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Samples’ descriptive statistics (Tables S1-S4) 

Table S1. Descriptive statistics of the international experts’ sample. The term 

‘Population’ refers to all the experts that qualified on the basis of the inclusion criteria and 

appeared in the original list of potential respondents; ‘Sample’ refers to the set of experts 

participated in the experiment. ‘diff.’ records the difference between the proportions of 

each category in the population and sample, and ‘p-value’ specifies the statistical 

significance of this difference. Note that the questionnaire enabled respondents to choose 

more than one field of expertise. The sample appears to represent the population well (with 

a few deviations) based on country or origin, and gender. 

  
Population* (%) Sample** 

(%) 

diff. p-value 

Country 
    

Australia 4.8 7.3 2.5 0.050 

Canada 2.6 6.2 3.6 0.016 

France 0.4 0.7 0.3 0.431 

Germany 1.4 1.4 0.0 0.982 

Israel 5.9 4.2 -1.7 0.207 

Netherlands 3.2 4.8 1.6 0.116 

Singapore 0.2 0.7 0.5 0.061 

Sweden 2.0 1.4 -0.6 0.454 

United Kingdom 18.8 18.0 -0.8 0.726 

United States 50.6 46.0 -4.6 0.120 

Other 10.1 8.0 -2.1 0.227 

Gender 
    

Female 27.4 23.5 -3.9 0.140 

Age  46.6   

Expertise***  
   

Philosophy  47.1 
  

Law  46.0 
  

Political Science  32.9 
  

Other  20.4 
  

Self-reported to be qualified to 

join an official inquiry 

 69.7   

N  289   
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Table S2. Descriptive statistics of the military officers’ sample. 

 
Mean/Proportion 

 
 

Country (US) 0.526 

Age 37.9 (SD=6.93) 

Combat experience 0.624 

Years in the military 17.20 (SD=7.21) 

N 243 

 

 

Estimating the likelihood of officers in our sample to make decision on the use of lethal 

force in combat 

To further assess the likelihood of the officers to make the type of decisions described in 

the vignette during their military service, we utilized an additional question that was asked 

in the Israeli study: “Were you ever, as a commanding officer, required to make a decision 

whether to open fire during a combat situation?” 58.4% of the officers with combat 

experience reported making such a decision. Based on these data we estimated that the 

likelihood of making such a decision over the course of a combat officer’s career (until the 

age of 55) is 74.8%. 

This estimate relies on the following assumptions: (1) the probability of making 

such a decision is constant over the service and does not depend on the year; (2) the events 

on making such decisions are independent between years of service; (3) officers retire from 

service at the age of 55 (0 chance of making such a decision after this age); and (4) those 

reporting making such a decision took only one such decision (a conservative assumption). 

Under these assumptions, the estimate was calculated using the binomial distribution, 

where the number of “trials” for each officer were his remaining years of service up to the 

age of 55. 
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Table S3. Descriptive statistics of the US population sample. 

 US population Sample Diff. 

Gender    

  Female  0.52 0.56 +0.04 

Age    

  18-24  0.11 0.12 n.s. 

  25-34  0.18 0.20 n.s. 

  35-44  0.17 0.14 n.s. 

  45-54  0.19 0.16 -0.03 

  55-64  0.17 0.19 n.s. 

  65+  0.18 0.20 n.s. 

Region   
 

  Northeast  0.18 0.17 n.s. 

  Midwest  0.22 0.21 n.s. 

  South  0.37 0.38 n.s. 

  West  0.23 0.25 n.s. 

Ethnicity   
 

  Caucasian  0.63 0.67 +0.04 

  African-American  0.13 0.15 n.s. 

  Asian-American 0.05 0.04 n.s. 

  Hispanic  0.17 0.12 -0.05 

  Other  0.02 0.03 n.s. 

Education Level   
 

  Some High School or Less   0.13 0.07 -0.06 

  High School Graduate/GED 0.30 0.30 n.s. 

  Some College  0.29 0.32 +0.03 

  College Graduate  0.18 0.20 n.s. 

  Graduate Degree  0.10 0.12 n.s. 

Income   
 

  Under $15k  13% 12% n.s. 

  $15k-$25k  12% 14% n.s. 

  $25k-$35k  11% 13% n.s. 

  $35k-$50k  14% 16% n.s. 

  $50k-$75k  18% 20% n.s. 

  $75k-$100k  12% 9% -0.03 

  $100k-$150k  13% 13% n.s. 

  $150k-$200k  5% 3% n.s. 

  $200k+  5% 2% -0.03 

* US population estimates are based on data from the US Census Bureau. Statistically significant 

(p<0.05) deviations of the sample from the US population are indicated in the right column. 
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Table S4. Cross-sample comparison 

 Experts Officers Lay-people Diff. p-value 

Gender (female) 23.5% 22.0% 55.6% <.001 

Age 48.9 37.9 46.6 <.001 

Education (college graduate or 

graduate degree) 

~100% ~100% 31.1%  

Note: Significance tests are based on Chi-squared test (gender) and one-way Anova (age). Differences in education 

are assumed to be significant, based on typical expert group education level (graduate degree). 
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Experimental vignettes 

The vignettes used in the experiments are presented here, followed by a description of the series 

of pilot assessments that lead to the final versions. 

Headquarters scenario 

Prospective version Retrospective version 

Country A is at war with country B. Assume 

that country A was morally justified in 

launching this war, that it had a "just cause" to 

do so. For example, assume that country B 

unjustly invaded country A with the purpose 

of annexing a large area of territory over 

which B falsely claims sovereignty. The war 

has been going on for two weeks now with 

substantial casualties on both sides, soldiers 

and civilians. Army A has not succeeded in 

driving Army B outside its territory, but has 

managed to slow down its progress and to 

cause harm to its forces. The war is 

everywhere – on the ground, in the air, and on 

the sea – with both sides attacking the 

military targets of their enemy as fiercely and 

as efficiently as they can. Commentators 

estimate that the war could go on for quite a 

while. 

Country A is at war with country B. Assume 

that country A was morally justified in 

launching this war, that it had a "just cause" to 

do so. For example, assume that country B 

unjustly invaded country A with the purpose 

of annexing a large area of territory over 

which B falsely claims sovereignty. The war 

has been going on for several weeks with 

substantial casualties on both sides, soldiers 

and civilians. The war is everywhere – on the 

ground, in the air, and on the sea – with both 

sides attacking military targets of their enemy 

as strongly and as efficiently as they can. The 

event in question took place two weeks into 

the war. At that stage army A had not yet 

succeeded in driving Army B outside its 

territory, but had managed to slow down its 

progress and to cause harm to its units. 

Thanks to its success in partially neutralizing 

the air defense system of Army B, army A is 

now in a position to attack the main 

headquarters of army B. An attack on this 

target is expected to be of strategic value, by 

significantly impairing the ability of army B 

to manage the war. Of course, as with most 

operations within this war – and within wars 

in general – it is impossible to predict with 

certainty the exact influence of this attack on 

winning the war or on reducing casualties 

among civilians and soldiers of country A. 

Thanks to its success in partially neutralizing 

the air defense system of Army B, army A 

gained a position from which it could launch 

an attack on the main headquarters of army B. 

This attack was expected to be of strategic 

value, by significantly impairing the ability of 

army B to manage the war. 

 

 

 

 

Unfortunately, the headquarters were located 

close to a densely populated area and could 



UNRELIABLE PROTECTION – ONLINE APPENDIX 7 

Prospective version Retrospective version 

Unfortunately, the headquarters are located 

close to a densely populated area and cannot 

be attacked without causing collateral damage 

to civilians residing nearby. [It is estimated 

that 30 civilians will be killed in such an 

attack.]1 

The option of attacking the headquarters of 

Army B is limited in time. Most probably, by 

the following day the option will be lost. 

Army A has to make a decision on this attack 

today, on the basis of the information 

mentioned above. 

not be attacked without causing collateral 

damage to civilians residing nearby.  

 

 

Army A estimated that the option of attacking 

the headquarters of Army B would be limited 

to 24 hours and would then be lost. Army A 

decided to attack the headquarters. The attack 

indeed destroyed the headquarters of army B, 

but also resulted in the deaths of 30 civilians. 

 

 

 

  

                                                      
1 Text in brackets appeared only in the “Anchor” condition. 
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Airbase scenario 

Prospective version Retrospective version 

Country A is at war with country B. Assume 

that country A was morally justified in 

launching this war, that it had a "just cause" to 

do so. For example, assume that country B 

unjustly invaded country A with the purpose 

of annexing a large area of territory over 

which B falsely claims sovereignty. The war 

has been going on for two weeks now with 

substantial casualties on both sides, soldiers 

and civilians. Army A has not succeeded in 

driving Army B outside its territory, but has 

managed to slow down its progress and to 

cause harm to its forces. The war is 

everywhere – on the ground, in the air, and on 

the sea – with both sides attacking the 

military targets of their enemy as fiercely and 

as efficiently as they can. Commentators 

estimate that the war could go on for quite a 

while. 

Country A is at war with country B. Assume 

that country A was morally justified in 

launching this war, that it had a "just cause" to 

do so. For example, assume that country B 

unjustly invaded country A with the purpose 

of annexing a large area of territory over 

which B falsely claims sovereignty. The war 

has been going on for several weeks with 

substantial casualties on both sides, soldiers 

and civilians. The war is everywhere – on the 

ground, in the air, and on the sea – with both 

sides attacking military targets of their enemy 

as strongly and as efficiently as they can. The 

event in question took place two weeks into 

the war. At that stage army A had not yet 

succeeded in driving Army B outside its 

territory, but had managed to slow down its 

progress and to cause harm to its units. 

In the course of the war, army A wants to 

attack a relatively small military airbase from 

which aircraft of army B take off in order to 

carry out various missions. Army B has two 

other airbases which it uses for its air force, 

but it also makes significant use of this 

relatively small one to launch attacks against 

Army A. Attacking this target is expected to 

be of tactical value, by limiting the ability of 

army B's air-force to carry out attacks in that 

region. Of course, as with most operations 

within this war – and within wars in general – 

it is impossible to predict with certainty the 

exact influence of this attack on achieving this 

tactical goal and on winning the war more 

generally. It is also impossible to predict the 

influence it may have on reducing casualties 

among the civilians and soldiers of country A. 

The event in question took place two weeks 

into the war. At that stage army A has not yet 

succeeded in driving Army B outside its 

territory, but had managed to slow down its 

progress and to cause harm to its units. Army 

A wanted to attack a relatively small military 

airbase from which aircraft of army B took off 

in order to carry out various missions. Army 

B had two other airbases which it used for its 

air force, but it also made significant use of 

this relatively small one to launch attacks 

against Army A. Attacking this target was 

expected to be of tactical value, by limiting 

the ability of army B's air-force to carry out 

attacks in that region. 
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Prospective version Retrospective version 

Unfortunately, the airbase is located close to a 

densely populated area and cannot be attacked 

without causing collateral damage to civilians 

residing nearby. [It is estimated that 30 

civilians will be killed in such an attack.] 

The option of attacking the airbase is limited 

in time. Most probably, by the following day 

the option will be lost. Army A has to make a 

decision on this attack today, on the basis of 

the information mentioned above. 

 

Unfortunately, the airbase was located close 

to a densely populated area and could not be 

attacked without causing collateral damage to 

civilians residing nearby. 

 

 

Army A estimated that the option of attacking 

the airbase would be limited to 24 hours and 

would then be gone. Army A decided to attack 

the airbase. The attack indeed destroyed the 

airbase, but also resulted in the death of 30 

civilians. 

 

 

The development and pilot assessments of the vignettes 

The development of the vignettes followed several stages. After completing the first version of the 

vignettes, they were evaluated by a number of experts that qualified to be included in our academic 

experts’ sample. Following their feedback, we added information, and clarified, for instance, that 

the war in question is a "conventional", "that it has been going on for several weeks”, that the 

opportunity to carry out the attack successfully is limited in time, and so on.  

However, it should be noted, that after a few additional rounds of expert feedback and 

vignettes revisions, we decided that the vignette is ready, despite the fact that the pilot experts were 

still seeking further detailed information, that was appeared to us unlikely to be available during 

wartime. For example, some requested to know how many lives would be saved on the attacking 

country's side thanks to the attack; how effective the attack would be in advancing victory (in 

comparison to refraining from carrying it out); information on how many soldiers of the attacking 

army would be spared from death or injury by the attack, etc. Such detailed information may 

sometime be available for peacetime anti-terrorist operations, which allow extensive and lengthy 
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preparations. However, this level of information is unlikely to be available regarding every specific 

attack during a war. It is practically impossible to know what the exact effects of any particular 

attack might be. As emphasized by Clausewitz and by many others who reflected about wars or 

took part in them, the "fog of war" is real (Beyerchen, 1992). To conclude, it is our impression that 

these vignettes represent the typical information available before an attack during wartime. The 

full-text of the vignettes are provided here, to allow every reader to independently assess. 
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Table S5. The number of subjects assigned to each condition 

Assignment of subjects to experimental conditions 

 Order: AB -> HQ Order: HQ -> AB Total 

Total sample    

Prospective (no-anchor) 351 363 714 

Prospective + anchor 344 352 696 

Retrospective + anchor 364 362 726 

Total 1,059 1,077 2,136 

 

Academic experts 

   

Prospective (no-anchor) 43 43 86 

Prospective + anchor 42 42 84 

Retrospective + anchor 43 42 85 

Total experts 128 127 255 

 

Military officers 

   

Prospective (no-anchor) 40 35 75 

Prospective + anchor 32 40 72 

Retrospective + anchor 46 41 87 

Total officers 118 116 234 

 

Lay-people 

   

Prospective (no-anchor) 161 156 317 

Prospective + anchor 164 156 320 

Retrospective + anchor 166 157 323 

Total lay-people 461 469 960 
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Table S6: Balance tests 

This table summarizes a set of multinomial logistic regressions, each estimating the experimental condition 

based on the available individual characteristic for each sub-sample. The number of observations (N) and 

the statistical significance of the model (p-value) are reported for each analysis. None of the models are 

statistically significant, providing no evidence for imbalance in the assignment of respondents to 

experimental conditions. 

 

Individual characteristics N p-value 

Academic experts   

Gender, age, Legal expertise, self-reported qualification to serve in an 

inquiry, military service 

218* .480 

Officers   

Age, years of military service, combat experience 234 .331 

US officers   

Gender, age, years of military service, combat experience 123 .280 

IL officers   

Age, years of military service, combat experience, rank, decision 

to open fire experience 

109 .149 

Lay-respondents   

Gender, age, ethnicity, education, income, religiousness, partisanship 960 .742 

* Some experts did not answer the question regarding self-reported qualification to serve in an inquiry 

and regarding military service since these were asked at the end of the questionnaire. Testing the balance 

without these questions includes 255 respondents, and is similarly insignificant (p=.356).
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Table S7. Analysis of categorical choices 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

 Zero 

Casualties 

Any number DK Zero 

Casualties 

Any number DK Zero 

Casualties 

Any number DK 

          

Experts 0.327*** 0.226*** 1.483** 0.326*** 0.226*** 1.481** 0.298*** 0.220*** 1.527** 

 (0.090) (0.0649) (0.252) (0.0896) (0.065) (0.252) (0.084) (0.063) (0.261) 

Officers 0.142*** 0.534*** 0.359*** 0.141*** 0.536*** 0.358*** 0.136*** 0.526*** 0.359*** 

 (0.040) (0.093) (0.068) (0.0394) (0.093) (0.068) (0.039) (0.092) (0.068) 

          

HQ    0.699*** 1.177** 0.879* 0.690*** 1.181** 0.885* 

    (0.061) (0.083) (0.059) (0.061) (0.084) (0.060) 

Anchor       0.371*** 0.652** 1.516** 

       (0.080) (0.124) (0.271) 

Retrospective       0.905 1.205 1.112 

       (0.223) (0.230) (0.181) 

Order (HQ 

first) 

      0.753 0.739** 0.908 

       (0.133) (0.113) (0.126) 

Constant 0.758*** 0.997 1.121 0.902 0.912 1.197* 1.940*** 1.328* 0.882 

 (0.078) (0.097) (0.102) (0.097) (0.097) (0.118) (0.339) (0.219) (0.154) 

          

Observations 2,234 2,234 2,234 2,234 2,234 2,234 2,234 2,234 2,234 

Multinomial Logistic regressions with robust standard errors clustered within respondents in parentheses. Coefficients represent relative risk ratios (where 

1 indicates no difference). *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1; DK represents “don’t know”; Each respondent provided two observations (HQ and AB). 

Reference group includes respondents who chose to indicate the maximal number of casualties.



UNRELIABLE PROTECTION – ONLINE APPENDIX 14 

Table S8. Convergence analyses: Exact Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests of response distributions 

 HQ AB 

Academic experts 

     Law vs. other 

 

.151(.787) 

 

.082(.999) 

     Philosophy vs. other .090(.997) .192(.489) 

   

Military officers 

     Combat experience vs. none 

 

.321(.015) 

 

.175(.420) 

Note: K-S statistic (p − value) 
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Table S9. Judgment robustness analyses: Rank regressions (Cox proportional hazard) 

estimates, with shared frailty at the respondent level 
 

 Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4: Model 5: 

 Experts Military 

officers 

Lay 

respondents 

Lay 

respondents 

Lay 

respondents 

Anchor 1.611 (.522) 0.968 (.303) 1.485 (.391) 1.289 (.479) 1.113 (.396) 

Retrospective 0.572 (.199) 0.889 (.254) 0.678 (.160)* .589 (.194) .869 (.246) 

Order (HQ first) 0.617 (.171)* 1.233 (.299) 1.018 (.208) 1.199 (.345) 1.116 (.287) 

      

US 0.400 (.113)*** 0.238 (.061)***    

HQ 0.470 (.091)*** 0.649 (.105)*** 0.875 (.105) .869 (.104)  

Gender (female)    1.138 (.783) .868 (.105) 

Academic deg.     .633 (.301) 

Anchor X gender    .1368 (.574)  

Retros.X gender    1.374 (.638)  

Order X gender    .701 (.283)  
Anchor X acad.deg.     1.830 (.973) 

Retros.X acad.deg.     .420 (.221) 

Order X acad.deg.     .862 (.379) 

      

Observations 135 198 356 356 356 

Number of groups 82 123 234 234 234 

Note: Hazard ratio (standard errors); *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Models 4 & 5 estimate the 

differences in the treatment effects across gender and education levels (college degree and above vs. no 

college degree). 
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Table S10. Judgment robustness analyses: Random effect linear regressions estimates. 

Logged numeric response as dependent variable 
 

 Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4: Model 5: 

 Experts Military officers Lay respondents Lay respondents Lay respondents 

Anchor -.203 (.185) -.220 (.200) -.350 (.178)** -.254 (.251) -.104 (.232) 

Retrospective .231 (.193) .036 (.187) .270 (.164)* .308 (.234) .053 (.193) 

Order (HQ first) .216 (.153) .078 (.155) .012 (.141) -.217 (.200) -.090 (.173) 

      

US .510 (.153)*** .838 (.155)***    

HQ .403 (.056)*** .233 (.041)*** .047 (.038) .049 (.038) .049 (.038) 

Gender (female)    -.270 (.308)  

Academic deg.     .362 (.305) 

Anchor X gender    -.209 (.354)  

Retros.X gender    -.090 (.328)  

Order X gender    .485 (.282)*  

Anchor X acad.deg.     -.519 (.355) 

Retros.X acad.deg.     .791 (.365)** 

Order X acad.deg.     .237 (.298) 

      

Constant 1.418 (.169)*** 1.541 (.181)*** 1.696 (.156)*** 1.830 (.262)*** 1.525 (.213)*** 

R-squared .238 .221 .017 .040 .062 

Observations 135 198 356 356 356 

Number of groups 82 123 234 234 234 

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Models 4 & 5 estimate the differences in the treatment effects across 

gender and education levels (college degree and above vs. no college degree). 

 

 


