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Supporting Information for the article ‘Motivated Causal Judgements and Responsibility for 

Civilian Casualties in Military Conflicts’ 

 

Text of the experimental vignettes 

Version A1 Russia attacks/Empty building  

Please imagine the following fictional situation: A Russian platoon fights Ukrainian soldiers in an 

urban area. The Ukrainian soldiers take shelter in an empty building. The Russian platoon fires a rocket 

aimed at the Ukrainian soldiers, which misses the target and kills 60 civilians.  

Version A2 Russia attacks/Soldiers move to building with citizens  

Please imagine the following fictional situation: A Russian platoon fights Ukrainian soldiers in an 

urban area. The Ukrainian soldiers take shelter in a building where 60 civilians reside. The Russian 

platoon fires a rocket aimed at the Ukrainian soldiers, which kills the 60 civilians, who were in the 

building.  

Version A3 Russia attacks/Citizens move to building with soldiers  

Please imagine the following fictional situation: A Russian platoon fights Ukrainian soldiers in an 

urban area. The Ukrainian soldiers take shelter in an empty building. 60 civilians move to the building, 

and the soldiers remain there. The Russian platoon fires a rocket aimed at the Ukrainian soldiers, 

which kills the 60 civilians, who moved to the building.  

Version B1 Ukraine attacks/Empty building  

Please imagine the following fictional situation: A Ukrainian platoon fights Russian soldiers in an 

urban area. The Russian soldiers take shelter in an empty building. The Ukrainian platoon fires a rocket 

aimed at the Russian soldiers, which misses the target and kills 60 civilians.  

Version B2 Ukraine attacks/Soldiers move to building with citizens  

Please imagine the following fictional situation: A Ukrainian platoon fights Russian soldiers in an 

urban area. The Russian soldiers take shelter in a building where 60 civilians reside. The Ukrainian 

platoon fires a rocket aimed at the Russian soldiers, which kills the 60 civilians, who were in the 

building.  

Version B3 Ukraine attacks/Citizens move to building with soldiers  

Please imagine the following fictional situation: A Ukrainian platoon fights Russian soldiers in an 

urban area. The Russian soldiers take shelter in an empty building. 60 civilians move to the building, 

and the soldiers remain there. The Ukrainian platoon fires a rocket aimed at the Russian soldiers, 

which kills the 60 civilians, who moved to the building.  
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Overview of the demographic characteristics of the sample, per experimental condition 

Causal 
story 

Identify 
(defenders) 

N Age 
(mean) 

Share 
males 

Share secondary 
education 

Share tertiary 
education 

Story 1 Russian 201 44 years 50% 68% 1% 

Story 1 Ukrainian 198 43 years 54% 65% 9% 

Story 2 Russian 199 41 years 50% 73% 1% 

Story 2 Ukrainian 202 42 years 51% 72% 3% 

Story 3 Russian 201 43 years 53% 73% 2% 

Story 4 Ukrainian 199 43 years 53% 69% 5% 
 

Additional results from the experiment reported in the main text: restricted sample 

Table A1. Results from five linear regression models of the experimental data (restricted sample) 

Linear regression models of the experimental data  
 Outcome variable         

 
Causal 
power 

(attackers) 

Causal  
power 

(defenders) 

Responsibility 
(attackers) 

Responsibility 
(defenders) 

Responsibility II 
(defenders) 

 
Causal story 2 (vs. baseline story) -0.02 0.69*** 0.01 0.51** 0.36 

 (0.16) (0.22) (0.16) (0.22) (0.35) 
Causal story 3 (vs. baseline story) -0.23 -0.25 -0.17 -0.34 -0.53 

 (0.16) (0.22) (0.16) (0.22) (0.36) 
Ukrainian attacker (vs. Russian 
attacker) -1.15***  -1.47***   

 (0.16)  (0.17)   

Causal story 2 * Ukrainian attackers -0.30  -0.02   
 (0.24)  (0.24)   

Causal story 3 * Ukrainian attackers 0.06  0.25   
 (0.23)  (0.24)   

Ukrainian defender (vs. Russian 
defender) 

 -2.30***  -2.45*** -3.72*** 

  (0.21)  (0.21) (0.34) 
Causal story 2 * Ukrainian defenders  -0.03  0.29 0.14 

  (0.30)  (0.30) (0.48) 
Causal story 3 * Ukrainian defenders  1.04***  1.09*** 1.22** 

  (0.30)  (0.30) (0.48) 
Constant 6.42*** 4.28*** 6.34*** 4.57*** 5.17*** 

 (0.12) (0.15) (0.12) (0.15) (0.24)  
Observations 887 887 887 887 887 
Adjusted R2 0.15 0.24 0.18 0.24 0.24  

*p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 



3 
 

Additional results from the experiment reported in the main text: causal power figures 

Figure A1. Causal power of the attackers (top panel) and of the defenders (bottom panel)  
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Figure A2. Different version of Figure A1: Causal power of the attackers (top panel) and of the 

defenders (bottom panel)  
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Figure A3. A schematic representation of the three causal scenarios 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes: In Causal story A, the Attackers (A) strike the Civilians (C), while the Defenders (D) are 

elsewhere. In Causal story B, the Defenders move to the Civilians, where the Attackers strike. In 

Causal story C, the Civilians move to the Defenders, where the Attackers strike. In Causal story A, the 

outcome depends counterfactually and productively only on the actions of the Attackers. In Causal 

story B, the outcome depends counterfactually both on the actions of the Attackers (who strike) and 

the Defenders (who move to the Civilians). In Causal story C, the outcome depends counterfactually 

both on the action of the Attackers (who strike) and the inaction – or the omission of action – of the 

Defenders, who do not move away from the Civilians. 

  

Causal story A Causal story B Causal story C 
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Results from the additional experiment 

After we conducted, analyzed and presented the results from the original pre-registered experiment 

reported in the main text, questions arose about the possible influence of the wording of the vignettes 

and the use of the terms ‘attackers’ and ‘defenders’ in particular. The idea is that by designating some 

of the warring parties as ‘attackers’ and ‘defenders’ we might be priming respondents to view them as 

more or less causally efficacious (and, as a result, responsible for the deaths of civilians). To test 

whether the terms ‘attackers’/’defenders’ exercise such effects, we partially replicated the design of 

the original experiment, but we stripped references to the identity of the soldiers (Russian or 

Ukrainian). The new experimental conditions kept the three causal scenarios the same as in the 

original, but in one set of the vignettes references were made to ‘attackers’/‘defenders’, while in 

another set the references were to (soldiers of) ‘country A’/ ‘country B’. This design makes for a total 

of 6 (3x2) experimental conditions. Since the outcome variables were very highly correlated, we 

focused only on assigned causal power, measured in the same way with the 7-point agreement scales 

(separately for attackers/country A and defenders/country B) as in the original experiment. 

 This experimental survey was run on a quota-based representative sample in Poland. The 

survey was administered between 12 December 2024 and 19 February 2025 via the online panel of 

Cint Exchange. A total of 1976 complete responses were received.  

 The analysis of the data is summarized in Table A2. According to the results, whether the 

attackers are referred to as ‘attackers’ (‘attacking soldiers’) or ‘[soldiers of] Country A’ does not 

significantly influence their perceived causal power for the death of the civilians. The mean of this 

variable (for the first causal story) is 4.90 according to the intercept (Model A2.1), which is significantly 

lower than the corresponding mean when the attackers are explicitly designated as Russian (compare 

with the intercept of 6.42 in the corresponding model reported in Table A1), but much less so when 

they are designated as Ukrainian (6.42-1.15=5.27). 

 The attributed causal power of defenders, however, depends on whether they are referred to 

as ‘defenders’ or ‘country B’. The significant coefficient of 0.16 in model A2.2 (0.23 in model A2.3 of 

the net causal power for defenders) implies that when the vignettes mention ‘defenders’ (without 

specifying their nationality) instead of the more neutral ‘[soldiers of] country B’, they are perceived to 

be a little less causally efficacious (and, hence, responsible). The effect, however, is rather small in 

substantive terms: 0.16 on the 7-point scale, or 9% of a standard deviation of this variable (which is 

1.77). Compared to the vignettes that specify nationality of the soldiers, the mean perceived causal 

power of defenders (for causal story 1) is much lower than the case when the attackers are Russian 
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(3.28 vs. 4.28) but much higher than when they are Ukrainian (3.28 vs. 4.28-2.30=1.98). This implies 

that the respondents of the original survey were influenced a lot by nationality, both by increasing the 

causal power of defenders when they were Russian and by decreasing it when the defenders were 

Ukrainian, compared to the more natural scenarios reported in Table A2. 

  

Table A2. Results from additional experiments of attributed causal power 

Linear regression models of the additional experimental data  
 Outcome variable       

 
Model A2.1 
Causal power 

(attackers) 

Model A2.2 
Causal power 
(defenders) 

Model A2.3 
Net causal power 

(defenders)  
Country A/B (vs. Attackers/Defenders) -0.07 0.16** 0.23** 

 (0.09) (0.08) (0.11) 
Causal story 2 (vs. baseline story) -0.15 0.70*** 0.85*** 

 (0.11) (0.10) (0.14) 
Causal story 3 (vs. baseline story) -0.39*** 0.37*** 0.76*** 

 (0.10) (0.10) (0.14) 
Constant 4.90*** 3.28*** -1.62*** 

 (0.09) (0.08) (0.11)  
Observations 1,976 1,976 1,976 
Adjusted R2 0.01 0.03 0.02  

*p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
 

The results reported in Table A2 also allow us to examine the effect of the causal structure in the 

absence of motivated reasoning effects (since no nationalities were mentioned). Compared to the 

hypothesized expectations, the findings are mixed. The perceived causal power of the attackers is 

lower in the causal stories where defending soldiers move to a building with civilians (causal story 2) 

or civilians move to the soldiers who fail to relocate (causal story 3) compared to the story where the 

defenders and civilians are separated and the civilians are hit by the attackers inadvertently (Model 

A2.1). But the effect is only significant for the contrast between causal stories 1 and 3, and it is not 

very big in size. For reference, no significant effects of the causal story structure for attackers were 

found in the original experiment, which implies that motivated reasoning dampens these effects. 

 When it comes to the causal power of defenders, respondents rate it as significantly higher in 

causal stories 1 and 2 (Models A2.2 and A2.3). The effect is moderate in size for the contrast between 

causal stories 1 and 2. However, the difference between causal stories 2 and 3 is smaller and it is 

insignificant in the model of net causal power (A2.3). The hypothesized difference between causal 
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stories 2 and 3 was based on an expectation about a subtler distinction in causes, namely that a 

preventive failure will be judged as less causally efficacious than a joint production of the outcome. 

The evidence that respondents differentiated between these two causes is weak. Comparing these 

results to the results of the original survey, we find that motivated reasoning dampens the effect of 

causal story 3 when the defenders are Russian, but increases it when they are Ukrainians. 
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