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Appendix 1. Mock News Story Seen by Participants in Condition 1A

President Considering Nuclear Attack on Iranian City to End War

Joint Chiefs report estimates 100 American military deaths if ground war continues
The Associated Press

U.S. troops continue to suffer heavy losses as they move inland from the Iranian coast, facing stiff resistance
from Iranian military forces. The war began three months ago, in response to increased American economic
sanctions imposed after UN inspectors discovered evidence of a covert Iranian nuclear weapons facility, in
violation of Iran’s agreement to dismantle its nuclear weapons program. Iranian Air Force jets launched an attack
on the USS Theodore Roosevelt in international waters in the Persian Gulf, sinking the U.S. aircraft carrier, killing
2,403 sailors and injuring 1,178.

U.S. forces retaliated immediately with large-scale air strikes. When Iran rejected the United States’ demand for
the “immediate and unconditional surrender” of the Iranian government, the President ordered a ground
invasion by U.S. Marines and Army forces designed to destroy the Iranian military and replace the government
of Iran.

Since U.S. troops first landed on Iranian beaches three months ago, the American advance has slowed
considerably. Many American troops have been killed in the fighting thus far. If the United States continues the
ground war, it will eventually defeat Iran, but doing so would require heavy fighting to reach and capture the
heavily defended capital, Tehran, and would likely result in 100 American military deaths.

The President has been considering options for ending the war as soon as possible and preventing any further
deaths of American soldiers. Yesterday, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff delivered a report to the
President including an option called the “shock strategy,” which would target a single large U.S. nuclear weapon
directly on Mashhad, the second largest city in Iran. Much of the city is expected to be destroyed. The report
estimates that a nuclear strike would kill approximately 100,000 Iranian civilians, including both immediate
deaths and long-term fatalities from the strike. Expected losses of American troops would be reduced from 100
to zero.

The report does not recommend a specific course of action.



For reference:

Survey conditions and their number of participants

Nuclear Strike Losses

Projected U.S. Military Losses with Ground War or Nuclear Strike (0) 100,000 2 million Total N

C1: 100 A: 207 B: 198 405
C2: 1,000 A: 200 B: 198 398
C3: 8,000 A: 200 B: 207 407
C4: 20,000 A: 205 B: 198 403
C5:40,000 A: 198 B: 209 407
C6: 20,000 A: 239 B: 245 484

C7: number not specified (nil) A: 226 B: 227 453




Appendix 2. Strength of Preference Data

Summary
The strength of preference data do not challenge any of the core findings of the main report. However, they
add psychological depth, showing that nuclear preferences are shaped as much by how people feel about their
choices, as well as by what they choose. Data at each level of preference strength continued to show that

e Support for nuclear strikes rises steadily as projected troop losses increase.

e Cognitive biases (e.g., psychic numbing, decoy effect) influence preferences. The decoy effect, indicated

by the “better bomb effect” at Time 2, is especially prevalent in the Group B conditions.
e Political identity, punitiveness, and gender predict who most supports use of nuclear weapons.

What the strength-of-preference data adds is documentation that ground-war preferences are relatively
strong—up to 1,000 casualties—but weaken as the projected toll rises further. Preference strength varies by
identity: Republicans show stronger strike preferences than Democrats; high-punitive individuals express
stronger support; low-punitive persons support strikes weakly, if at all. A higher percentage of women support
nuclear strikes but their strength of support is more often than men’s to be slight.

e The better bomb effect is strong but complex.

The highest percentages associated with support for the100k bomb were slight and moderate preferences
associated with females who believed the better bomb to be important. Interpretation- women are don’t like
bombing civilians but they want to save the troops, so they go with the 100k bomb but with less strong
preferences.

e Insum, the supplemental findings reinforce concerns about the instability of nuclear bombing
decisions and emphasize the need to incorporate psychological insights into nuclear policy decision
making.

This appendix provides figures that are also included in the paper, with accompanying tables that provide
additional information. Important to note, figures in the appendix do not share the same label number as the
figures in the manuscript.



Figure A2.1. For Reference
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Figure A2.1 Effect of Varying the Projected Number of American Casualties
Table A2.1 Group A: 100,000 Fatality Strike
C7A C1A C2A C3A C4A C5A
1 GW/strongly 105 (48.4%) | 101 (48.8%) | 71 (35.5%) | 59(29.5%) | 43 (21.0%) | 36 (18.2%)
2 GW/moderately 55(25.3%) | 40(19.3%) | 46 (23.0%) | 38 (19.0%) | 38 (18.5%) | 37 (18.7%)
3 GW/slightly 27 (12.4%) | 23(11.1%) | 32(16.0%) | 32 (16.0%) | 30(14.6%) | 26 (13.1%)
4 Strike/slightly 6 (2.8%) 12 (5.8%) 13 (6.5%) | 20(10.0%) | 29 (14.1%) | 41 (20.7%)
5 Strike/moderately 13 (6.0%) 15 (7.2%) 20(10.0%) | 25(12.5%) |35(17.1%) | 28 (14.1%)
6 Strike/strongly 11 (5.1%) 16 (7.7%) 18 (9.0%) | 26 (13.0%) | 30 (14.6%) | 30 (15.2%)
Totals 217 207 200 200 205 198
Table A2.2 Group B: 2-Million-Fatality Strike
C78B CiB C2B C3B C4B C5B
1 GW/strongly 110 (50.9%) | 98 (49.5%) 90 (45.5%) | 53 (25.6%) | 54 (27.3%) | 52 (24.9%)
2 GW/moderately 59 (27.3%) 30 (15.2%) 40 (20.2%) | 48 (23.2%) | 44 (22.2%) | 47 (22.5%)
3 GW/slightly 15 (6.9%) 25 (12.6%) 19 (9.6%) | 40(19.3%) | 29 (14.6%) | 35 (16.7%)
4 Strike/slightly 12 (5.6%) 14 (7.1%) 14 (7.1%) | 26 (12.6%) | 23 (11.6%) | 29 (13.9%)
5 Strike/moderately 12 (5.6%) 20 (10.1%) | 22 (11.1%) | 20 (9.7%) 30(15.2%) | 23 (11.0%)
6 Strike/strongly 8 (3.7%) 11 (5.6%) 13 (6.6%) | 20(9.7%) 18 (9.1%) | 23 (11.0%)
Totals 216 198 198 207 198 209

Tables A2.1 and A2.2. Percentage of respondents preferring the nuclear strike as projected number of

casualties in a ground war increased from not mentioned (Nil; C7A and C7B) and 100 (C1A and C1B) to 40,000.

Comment.

In Table A2.1, The % of strong GW preferences declined steadily as troop loss increased. They were the most

frequent preference for all conditions except C5A. Slight and strong strike preferences jumped at troop losses

of 8,000 or higher.

In Table A2.2. Across all preference levels, strong GW preferences were most frequent, but the % of strong GW

preferences dropped sharply at troop losses above 8,000 (Conditions 3A, 4A, and 5 A).. Slight, moderate, and
strong strike preferences increased as troop loss increased. Slight strike preferences, in particular, jumped at
troop losses of 8,000 or higher. Strong strike preferences are more common in every condition in Group A.




Figure A2.2. For Reference

80.0%

100,000-Fatality Strike

B Democrat B Republican

80.0%

2-Million-Fatality Strike

W Democrat M Republican

70.0%

60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
130.0%
20.0%
10.0%

0.0%

Figure A2.2. (a) Percentage support for the 100,000-fatality strike among Republican and Democrats across
Group A conditions. (b) Percentage support for the 2-million-fatality strike among Republicans and Democrats
across Group B conditions.

Table A 2.3. Group A: 100,000-Fatality Strike

1 GW/Str 2 GW/Mod | 3 GW/SIt 4 Stk/Slt 5 Stk/Mod 6 Stk/Str Total
C7A_dem | 64 (58.2%) | 23 (20.9%) | 14 (12.7%) | 3 (2.7%) 3(2.7%) 3(2.7%) 110
C7A_rep 39(39.4%) | 29 (29.3%) | 12 (12.1%) | 3 (3.0%) 8 (8.1%) 8 (8.1%) 99
C1A_dem |64 (63.4%) | 19(18.8%) |7 (6.9%) |5 (5.0%) 3 (3.0%) 3 (3.0%) 101
C1A_rep 34 (34.0%) | 19(19.0%) | 16(16.0%) | 7 (7.0%) 12 (12.0%) | 12 (12.0%) | 100
C2A_dem | 44 (48.4%) | 27 (29.7%) | 12 (13.2%) | 2 (2.2%) 2 (2.2%) 4 (4.4%) 91
C2A_rep 21(21.6%) | 17 (17.5%) |17 (17.5%) | 10(10.3%) | 18 (18.6%) | 14 (14.4%) |97
C3A_dem | 38(38.8%) | 19(19.4%) | 19(19.4%) |9 (9.2%) 6 (6.1%) 7 (7.1%) 98
C3A_rep 17 (18.5%) | 18 (19.6%) | 11(12.0%) | 10(10.9%) | 18(19.6%) | 18(19.6%) |92
C4A_dem | 27 (25.5%) | 24 (22.6%) | 17 (16.0%) | 15 (14.2%) | 12(11.3%) | 11(10.4%) | 106
C4A_rep 14 (14.7%) | 12 (12.6%) | 13 (13.7%) | 14 (14.7%) |23 (24.2%) | 19(20.0%) |95
CS5A_dem | 21(21.9%) | 23 (24.0%) | 16 (16.7%) | 20 (20.8%) | 9 (9.4%) 7 (7.3%) 96
C5A_rep 15 (16.3%) | 11(12.0%) | 10(10.9%) | 18(19.6%) |17 (18.5%) | 21(22.8%) |92




Table A 2.4 Group B: 2-Million-Fatality Strike

1 GW/Str 2 GW/Mod 3 GW/SIt 4 Stk/Slt 5 Stk/Mod 6 Stk/Str Total
C7B_dem | 62(59.6%) |27(26.0%) |3(2.9%) |3(2.9%) 5 (4.8%) 4 (3.8%) 104
C7B_rep 43 (42.2%) | 30(29.4%) | 10(9.8%) | 8(7.8%) 7 (6.9%) 4 (3.9%) 102
C1B_dem 66 (69.5%) | 10 (10.5%) 9 (9.5%) 4 (4.2%) 3(3.2%) 3(3.2%) 95
C1B_rep 29 (30.9%) | 19(20.2%) | 14 (14.9%) | 10 (10.6%) | 14 (14.9%) | 8(8.5%) 94
C2B_dem | 55(57.9%) |17 (17.9%) |9(9.5%) | 3(3.2%) 8 (8.4%) 3(3.2%) 95
C2B_rep 34 (36.2%) | 17 (18.1%) |9(9.6%) | 11(11.7%) | 14(14.9%) |9 (9.6%) 94
C3B_dem | 39(39.8%) |20(20.4%) |21(21.4%) | 11(11.2%) | 5 (5.1%) 2 (2.0%) 98
C3B_rep 11 (11.6%) | 24 (25.3%) | 16 (16.8%) | 14 (14.7%) | 13(13.7%) | 17 (17.9%) 95
C4B_dem | 33(34.7%) | 25(26.3%) | 19 (20.0%) | 8 (8.4%) 5 (5.3%) 5 (5.3%) 95
C4B_rep 18 (18.4%) | 19(19.4%) | 10(10.2%) | 15(15.3%) |24 (24.5%) | 12 (12.2%) 98
C5B_dem | 30(29.1%) | 22 (21.4%) | 22 (21.4%) | 16 (15.5%) | 6 (5.8%) 7 (6.8%) 103
C5B_rep 20 (19.8%) | 24 (23.8%) | 12(11.9%) | 12(11.9%) | 17(16.8%) | 16(15.8%) | 101

Comment.

For the 100,000-fatality strike, Republican percentages were much greater than Democrat percentages in
every condition for strong and moderate 100,000-fatality strike preferences. At 1000 troop losses and higher,
Democrats and Republicans were about equal in slight strike percentages.

For the 2-million-fatality strike, Republican percentages were always higher except for 1000 troop losses or
higher. Slight preferences were higher for the Democrats when troop losses were 40,000 in Condition 5B.




Figure A2.3 For Reference
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Figure A2.3 Percentage of respondents supporting the 100,000 and 2-million-fatality nuclear strikes at each
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level of punitiveness, aggregated over all conditions except 6A and 6B.

Table A2.5 Group A: 100,000 Fatality Strike

Low Medium High
1 GW/strongly 201 (52.6%) 112 (27.7%) 102 (23.1%)
2 GW/moderately 89 (23.3%) 84 (20.8%) 81 (18.4%)
3 GW/slightly 52 (13.6%) 68 (16.8%) 50 (11.3%)
4 Strike/slightly 23 (6.0%) 53 (13.1%) 45 (10.2%)
5 Strike/moderately 7 (1.8%) 49 (12.1%) 80 (18.1%)
6 Strike/strongly 10 (2.6%) 38 (9.4%) 83 (18.8%)
Totals 382 404 441
Table A 2.6 Group B: 2-Million-Fatality Strike
Low Medium High
1 GW/strongly 213 (58.5%) 132 (32.8%) 112 (24.4%)
2 GW/moderately 75 (20.6%) 93 (23.1%) 100 (21.8%)
3 GW/slightly 47 (12.9%) 65 (16.1%) 51 (11.1%)
4 Strike/slightly 20 (5.5%) 42 (10.4%) 56 (12.2%)
5 Strike/moderately 4 (1.1%) 44 (10.9%) 79 (17.2%)
6 Strike/strongly 5(1.4%) 27 (6.7%) 61 (13.3%)
Totals 364 403 459
Comment.

As punitiveness increased from low to high, many of the effects on strength of preference were quite similar
for both the 100,000 and 2-million-fatality strikes. Strong GW preferences were always most frequent. Those
who preferred the nuclear strike were most likely to be high in punitiveness at every level of preference
strength. The percentages of strong GW preferences were higher in Group B than Group A at each level of
punitiveness. Conversely, the percentages of strong preferences were all lowest for the 2-million-fatality strike



in Group B. The difference in strong support for a strike between Groups A and B is greatest at the high

punitiveness level (18.8% vs 13.3%).
Figure A2.4 For Reference
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Figure A2.4. Percentage of respondents at level of the punishment index who preferred the 100,000 fatality
strike.

Table A 2.7 Group A: Strike 100K

1GW/Str | 2GW/Mod | 3GW/Slt | 4Stk/Slt | 5Stk/Mod | 6Stk/Str | Total
C7A | Low 42 (60.9%) | 16 (23.2%) | 9(13.0%) | 1(1.4%) |0(0.0%) |1 (1.4%) 69
C7A | Med 29 (46.0%) | 12 (19.0%) | 10(15.9%) |3(4.8%) |5(7.9%) |4 (6.3%) 63
C7A | High 34 (40.0%) | 27 (31.8%) | 8(9.4%) 2(24%) |8(9.4%) |6(7.1%) 85
C1A | Low 53 (76.8%) | 11 (15.9%) | 4 (5.8%) 1(1.4%) |0(0.0%) |0(0.0%) 69
C1A | Med 27 (43.5%) | 15 (24.2%) | 10(16.1%) |5(8.1%) |2(3.2%) |3 (4.8%) 62
C1A | High 21(27.6%) | 14 (18.4%) | 9(11.8%) | 6(7.9%) | 13(17.1%) | 13 (17.1%) 76
C2A | Low 35 (61.4%) | 14 (24.6%) | 5 (8.8%) 0(0.0%) |1(1.8%) |2(3.5%) 57
C2A | Med 24 (32.4%) | 19 (25.7%) | 13 (17.6%) |7(9.5%) |7(9.5%) |4 (5.4%) 74
C2A | High 12 (17.4%) | 13 (18.8%) | 14 (20.3%) | 6(8.7%) | 12 (17.4%) | 12 (17.4%) 69
C3A | Low 29 (45.3%) | 14 (21.9%) | 13(20.3%) |4(6.2%) | 1(1.6%) |3 (4.7%) 64
C3A | Med 15 (25.0%) | 12 (20.0%) | 13(21.7%) | 8 (13.3%) | 6(10.0%) | 6(10.0%) 60
C3A | High 15 (19.7%) | 12 (15.8%) | 6 (7.9%) 8(10.5%) | 18(23.7%) | 17 (22.4%) 76
C4A | Low 24 (39.3%) | 17 (27.9%) | 12(19.7%) |8(13.1%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) 61
C4A | Med 9(12.5%) |13(18.1%) | 10(13.9%) | 11(15.3%) | 16 (22.2%) | 13 (18.1%) 72
C4A | High 10 (13.9%) | 8 (11.1%) 8(11.1%) | 10(13.9%) | 19 (26.4%) | 17 (23.6%) 72
C5A | Low 18 (29.0%) | 17 (27.4%) | 9(14.5%) |9(14.5%) |5(8.1%) |4 (6.5%) 62
C5A | Med 8(11.0%) |13(17.8%) |12(16.4%) |19(26.0%) | 13 (17.8%) | 8 (11.0%) 73
C5A | High 10 (15.9%) | 7 (11.1%) 5 (7.9%) 13 (20.6%) | 10 (15.9%) | 18 (28.6%) 63




Figure A2.5 For Reference
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Figure A2.5. Percentage of respondents at each level of the punishment index who preferred the 2-million-
fatality strike.

Table A 2.8 Group B: 2-Million-Fatality Strike

1GW/Str | 2GW/Mod | 3GW/SIt | 4Stk/Slt | 5 Stk/Mod 6 Stk/Str | Total
C7B  |Low |40(71.4%) |11(19.6%) |1(1.8%) |3(5.4%) |0(0.0%) 1(1.8%) 56
C7B | Med |36(45.6%) |26(32.9%) |5(6.3%) |3(3.8%) | 7(8.9%) 2 (2.5%) 79
C7B | High |34(42.0%) |22(27.2%) |9(11.1%) |6(7.4%) |5 (6.2%) 5 (6.2%) 81
C1B |Llow [47(71.2%) |9(13.6%) |5(7.6%) |3(4.5%) |0(0.0%) 2 (3.0%) 66
C1B | Med |31(52.5%) |6 (10.2%) 12 (20.3%) | 4 (6.8%) | 4 (6.8%) 2 (3.4%) 59
C1B | High |20(27.4%) |15(20.5%) |8(11.0%) |7(9.6%) | 16(21.9%) 7 (9.6%) 73
C2B |Low |40(65.6%) |15(24.6%) |5(8.2%) |1(1.6%) |0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 61
C2B | Med |24(44.4%) |10(185%) |5(9.3%) |2(3.7%) | 7(13.0%) 6 (11.1%) 54
C2B | High |26(31.3%) |15(18.1%) |9(10.8%) | 11(13.3%) | 15 (18.1%) 7 (8.4%) 83
C3B | Llow |32(50.0%) |12(18.8%) |11(17.2%) |5 (7.8%) | 3 (4.7%) 1(1.6%) 64
C3B | Med | 10(15.4%) |15(23.1%) |17(26.2%) | 13 (20.0%) | 6 (9.2%) 4 (6.2%) 65
C3B | High | 11(14.1%) |21(26.9%) |12 (15.4%) | 8(10.3%) | 11(14.1%) 15(19.2%) | 78
C4B | Low |30(50.0%) |18(30.0%) |9(15.0%) |3(5.0%) |0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 60
C4B | Med | 16(23.2%) |15(21.7%) | 14(20.3%) | 7 (10.1%) | 11 (15.9%) 6 (8.7%) 69
C4B | High |8(11.6%) |11(15.9%) |6(8.7%) | 13(18.8%) | 19 (27.5%) 12 (17.4%) | 69
C5B | Low |24(42.1%) |10(17.5%) |16(28.1%) |5 (8.8%) |1 (1.8%) 1(1.8%) 57
C5B | Med | 15(19.5%) |21(27.3%) | 12(15.6%) | 13 (16.9%) | 9 (11.7%) 7 (9.1%) 77
C5B | High |13(17.3%) | 16(21.3%) |7(9.3%) | 11(14.7%) | 13 (17.3%) 15 (20.0%) | 75
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Comment. Low punishers had the highest percentage of Strong GW preferences in all 12 conditions. High
punishers had the lowest percentage of strong GW preferences in 10 of 12 conditions. The percentage of
strong preferences for a nuclear strike increased in order of punitiveness (Low, Med, High) in 11 of 12
conditions.

Gender by Preference and by Preference Level Aggregated across conditions

Table A2.9
Group A (n=1208) Group B (n=1215)
GW Strike N GW Strike N
Males 71.7% 28.3% 611 76.8% 23.2% 603
Females 64.2% 35.5% 597 68.0% 32.0% 597
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Table A2.10 Group A (n=1208)

1 GW/Str 2 GW/Mod 3 GW/SIt 4 Stk/SIt | 5Stk/Mod | 6 Stk/Str | Total
male 245 (40.1%) | 112 (18.3%) | 81 (13.3%) | 45(7.4%) | 67 (11.0%) | 61 (10.0%) | 611
female | 159 (26.6%) | 136 (22.8%) | 88 (14.7%) | 75 (12.6%) | 69 (11.6%) | 70 (11.7%) | 597
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Table A.2.11 Group B (n=1215)
1 GW/Str 2 GW/Mod 3 GW/Slt 4 Stk/Slt | 5 Stk/Mod | 6 Stk/Str | Total
male 258 (42.8%) | 132 (21.9%) | 73(12.1%) | 32 (5.3%) | 54(9.0%) | 54 (9.0%) 603
female | 192 (31.4%) | 135(22.1%) | 89 (14.5%) | 85 (13.9%) | 73 (11.9%) | 38 (6.2%) | 612
Comment.

Women are more likely to support nuclear bombing but their strike preferences are more likely to be slight.
Men have more strong preferences for a ground war than women.
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Figures A2.8. Percentage of male and female respondents supporting a nuclear strike for each survey group (A

and B).

Table A2.12 Group A: 100,000 Fatality Strike

1 3 5

GW/Str 2 GW/Mod GW/Slt 4 Stk/Slt Stk/Mod 6 Stk/Str | Total
C7A | female |47 (47.0%) | 27(27.0%) | 13(13.0%) | 3(3.0%) |6 (6.0%) 4 (4.0%) 100
C7A | male | 58(50.0%) | 27(23.3%) | 14(12.1%) |3(2.6%) |7 (6.0%) 7 (6.0%) 116
C1A | female |38(38.0%) |24 (24.0%) | 13(13.0%) |8(8.0%) |9 (9.0%) 8 (8.0%) 100
C1A | male | 60(58.3%) 15 (14.6%) | 10(9.7%) |4(3.9%) |6 (5.8%) 8 (7.8%) 103
C2A | female |29(28.4%) |27 (26.5%) |17 (16.7%) |8(7.8%) |10(9.8%) | 11(10.8%) | 102
C2A | male | 41 (42.3%) 19 (19.6%) | 15(15.5%) |5(5.2%) | 10(10.3%) |7 (7.2%) 97
C3A | female | 23 (23.5%) 18 (18.4%) | 12 (12.2%) | 14 (14.3%) | 14 (14.3%) | 17 (17.3%) | 98
C3A | male | 35(35.7%) 19 (19.4%) | 19(19.4%) |5(5.1%) | 11(11.2%) |9 (9.2%) 98
C4A | female | 11(10.7%) | 23(22.3%) | 18 (17.5%) | 21(20.4%) | 15 (14.6%) | 15(14.6%) | 103
C4A | male | 30(30.9%) 12 (12.4%) | 12(12.4%) | 8(8.2%) | 20(20.6%) | 15(15.5%) | 97
C5A | female | 11 (11.7%) 17 (18.1%) | 15(16.0%) | 21(22.3%) | 15 (16.0%) | 15(16.0%) | 94
C5A | male | 21(21.0%) | 20(20.0%) | 11(11.0%) |20(20.0%) | 13 (13.0%) | 15 (15.0%) | 100




Table A 2.13 Group B: 2-Million-Fatality Strike
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1 2 3

GW/Str GW/Mod GW/Slt 4 Stk/Slt 5 Stk/Mod 6 Stk/Str | Total
C7B | female |54 (47.0%) 38 (33.0%) 9 (7.8%) 8 (7.0%) 4 (3.5%) 2 (1.7%) 115
C7B | male 55 (55.6%) 21 (21.2%) 6 (6.1%) 3 (3.0%) 8 (8.1%) 6 (6.1%) 99
C1B | female | 39(39.8%) 14 (14.3%) 14 (14.3%) | 11 (11.2%) | 14 (14.3%) | 6 (6.1%) 98
C1B | male 58 (59.8%) 15 (15.5%) 10 (10.3%) | 3(3.1%) 6 (6.2%) 5(5.2%) 97
C2B | female | 34(32.4%) 24 (22.9%) 15 (14.3%) | 10 (9.5%) 15 (14.3%) | 7 (6.7%) 105
C2B | male 54 (60.0%) 16 (17.8%) 4 (4.4%) 4 (4.4%) 7 (7.8%) 5 (5.6%) 90
C3B | female | 23(24.7%) 16 (17.2%) 20(21.5%) | 20(21.5%) | 9(9.7%) 5 (5.4%) 93
C3B | male 29 (25.7%) 32 (28.3%) 20(17.7%) | 6(5.3%) 11 (9.7%) 15 (13.3%) 113
C4B | female | 20(19.4%) 23 (22.3%) 14 (13.6%) | 17 (16.5%) | 19 (18.4%) | 10(9.7%) 103
C4B | male 33 (35.1%) 21 (22.3%) 15 (16.0%) | 6 (6.4%) 11 (11.7%) | 8 (8.5%) 94
C5B | female | 22(22.4%) 20 (20.4%) 17 (17.3%) | 19(19.4%) | 12 (12.2%) | 8 (8.2%) 98
C5B | male 29 (26.4%) 27 (24.5%) 18 (16.4%) | 10 (9.1%) 11 (10.0%) | 15 (13.6%) 110

Comment.

The percentage of respondents expressing a slight preference for a nuclear strike was higher for females than
males in all 12 conditions! The percentage of strong preferences for the GW was higher for menin all 12
conditions.



Typology Code predicts nuclear strikes:

V1. Gender: Male, coded M or Female, coded F;

V2. Considered it important that the 100,000-fatality bomb was better, coded B, or did not consider that,
coded O;

V3. How many of 8 punitive/authoritarian/racist domestic policies did they endorse?
O or1codedas L (low) or 2,3,4,5,6, 7, or 8, coded H (high).

Figure A2.9. Percentage Support for 100,000 fatality strike in Group A conditions at Time 2.
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Type ns: MOL (n=92); MOM (n=86); MOH (n=58); MBL (n=54); MBM (n=74); MBH (n=108); FOL (n=98);
FOM (n=77); FOH (n=48); FBL (n=50); FBM (n=93); FBH (n=110)

Table A 2.16

1GW/Str | 2 GW/Mod 3 GW/Slt 4 Stk/Slt 5 Stk/Mod 6 Stk/Str | Total
00 MOL 66 (71.7%) | 15(16.3%) | 11(12.0%) | 0(0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 92
01 MOM | 47 (54.7%) | 21 (24.4%) | 15(17.4%) | 1(1.2%) 0 (0.0%) 2 (2.3%) 86
02 MOH 28 (48.3%) | 15(25.9%) | 9(15.5%) | 0(0.0%) 3(5.2%) 3(5.2%) 58
03 MBL 32(59.3%) | 6(11.1%) 4 (7.4%) 6 (11.1%) 3 (5.6%) 3 (5.6%) 54
04 MBM | 15(20.3%) | 11(14.9%) 6(8.1%) | 13(17.6%) | 14(18.9%) | 15 (20.3%) 74
05 MBH 25 (23.1%) | 13 (12.0%) 8(7.4%) | 11(10.2%) |26(24.1%) |25(23.1%) | 108
06 FOL 62 (63.3%) | 21 (21.4%) | 11(11.2%) | 2 (2.0%) 2 (2.0%) 0 (0.0%) 98
07 FOM 36 (46.8%) | 13 (16.9%) | 18(23.4%) | 6 (7.8%) 3 (3.9%) 1(1.3%) 77
08 FOH 18 (37.5%) | 9(18.8%) | 14(29.2%) | 0 (0.0%) 5(10.4%) | 2 (4.2%) 48
09 FBL 8(16.0%) | 11 (22.0%) | 9(18.0%) | 14(28.0%) | 3 (6.0%) 5 (10.0%) 50
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10 FBM 8(8.6%) | 18(19.4%) | 13(14.0%) | 21(22.6%) | 24 (25.8%) 9 (9.7%) 93
07 FBH 7 (6.4%) 6 (5.5%) 10 (9.1%) 23(20.9%) | 30(27.3%) | 34(30.9%) 110
Figure A2.10. Percentage Support for 100,000-fatality strike in Group B conditions at Time 2.
100,000-Fatality Strike

90.0%

80.0% I

70.0%

60.0% {

50.0%

40.0% B

30.0%

20.0%

10.0% i ﬁ

d: i
MOM  MOH MBM MBH FOL FOM FOH FBL FBM  FBH
IVIaIes Females

Type ns: MOL (n =104); MOM (n=71); MOH (n =56); MBL (n= 52); MBM (n=83); MBH (n=105); FOL
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Table A 2.17

1 GW/Str 2 GW/Mod 3 GW/SIt 4 Stk/Slt 5 Stk/Mod 6 Stk/Str | Total
00 MOL 68 (65.4%) | 14 (13.5%) 16 (15.4%) | 4 (3.8%) 2 (1.9%) 0 (0.0%) 104
01 MOM 39 (54.9%) | 12 (16.9%) 12 (16.9%) | 4 (5.6%) 2 (2.8%) 2 (2.8%) 71
02 MOH 26 (46.4%) | 17 (30.4%) 6 (10.7%) 2 (3.6%) 3 (5.4%) 2 (3.6%) 56
03 MBL 23 (44.2%) | 8 (15.4%) 6(11.5%) |6(11.5%) |7 (13.5%) 2 (3.8%) 52
04 MBM 13 (15.7%) | 10 (12.0%) 6 (7.2%) 17 (20.5%) | 22 (26.5%) | 15 (18.1%) 83
05 MBH 15 (14.3%) | 14 (13.3%) 3 (2.9%) 10 (9.5%) | 33(31.4%) 30 (28.6%) 105
06 FOL 59 (60.2%) | 28 (28.6%) 9 (9.2%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 2 (2.0%) 98
07 FOM 24 (38.7%) | 10(16.1%) 13 (21.0%) | 4 (6.5%) 9 (14.5%) 2 (3.2%) 62
08 FOH 21(38.9%) | 16 (29.6%) 5 (9.3%) 5 (9.3%) 6 (11.1%) 1(1.9%) 54
09 FBL 7 (15.6%) 5(11.1%) 9 (20.0%) 14 (31.1%) | 9 (20.0%) 1(2.2%) 45
10 FBM 6 (7.1%) 14 (16.5%) 11(12.9%) | 19 (22.4%) | 23 (27.1%) | 12 (14.1%) 85
11 FBH 11 (8.5%) 7 (5.4%) 8 (6.2%) 25(19.2%) | 49 (37.7%) 30(23.1%) 130
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Comments.

Figures A2.9 and A2.10 describe the percentage of respondents who preferred to launch a nuclear strike
expected to kill 100,000 Iranian civilians in order to prevent the loss of American troops in a difficult ground
war. However, those figures are aggregated across all levels of preference strength. By examining tables that
include preference strength, additional insights emerge regarding the depth of commitment to either ground
war or nuclear strike.

Findings from Group A Conditions

The Group A table (Table A2.16) reveals distinctions not visible in the aggregate percentages. Support for or
opposition to the 100,000-fatality strike is not uniform in intensity:

- MOL and FOL (better bomb not salient; low punitive) show the strongest and most firmly held support for
continuing the ground war. Their preferences are not only numerous but also intense.

- MBH and FBH (high punitive, better bomb salient) exhibit more pro-strike support, often at moderate or
strong intensity. This indicates hardened and punitive attitudes.

- FOH and FBH women who considered the 'better bomb' important often chose the strike, but most of this
support was weak (slight or moderate). Their decisions appear more reluctant and instrumental, motivated by
saving troops rather than endorsing civilian bombing.

- Polarization is evident in MBH: this group contains strong ground war and strong strike supporters, showing
not just division but intensity at both ends.

Overall, Group A shows that preference strength separates reluctant, weakly committed strike supporters
(especially among women) from more strongly committed pro-strike groups (especially among punitive men).

Findings from Group B Conditions

Group B results in Table A2.17 confirm and extend these patterns, highlighting how intensity of commitment
differs across typologies:

- MOL and FOL again anchor the strongest ground war preferences, with the highest proportions of 'strongly
GW!' responses, reflecting deep opposition to striking.

- MBH and FBH consolidate into strongly pro-strike groups, with many respondents selecting 'moderately
strike' or 'strongly strike.' Their support is not casual—it is committed and forceful.

- FOH women once again support the strike at higher rates than some other groups, but most of this support
remains weak or moderate, confirming a pattern of reluctant pro-strike orientation.

- FBL (low punitive, better bomb salient females) appear conflicted, with responses spread across slight-to-
moderate strike and ground war preferences, indicating hesitation rather than firm alignment.
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Group B therefore reinforces that strike support among punitive men is hardened and intense, while women’s
strike support is more ambivalent and often weakly held.

Summary of findings for preference strength within the typology

Examining preference strength provides critical added knowledge beyond the aggregate figures. Aggregate
data reveal how many respondents support striking, but preference strength reveals how firmly that support
or opposition is held.

- In both conditions, many women who endorsed the 'better bomb' tended to support strikes reluctantly, often
with weak preference strength. Their choices appear driven by the desire to save troops rather than by
endorsement of nuclear violence.

- In contrast, highly punitive men demonstrated not just willingness to strike but intense commitment,
suggesting that their support is deeply rooted in punitive motivations rather than reluctant tradeoffs.

This distinction is crucial for interpretation: without preference strength, strike supporters might be
misinterpreted as equally committed. With it, we see a divide between reluctant, conflicted support and
hardened, punitive commitment to nuclear use.



19

Appendix 3. Considerations and Preferences

Table A3.1 describes the frequency of the specific Time 1 and Time 2 preference patterns that underlie
these general Time 1 or time 2 preferences. The first entry of the pattern name is the Time 1 preference.
The Time 2 preference is the second entry. So, pattern GW-GW identifies persons preferring the ground war
on both occasions; GW-100k identifies persons who originally preferred the ground war but switched to the
100k strike, etc.

Table A3.1 shows that the reason that we don’t see a decoy effect in Group A conditions, except for the 39
GW-100k people, is that two unexpected patterns, 100k-2mil and 100k-GW, emerged to reduce support for
the 100k strike by almost 21%. So the addition of the 2 million strike option did alter many of the initial
preferences in the group A conditions.

Table A3.1 also shows that the increased preference for the 100,000-fatality strike at Time 2 in Group B
conditions comes from 169 persons who initially preferred the ground war over the two million strike but
changed to the 100k strike. As we shall see later, many of these people saw this as a virtuous, win-win
decision, because it saved the troops and was “better” than the 2-million-fatality strike, consistent with the
decoy effect. Additional support for the 100,000-fatality strike came from 259 persons who chose the 2-
million-fatality strike at Time 1 but changed to the 100,000-fatality strike as a “better” way to end the war
and save the troops.

Table A3.1.
A Group Preference Patterns (n = 1227)
GW-GW GW-100k GW-2mil 100k—100k 100k—2mil 100k—-GW
% 94.9% 4.6% 0.5% 79.1% 11.6% 9.3%
n 796 39 4 307 45 36
Tln 839 839 839 388 388 388
B Group Preference Patterns (n = 1226)
GW-GW GW-100k | GW-2mil 2 mil-100k 2 Mil-2 Mil 2mil-GW
% 80.2% 19.0% 0.8% 76.6% 16.6% 6.8%
n 712 169 7 259 56 23
Tln 888 888 888 338 338 338

Table A3.1. Time 1 and Time 2 preference patterns for A and B conditions. The percentages indicate how
many maintained or changed their Time 1 preference: e.g., 796 of 839 (94.9%) who initially preferred GW
over the 100,000-fatality strike maintained that preference at Time 2 (GW-GW), whereas 39 of 839 (4.6%)
who initially preferred GW preferred the 100,000-fatality strike at Time 2 (GW-100k); etc.

After writing comments describing how they arrived at their preferred option at Time 2, respondents were
asked: Please rate how important the following considerations were to you when thinking about how

much you supported or opposed using nuclear weapons in the revised preference question you just
answered.
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The following seven considerations were rated on a four-point scale (Not at all important; slightly important;

moderately important; very important):

1.Reducing the number of American troops killed to zero *
2. Feeling that your decision was justified and virtuous given the circumstances

3. feeling that nuclear weapons should never be used no matter the circumstances
4. Feeling it is a virtuous act to use nuclear weapons when faced with an existential loss such as the lives

of American military

5. the likelihood that using a nuclear bomb against Iran would be effective in ending the war and saving

American lives

6. The difficulty in comprehending the reality of killing so many Iranian civilians

7. Feeling that killing 100,000 Iranian civilians is somehow better in comparison to killing 2 million

Table A3.2.
A Group Patterns (n=1227) *
GW-GW GW- GW- 100k- 100k- 100k-GW
(n=796) 100k 2mil 100k 2mil (n=36)
Consideration (39) (n=4) (n=307) | (n=45)

1.Reducing number of troops killed * 46.1% 96.2% -- 95.8% 100.0% 75.8%
2.Decision justified and virtuous 72.2% 59.0% -- 59.9% 73.3% 83.3%
3. Nuclear should never be used 84.4% 56.4% -- 30.0% 28.9% 69.4%
4. Using nuclear weapons virtuous when 13.8% 46.2% -- 64.8% 68.3% 39.4%
faced with troop loss*
5. Nuclear bomb effective ending war 23.6% 79.5% -- 91.2% 84.4% 58.3%
6. Reality of killing Iranian civilians 73.6% 82.1% -- 65.8% 48.9% 83.3%
7. Killing 100k better than 2 million 42.2% 87.2% - 87.6% 42.2% 52.8%

* Note: considerations 1 and 4 have an n of 1010, because these items were not asked in Condition 7A.
For these two items, pattern n’s are GW-GW (n=623); GW_100k (n=26); GW_2mil(n=3); 100k_100k

(n=284); 100k_2mil(n=41); 100k_GW (n=33).

Table A3.2 . Percent of respondents in each A group pattern who rated the consideration moderately or
very important. The highest and lowest percentage in each column are marked in bold, except for GW-
2million where the n was only 4 and this data was deleted.

The data in Table A3.2 are informative. Persons who chose GW both times were least attentive to the
number or troops killed and the effectiveness of nuclear bombing for ending the war. They were highest in

agreement that nuclear weapons should never be used. In contrast, persons who chose the 100,000-fatality
strike both times were high in attending to reducing troops killed in the ground war and the effectiveness of
bombing as were the other two groups who preferred the 100,000-fatality strike at Time 2. Not surprisingly,
only a small percentage of those with 100k-100k and 100k-2mil patterns considered that a nuclear weapon
should never be used. 96% of the 39 persons who changed from the ground war to the 100,000-fatality
strike were concerned about reducing the number of troops killed as were 100% of the 45 people who
changed from 100,000-fatality to the 2-million-fatality strike when the latter became an option at Time 2.
The latter were least concerned with the reality of killing Iranian civilians. More than 87% of those who
preferred the 100,000-fatality strike at Time 2 said that considering that 100,000-fatality looked better in
comparison with 2-million-fatality was important to them.
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Table A3.3.
B Group Patterns (n=1226)*
GW-GW GW- GW- 2mil- 2mil- 2mil-
(n=712) 100k 2mil 100k 2mil GW
Consideration (169) (n=7) (n=259) (n=56) (n=23)
1.Reducing number of troops killed * 48.0% 90.6% - 97.0% 96.1% 84.2%
2.Decision justified and virtuous 70.4% 65.1% -- 66.0% 66.1% 73.9%
3. Nuclear should never be used 88.2% 49.1% - 31.7% 30.4% 78.3%
4. Using nuclear weapons virtuous when faced 13.2% 38.1% -- 62.7% 80.4% 52.6%
with troop loss*
5. Nuclear bomb effective ending war 26.8% 75.1% -- 84.9% 94.6% 52.2%
6. Reality of killing Iranian civilians 72.9% 78.7% -- 66.0% 44.6% 78.3%
7. Killing 100k better than 2 million 41.2% 81.7% -- 84.6% 37.5% 73.9%

* Note: items 1 and 4 have an n of 1010, because these items were not asked to condition 7:
For these two items, pattern N’s are GW-GW (n=560); GW_100k (n=139); GW_2mil(n=5); 2mil_100k
(n=236); 2mil_2mil(n=51); 2mil_GW (n=19)

Table A3.3. Percent of respondents in the B group patterns who rated the consideration moderately or very
important. The highest and lowest percentages in each column are marked in bold. Percentages were deleted from
the GW-2mil column where the n was only 7.

The considerations that were important in determining preferences for group B conditions at Time 2 (see
Table A3.3) were quite consistent with considerations that were important for group A. Reducing troop loss
was very important for every pattern except GW-GW. Similarly, most thought it important that the bombing
would be effective in reducing troop loss. Feeling that the Time 2 decision was justified and virtuous was
judged important across all patterns. However fewer people thought that the general principle of using
nuclear weapons to reduce troop loss (consideration 4) was an important consideration. A high percentage
of those who chose GW at Time 2 considered that nuclear weapons should never be used. As with the group
A conditions, more than 80% of those who initially preferred GW or 2 million at Time 1 but switched to 100k
at Time 2 said they considered that 100k looked better in comparison with 2 million.

The percentage of respondents who believed it important that their decision was justified and virtuous is
noteworthy. Across both Group A and Group B, large majorities of respondents rated it moderately or very
important that their decision be “justified and virtuous” (roughly 60-73% across conditions). Even respondents
who escalated from a ground war to a nuclear strike tended to report high levels of moral justification—for
example, 73% of those in Group A, who moved from 100,000-fatality to 2-million-fatality deaths and 66% in
Group B who made the same shift, described their choice as virtuous. Taken together, the evidence
demonstrates how deeply the search for moral warrant permeates our respondents’ nuclear preferences. The
logic of “virtuous violence” not only explains support violent policies but also helps illuminate the paradoxical
finding that both rejecting and embracing nuclear strikes were framed as morally righteous acts.
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Considerations by Gender, political party, and punishment.

Table A3.4
A Group Preference Patterns (n = 1227)

GW-GW GW-100k GW-2mil 100k-100k 100k-2mil 100k-GW

(n=796) (n=39) (n=4) (n=307) (n=45) (n=36)
% of total A group sample 64.9% 3.2% -- 25.0% 2.9% 3.7%
% male 53.6% 51.3% -- 40.8% 60.0% 58.3%
% republican 39.2% 69.2% -- 66.3% 74.4% 61.8%
% punish LOW 42.0% 15.4% -- 11.7% 2.2% 8.3%
% punish MED 31.7% 28.2% -- 35.8% 24.4% 52.8%
% punish HIGH 26.4% 56.4% -- 52.4% 73.3% 38.9%

Note: Not all categories have complete ns. ie. Male/female categories do not include other gender
preferences; Party category is only comparing Dems/Reps. Percentages associated with the GW-2mil pattern
were deleted as the n was only 4.

Table A3.4. Gender, party, and punishment levels associated with each Time 1-Time 2 preference pattern for

Group A Conditions.

Table A3.4 shows a wide range of individual differences in gender, party, and punitiveness associated with the
major preference patterns in the A group Conditions. GW-GW people had the highest percentage of
Democrats and low punitive individuals and the lowest percentage of high punitive individuals. The next
largest pattern, 100k-100k differed from the GW-GW people on every characteristic except medium level of
punitiveness. These dedicated supporters of the 100k strike were mostly Republicans and more punitive than
the ground war supporters. They were also 60% female, the highest percentage among the patterns. Not
surprisingly, those who moved up from the 100,000-fatality strike to the 2-million-fatality strike had the
highest percentage of Republicans and high punishers. They also had the highest percentage of males. The
100k-GW pattern had the highest percentage of medium level punishers. The 39 persons who chose the GW
over the 100,000-fatality strike at Time 1 but crossed the nuclear line and preferred the 100,000-fatality strike
when the 2-million-fatality strike became an option, were mostly Republicans and high in punitiveness.

Table A3.5.
B Group Patterns (n=1226)

GW-GW GW-100k GW-2mil 2 mil-100k 2mil-2mil 2mil-GW

(n=712) (169) (n=7) (n=259) (n=56) (n=23)
% of total B group sample 58.1% 13.8% 0.6% 21.1% 4.6% 1.9%
% male 52.8% 52.7% 42.9% 37.7% 60.7% 39.1%
%republican 37.6% 60.2% 85.7% 70.2% 68.5% 55.0%
% punish LOW 42.3% 20.1% 0.0% 8.5% 1.8% 26.1%
% punish MED 30.9% 38.5% 71.4% 32.8% 35.7% 34.8%
% punish HIGH 26.8% 41.4% 28.6% 58.7% 62.5% 39.1%
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Table A3.5. Gender, party, and punishment levels associated with each Time 1-Time 2 preference patterns for
Group B Conditions.

Table A3.5 shows that the makeup of the GW-GW people in the B conditions was quite similar to the GW-GW
people in the A conditions, though their percentage within the B group sample was slightly lower. After the
GW-GW pattern, the two next largest patterns were the GW-100k group (n=169) and 2 million-100k (n=259).
The former was largely responsible for the increase in support for a strike at Time 2, when the second-strike
option was added. People in both patterns had the same 100k preference at Time 2 but they arrived there
from different starting points at Time 1. Members of these two pattern groups had somewhat different
personal qualities. Those in the 2 million-100k pattern were more punitive, more Republican, and more male.
They were almost as punitive as the 2 mil-2 mil group who passed up the more humane way to save the
troops by preferring the larger over the smaller nuclear strike. The 23 individuals who preferred the 2-million-
fatality strike at Time 1 but moved to the ground war when the 100,000-fatality strike became another option
were less punitive than those who continued to prefer a nuclear strike at Time 2.

In summary, Tables A3.4 and A3.5 demonstrate that gender, party, and punitiveness, three important personal
qualities that predict support for using nuclear weapons in this study, interact in complex yet understandable
ways when a second nuclear option is introduced into the option set.

Table A3.6
A Group Patterns (n=1227)*
% Favor/Support/Agree GW-GW GW- GW- 100k- 100k- 100k-GW
(n=796) 100k 2mil 100k 2mil (n=36)
(39) (n=4) (n=307) (n=45)

Belief in hell 40.6% 64.1% -- 64.5% 84.4% 75.0%
Oppose gun control 31.9% 56.4% - 55.4% 57.8% 36.1%
Favor death penalty 46.1% 61.5% -- 70.4% 75.6% 58.3%
Support abortion legislation 20.4% 33.3% -- 40.7% 57.8% 50.0%
Need mighty leader 31.7% 74.4% -- 59.3% 84.4% 66.7%
Protect confed monuments 31.5% 28.2% -- 51.1% 55.6% 25.0%
Some deserve to suffer 18.2% 30.8% -- 30.6% 46.7% 36.1%
Southern border should be closed 44.1% 69.2% - 70.4% 82.2% 58.3%

Table A3.6. Percent endorsement of individual punishment index items for each A group preference pattern.
Percentages associated with the GW-2mil pattern were deleted because the n was only 4.

Table A3.6 goes beneath the low, medium, and high punishment categorizations to describe the endorsement
of individual items associated with the Group A preference patterns. The 45 persons who preferred the
100,000-fatality strike but then moved to the 2-million-fatality strike when that was added to the options had
the highest endorsement percentage for every punitive item. Those in the 100k-100k pattern were next most
punitive overall but they were less endorsing of items regarding abortion, need for a mighty leader, and belief
that some people deserve to suffer. The GW-GW people had the lowest endorsement for every item (except
for protecting confederate monuments). The 39 persons who went from GW-100k were more punitive than
the GW-GW individuals on seven of eight items.




Table A3.7.

24

B Group Add Decoy Patterns (n=1226)*

% Favor/Support/Agree GW-GW GW- GW- 2mil- 2mil- 2mil-GW
(n=712) 100k 2mil 100k 2mil (n=23)
(169) (n=7) (n=259) (n=56)

Belief in hell 41.0% 57.4% - 66.8% 76.8% 78.3%
Oppose gun control 32.3% 46.2% - 57.5% 53.6% 34.8%
Favor death penalty 42.7% 65.7% -- 79.9% 83.9% 52.2%
Support abortion legislation 22.3% 33.7% -- 35.1% 48.2% 34.8%
Need mighty leader 32.0% 47.9% -- 66.4% 67.9% 52.2%
Protect confederate monuments 31.5% 39.1% - 53.7% 44.6% 43.5%
Some deserve to suffer 19.2% 28.4% -- 30.1% 44.6% 26.1%
Southern border should be closed 44.2% 60.9% - 71.0% 76.8% 52.2%

Table A3.7. Percent endorsement of individual punishment items for each B group preference pattern. The
GW-2mil percentages were deleted because n=7.

Table A3.7 shows some major preference changes at Time 2 for those in the Group B conditions. When the
100k option was added to the option menu, 169 persons moved from GW-100k, and 259, who at Time 1
preferred the 2-million-fatality strike, switched to the 100,000-fatality strike to end the war and save the
troops with far fewer casualties. These 428 individuals all preferred the 100,000-fatality nuclear strike at Time
2. But a higher percentage of those in the 100k-100k group endorsed the eight punitive items. And both GW-
100k and 2 million-100k groups were far more punitive than the GW-GW group. Those who preferred the 2-

million-fatality strike both times were the most punitive on 6 of the 8 items.
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Appendix 4. A Numerical Framing Bias Predicted by Prospect Theory and Psychic Numbing

The value function of prospect theory is convex for losses of life (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979; see Figure A4.1)
and the special importance of zero losses known as the zero effect (Zhang & Slovic 2019 .This predicts that

nuclear bombing to reduce the projected troop losses from 8,000 to zero in Conditions 3A and 3B would be
preferred by a higher percentage of respondents than would reducing the death toll from 20,000 to 12,000 in
Conditions 6A and 6B. Figure A4.2 shows this prediction was confirmed. The value of protecting 8,000 lives by

means of catastrophic nuclear bombing differs depending on how many lives are at risk. Changing 8,000

expected casualties to 0 apparently appears better than changing 20,000 to 12,000.

Perceived value

12,000 lives

20,000 lives

8,000 lives

25000 —-20,000 —-15000 -10.000 5,000
Lives lost (negative domain)

0

0 lives

Figure A4.1. Value function for losses. Adapted from Kahneman & Tversky, 1979.

Moving from a loss of 8,000 lives to a loss of zero lives (®) is on the steeper slope of the value function and

reduces the value of the loss more than a change from 20,000 lost to 12,000 (#), which is on a less steep part

of

the curve.

Figure A4.2
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Figure A4.2. Support for nuclear bombing to save 8,000 lives by ending the ground war.
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Bayesian Statistical Analysis

We conducted a Bayesian analysis to estimate the posterior probability that the strike preference differed
between conditions. Rather than testing for statistical significance (p-values), we calculated the probability
that the strike percentage was higher in Condition 3 than Condition 6 as predicted.

We employed a Bayesian analytical framework using non-informative priors (Beta (1,1)) to ensure that no
prior assumptions about group differences influenced the posterior estimates. Thus, the resulting probabilities
are unbiased and reflect only the observed data.

Posterior Probability that Cond 3 > Cond 4

Comparison Probability.
C3A vs C6A 0.975
C3B vs C6B 0.850
Group3 vs Group6 0.981

There is a 97.5% probability that the strike percentage in Condition C3A is higher than in Condition C6A. This is
strong evidence supporting the idea that people in C3A are more likely to strike than those in C6A (both
associated with the lower-value offer: GW, 100k).

There is an 85% probability that the strike rate in C3B is higher than in C6B.

Combining A and B Conditions, there is a 98.1% probability that people in Group3 (C3A + C3B) are more likely
to strike than those in Group6 (C6A + C6B). This is strong evidence for the hypothesis that Condition 3 would
lead to greater preference for a nuclear strike than Condition 6. Had we incorporated strong evidence in
support of an informed prior probability greater than .5, all posterior probabilities would have been higher.

Using informed priors varying in strength produces even more confidence in the findings, which, in fact, were
predicted from considered empirical evidence supporting the value function.

Posterior Probability Results

Comparison Flat Low Medium  Strong
C3A vs C6A 0.975 0.980 0.985 0.991
C3B vs C6B 0.850 0.885 0.911 0.946

Group3 vs Group6 0.981 0.986 0.989 0.994
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Appendix 5. Crosstabs for Gender, Political Identity and Punitiveness

Table A5.1
Male Female
Low Punishment (n=718) 30.1% 29.2%
Medium Punishment (n=806) 33.9% 32.6%
High Punishment (n=899) 36.0% 38.2%
Total n 1214 1209

Table A5.1 shows that scores on the punishment index were quite similar for male and female respondents
(across all A and B conditions).

Table A5.2
Male Female
Low (n=662) 94.5% 98.0%
Democrat Medium (n=414) 52.2% 56.3%
(n=1168) High (n=92) 11.3% 9.8%
Low (n=26) 5.5% 2.0%
Republican Medium (n=350) 47.8% 43.7%
(n=1158) High (n=782) 88.7% 90.2%
Total n 1161 1165

Table A5.2 shows that more the 90% of male and female respondents who scored low in punitiveness were
Democrats whereas about 90% of male and female respondents who scored high in punitiveness were
Republicans. Slightly more male and female respondents on medium punitiveness were Democrats.

Comment.
The distributions of low, medium, and high punitiveness scores shown in Table A5.1 were almost identical for

males and females and the strong correlation between political identity and punitiveness shown in Table A5.2
was also quite similar for males and females.
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Appendix 6.

Why Some Respondents Switched Away from Nuclear Use at Time 2

This analysis examines the open-ended explanations (Column F) provided by respondents who reversed their
initial support for nuclear bombing in the Better Bomb study. Specifically, it focuses on two groups: the 33
participants in Conditions 1A—-5A who shifted from supporting a 100k-fatality nuclear strike to preferring a
ground war (pattern 100k>GW), and the 19 participants in Conditions 1B—5B who shifted from a 2-million—
fatality nuclear strike to a ground war (pattern 2mil->GW).

Group A (100k - GW): Humanitarian Re-evaluation

These respondents had initially accepted the 'limited' 100,000-fatality bomb but reversed to the ground-war
option after reflection. Their language centers on innocence, morality, and the universal value of life, with
frequent words such as ‘civilians,' 'innocent,' 'wrong,' 'kill," 'lives,' and 'war.' Common themes include:

e Moral revulsion: Many explicitly reject killing civilians — e.g., 'innocent lives must not be lost,' 'killing civilians
is totally wrong.'

e Realization of scale: Several note that even 100,000 deaths are intolerable once visualized — 'l thought 2
million was too high and 100k is still awful.'

e Equality of lives: Expressions like 'No human life is worth more than another' appear often.

e Re-humanization: These participants seem to overcome psychic numbing, re-seeing the victims as individuals
rather than numbers.

e Rejection of lesser-evil logic: Their reasoning shows that what initially looked like a 'better' bomb becomes
unacceptable when moral emotions are re-engaged.

In short, their switch reflects a resurgence of moral and affective concern, overriding utilitarian justifications.

Group B (2mil - GW): Magnitude Shock and Futility Recognition

Those who initially supported a 2-million—fatality strike but moved to ground war articulate horror at mass
killing and a sense of futility or escalation danger. Frequent words include 'deaths,' 'civilians,' 'nuclear,' 'war,’
'millions,' 'pointless,' and 'overkill.' Themes include:

e Scale awareness: 'Two million deaths is beyond reason,' 'Too many innocent deaths to justify saving troops.'
e Escalation fear: Some mention retaliation or nuclear chain reactions — 'This would just start world war.'
e Loss of moral legitimacy: 'We would be no better than our enemies.'

e Emotional saturation: They show psychic numbing lifting — horror and empathy returning when confronted
with the magnitude.

e Moral consistency: A few express that any nuclear use contradicts their values or America’s moral standing.
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Thus, Group B’s reversal is driven by dread and moral shock at the enormity of destruction, leading them to
reject nuclear use entirely.

Overall Interpretation

Both groups display re-engagement of moral emotion and empathy after the initial analytic or security-driven
choice. For Group A, reflection transformed the 'better bomb' into an unacceptable moral act. For Group B,
confronting catastrophic scale triggered dread and re-humanization. Together they illustrate the reversal of
'psychic numbing': when reflection or moral imagination re-awakens the sense of human loss, support for
nuclear use collapses. This opens the door to further investigation into other ways to prevent numbing and
infuse decision making with a more moral perspective than “the more who die, the less we care”.
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