Chi-Square test of independence
	 
	Mantel-Haenszel test

	 
	Chi-Square
	df
	p-value
	sample size
	Chi-Square
	df
	p-value
	sampe size

	N
	2.95
	3
	0.399
	757
	
	2.252
	1
	0.133
	555

	C
	2.312
	3
	0.510
	633
	
	0.366
	1
	0.545
	449

	A
	4.575
	3
	0.206
	748
	
	3.363
	1
	0.067
	558

	overall
	3.371
	3
	0.338
	2138
	 
	2.972
	1
	0.085
	1562





	 
	 
	Chi-Square
	df
	p-value

	overall
	NC vs A
	143.731
	1
	< .001

	
	N vs C
	8.101
	1
	 .004

	US
	NC vs A
	49.794
	1
	< .001

	
	N vs C
	7.971
	1
	0.005

	UK
	NC vs A
	106.584
	1
	< .001

	 
	N vs C
	0.963
	1
	0.327


Table A6b. Differences in the approval based on the type of strike (full sample).
Note. Same analyses as reported in Table A6 but including also participants who failed the attention checks.


	Type of strike
	Chi-Square test of independence
	 
	Mantel-Haenszel test

	 
	Chi-Square
	df
	p-value
	sample size
	Chi-Square
	df
	p-value
	sampe size

	N
	2.383
	3
	0.497
	797
	
	1.781
	1
	0.182
	583

	C
	2.655
	3
	0.488
	743
	
	0.241
	1
	0.623
	526

	A
	2.441
	3
	0.486
	810
	
	2.024
	1
	0.155
	605

	overall
	2.075
	3
	0.557
	2350
	 
	1.748
	1
	0.186
	1714


Table A8b. Effects of the number of expected fatalities on the strike approval (full sample)
Note. Same analyses as reported in Table A8 but including also participants who failed the attention checks.

nuclear weapons	87324.97504583624	6728.1389458225167	13034.244066233485	42123.095541080635	60783.537485836016	5643.3778923219543	11104.556240633618	32887.728543834019	no range	low range	medium range	high range	199986.18696327473	35002.575415843465	75006.689873606811	150003.01904559493	chemical weapons	35868.901388650498	5948.9815783723752	12055.871265859008	15726.442731178569	26399.640404869351	5084.7804486128261	10284.596765107497	14029.132201352608	no range	low range	medium range	high range	100000	35002.575415843465	70000.315913089813	129987.02373886062	air bombing campaign	21304.903467781623	6002.5196929793383	8305.5311346563903	14821.673825381265	14939.605891352716	5060.5602697491704	7364.4871569683164	13304.623961104255	no range	low range	medium range	high range	50003.453497697876	32247.793193163772	64998.000968302549	129987.02373886062	
estimated number of fatalities




nuclear weapons	
no range	low range	medium range	high range	0.23300000000000001	0.23699999999999999	0.20200000000000001	0.17199999999999999	chemical weapons	
no range	low range	medium range	high range	0.114	0.11799999999999999	0.16200000000000001	0.14499999999999999	air bombing campaign	
no range	low range	medium range	high range	0.46300000000000002	0.46500000000000002	0.42199999999999999	0.36499999999999999	



