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Abstract

Governments engaged in conflict are often named and shamed for their policies and
actions. Existing literature has focused, for the most part, on the effects of shaming
in the context of human rights and the environment. However, little is known about
how foreign criticism shapes public attitudes towards peace in countries engaged in
conflict. I argue that criticism directed towards conflict is interpreted through the lens
of national identity – creating a ‘backlash’ effect – decreasing the public’s willingness to
resolve the conflict while strengthening support for the condemned policies carried out
by governments. Results from a survey experiment in Israel around the government’s
plans to annex territories from the West Bank lend support to this theory. Overall, my
findings show that foreign criticism decreased public support for peace while increasing
support for annexation.
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Countries engaged in conflict are often publicly criticized for their policies and actions. In

2021, twelve European states issued a joint statement condemning Israel’s plans to greenlight

thousands of new Israeli housing units in the West Bank (Carey and Gold 2021). In 2022,

143 countries supported a UN General Assembly resolution condemning Russia’s attempts

to annex regions in the Ukraine (Toosi and Heath 2022), and six countries including the

U.S., Germany, and the U.K. issued a joint statement condemning Ethiopia and Eritrea’s

involvement in the Tigray conflict (State Department 2022). Does such foreign criticism

shape conflict-related public attitudes in the target state?

A growing literature in international relations studies the impact of foreign criticism

on public attitudes, with a focus on human rights (Davis, Murdie and Steinmetz 2012;

Ausderan 2014) and environmental issues (Tingley and Tomz 2022; Koliev, Page and Tallberg

2022). However, while security issues make up almost a third of condemnations issued by

governmental organizations (Squatrito, Lundgren and Sommerer 2019), we know little about

the ways in which foreign criticism shapes attitudes towards peace and conflict.

Research suggests that foreign criticism can become counterproductive when political

elites frame it as threatening to one’s national identity, creating a ‘rally around the flag’

effect (Ayoub 2014; Snyder 2020; Tingley and Tomz 2022). In the context of conflict, I argue,

shaming is often interpreted through the lens of national identity even in the absence of this

elite cue because criticism deals directly with issues surrounding the state’s sovereignty and

legitimacy. As a result, shaming is hypothesized to have adverse consequences for conflict-

related public preferences – increasing support for condemned policies that hinder peace.

To test this prediction I turn to Israel – a country entangled in an intractable conflict and

engaged in military occupation, which is consequently one of the most publicly condemned
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countries around the world (as demonstrated in Table A1). Results from a survey experiment

around Israel’s attempts to annex large territories from the West Bank reveal that informa-

tion on global criticism increased public support for annexation while decreasing support for

negotiations with the Palestinians. I provide suggestive evidence for the mechanism driving

this effect – increased levels of national identity – and for the external robustness of my

findings.

Foreign criticism and conflict-related attitudes

Does foreign criticism shape attitudes towards peace? Recent evidence suggest that sham-

ing can decrease domestic support for policies that violate human rights (Davis, Murdie

and Steinmetz 2012; Koliev, Page and Tallberg 2022) or environmental agreements (Tin-

gley and Tomz 2022). Foreign criticism may thus persuade domestic audiences that their

governments’ transgressions in conflict – such as annexation of territories (Nichols 2022),

mobilization of forces (Hunnicutt and Chiacu 2022), or the use of excessive force (Perper

2018) – is wrong; violating rights, treaty commitments, or international norms. By convinc-

ing domestic audiences that their government’s policies are shameful, foreign criticism may

increase support for resolving the conflict and seizing actions that hinder peace.

However, at the same time, research on shaming suggests that targeted governments

can buy back domestic support by reframing foreign criticism as an attack on sovereignty

(Bracic and Murdie 2020; Tingley and Tomz 2022). This government cue is effective because

it enables political elites to frame foreign condemnations as a threat to national identity,

creating a ‘rally around the flag‘ effect (Wachman 2001; Ayoub 2014; Snyder 2020). While
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this mechanism – increases in levels of national identity – remains largely a theoretical

conjecture in the IR literature, a large body of work in social psychology finds that shaming

often leads to a defensive reaction when it is perceived as threatening to one’s ingroup

identity (Branscombe et al. 1999; Hornsey, Oppes and Svensson 2002; Hornsey and Imani

2004; Tangney, Stuewig and Mashek 2007; Ariyanto, Hornsey and Gallois 2010; Sharvit et al.

2015).

In the context of conflict, I argue, shaming can pose a threat to national identity even

in the absence of a cue framing it as such. This is because foreign criticism often deals

directly with issues surrounding the state’s legitimacy, sovereignty, or particular territories

that hold national symbolic values (Shelef 2016; Manekin, Grossman and Mitts 2019). Take

for instance the European Council’s labeling of Russia as a ‘terrorist state‘ in its criticism of

Russian aggression towards the Ukraine (Motyl 2022), or questions raised by Israel’s critics

regarding its right to exist as a Jewish nation (Deutch 2022). These are examples of foreign

critiques that raise questions regarding the target state’s legitimacy to exist in its current

form. Criticism in the context of conflict, even if only directed towards a particular policy

or behavior, may be interpreted through the lens of national identity and is thus likely to

lead to defensiveness. We can therefore expect foreign criticism within this context to create

a ‘backlash’ effect – decreasing public support for peace while increasing support for the

condemned policies.

Observational survey data from Israel provides suggestive evidence for the ‘backlash’ ef-

fect to shaming in the context of conflict. In a survey conducted by the Israeli Democracy

Institute in 2016 (IDI 2022), 58% of respondents said the Israeli government should not pay

attention to international criticism around Israel’s policies in the West Bank. Respondents’
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tendency to shrug off foreign shaming is further associated with decreased support for peace,

even when controlling for a host of demographics including ideology (see Figure B1). How-

ever, while this association suggests that reactions to foreign criticism vary, and that they

are correlated with attitudes towards peace, it does not account for the impact of shaming

on conflict-related attitudes.

In fact, identifying the effect of foreign criticism on support for peace is challenging be-

cause conflict-related attitudes may be both a cause and an effect of shaming. While foreign

criticism may decrease public support for peace in countries engaged in conflict, societies

with hawkish citizens may simply be more likely to elect hawkish leaders whose policies

invite more criticism in the first place. These inferential hurdles warrant an experimental

approach, presented in the following sections.

Evidence from the proposed Israeli annexation of the West Bank

To examine the impact of foreign criticism on attitudes towards peace and conflict, I de-

signed a survey experiment in Israel around the government’s plans to annex territories from

the West Bank. During the 2019 legislative elections campaign in Israel, Prime Minister

Benjamin Netanyahu vowed to annex large parts of the occupied West Bank by July 1st

2020 (Holmes 2019). Although these plans were eventually shelved, and Netanyahu did not

follow through on his vow, at the time there was ongoing media coverage in anticipation of

annexation (Hendrix 2020) and individuals could not know this would be the outcome in

advance. Overall, the media presented an ambiguous picture, in which it seemed likely, but

not certain, that Israel will annex these territories (Holmes 2020). This ambiguity created
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In the coming days, Israel is expected to annex territories from the

West Bank. [Many governments publicly condemned Israel for this plan

and said Israel should be ashamed of itself]

Figure 1: Experimental vignette. Treated respondents read the additional text marked
in red providing information about foreign criticism of Israel.

a unique case, allowing me to design a realistic vignette around a hypothetical scenario.

Condemnation of Israel in light of annexation seemed plausible, but criticism was yet to pile

up as the plan slowly took shape. This allowed me to credibly shape perceptions of criticism

amongst survey respondents, as evident from Table C4 of the appendix.

In the study, which was fielded in June 2020, I recruited 1,500 respondents, representative

of the Jewish population in Israel based on gender, age, ethnicity, residence, and religiosity,

using iPanel – Israel’s largest opt-in online survey company. The survey was programmed

online using Qualtrics and presented to subjects in Hebrew. After completing several demo-

graphic questions and a series of measures about dispositional foreign policy characteristics

(formerly utilized by Kertzer and Brutger (2016)), respondents were presented with a short

vignette, which informed them that the government is expected to annex large parts of the

West Bank in the coming days. Treated respondents were told that many governments crit-

icized Israel for this policy and said that Israel should be ashamed of itself (see Figure 1),

while controlled respondents were not presented with this additional information.

Two main outcome measures were collected after respondents were exposed to the vi-

gnette. First, respondents were asked whether they support or oppose annexation of territo-

ries from the West Bank. Responses ranged from ‘strongly oppose‘ to ‘strongly support‘, on

a scale of 1 to 7, where higher values indicated more support for annexation. Second, sub-

jects were asked how much they support or oppose peace negotiations with the Palestinian
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authority, with responses ranging from ‘strongly support‘ to ‘strongly oppose‘, on a scale of

1 to 5.

I also included two questions about a potential mechanism driving my hypothesized effect

– national identity – by asking respondents whether they are proud to be Israeli and whether

they identify as Zionists (on a scale of 1 to 7). Similar to the American context (Huddy and

Khatib 2007; Levendusky 2018), these two measures are highly correlated in the Israeli case

(as suggested in Figure C2), and were thus indexed into one variable. Finally, respondents

answered a manipulation check and two questions that gauge at potential confounders by

asking whether respondents think Israel will face sanctions over annexation and whether

they thought of a specific country when reading about international criticism.1

Results

In Figure 2 I report the main results of the experiment. I estimate the average treatment

effects (ATEs) of the shaming treatment on the two outcomes of interest – support for

annexation, and support for peace negotiations (standardized to have a µ = 0, and σ = 1).

My results show that information on foreign criticism increased support for annexation from

approximately 3.5 to 3.8 points on a 7 point scale. This effect is statistically significant

(p < 0.01) and equivalent to 19% of a standard deviation.

At the same time, information on foreign criticism decreased support for peace negoti-

ations with the Palestinian authority from 3.2 to 3.1 points on a 5 point scale. This effect

is statistically significant (p < 0.01) and equivalent to 14% of a standard deviation. In Ta-

ble C3 I show that all the results presented in Figure 2 remain statistically significant and

1See Section C.6 for texts of these questions, and Sections C.3 and C.5 for an analysis.
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Figure 2: Treatment effect on main outcomes of interest. The X-axis represents two out-
comes of interest – support for annexation and support for peace negotiations with the Palestinian
Authority. Outcomes were standardized (µ = 0, σ = 1). Regression estimates are marked in red,
robust standard errors in parentheses.

substantively similar when controlling for a host of pre-treatment demographics, including:

sex, age, ethnicity, religiosity, ideology, and residence.

Taken together, these results suggest that foreign criticism created a ‘backlash’ effect

amongst Israeli respondents, increasing support for the criticized policy and decreasing over-

all support for peace negotiations. My theoretical framework suggests that citizens rally

around the flag in the face of such foreign criticism because it threatens their national iden-

tity. This implies that reactions to foreign criticism are mediated by increases in levels of

national identity. To provide suggestive evidence for this mechanism, I conduct a mediation

analysis in the appendix using Imai, Keele and Tingley’s (2010) mediation package. The

results of the analyses are depicted in Figure C3, and demonstrate a positive and statis-

tically significant average causal mediation effect (ACME) when nationalism is treated as
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the mediator driving the effect of shaming on support for annexation, and a negative and

statistically significant ACME when nationalism is treated as the mediator driving the effect

of shaming on support for peace. However, since nationalism is not randomly assigned and

the sequential ignorability assumption cannot be fully satisfied, this evidence is suggestive

and calls for future research.

Finally, although Israel is a critical case for international criticism as one of the most

criticized countries in the world (Table A1), it is also a unique one. In fact, it is possible that

excessive criticism has made the Israeli public particularly sensitive to international criticism

or created a general distrust towards the international community that is unique to Israel. To

probe at external validity of my findings, I follow Devaux and Egami (2022) and estimate the

external robustness of my results in the appendix (see section D). In doing so, I estimate how

different a population should be from my experimental sample to explain away the target

population average treatment effect (T-PATE). I find that the estimated robustness of my

result is higher than Devaux and Egami’s proposed upper bound benchmark for moderate

external robustness. This suggests that my findings have relatively high external robustness

– estimated to be robust to populations that are relatively different from my experimental

sample, even along theoretical confounders like international trust or hawkishness.

Conclusion

This research finds that information on foreign criticism in the context of conflict can create

a backlash effect – increasing support for condemned government policies and decreasing

overall support for peace. While past work suggests that when dealing with ‘softer‘ issue
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areas, foreign criticism becomes counterproductive only when framed as threatening to one’s

national identity, I argue that when dealing with matters of security, foreign criticism can be

counterproductive even in the absence of such elite cues. As a result, shaming has adverse

consequences for conflict-related public preferences.

To test this prediction I turn to Israel – perhaps one of the most condemned countries

around the world, which is entangled in an ongoing conflict. I address the inferential hurdles

associated with the confounded relationship between foreign criticism and public opinion

by implementing an experiment around Israel’s plans to annex territories from the West

Bank. My findings reveal that information on global criticism increased public support

for annexation while decreasing support for negotiations with the Palestinian Authority. I

further provide suggestive evidence that this effect is driven in part by increased levels of

national identity.

Not only does this research shed light on the understudied impact of shaming on conflict-

related attitudes, it also has direct policy implications. Foreign actors often rely on shaming

as a prevalent political strategy to shape public opinion and pressure governments engaged

in conflict. However, my research suggests that these tactics can have unintended conse-

quences, decreasing support for peace and increasing support for the condemned policies –

ultimately providing transgressive governments with domestic leeway to engage in violations

of international norms and laws.

Despite these contributions, however, this research faces certain limitations that motivate

future research. First, although I provide a theoretical discussion and suggestive evidence

regarding the mechanism driving my effect – national identity – my empirical analysis falls

short of providing direct evidence regarding causal mechanisms. Future work should thus
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adapt more rigorous designs, manipulating both treatments and mechanisms. Second, while

Israel serves as a critical case for theories of foreign criticism and conflict, it is also a unique

one. As such, learning about the impact of shaming in Israel has concrete policy implica-

tions, but also warrants replications in additional contexts. A test estimating the external

robustness of my finding suggests that my identified effect is robust to populations that are

relatively different from my experimental sample. However, future work should strive to

implement similar designs in other countries engaged in conflict.
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A Case selection - Israel
Israel is a country entangled in an intractable conflict and engaged in military occupation,

and is consequently one of the most publicly condemned countries around the world. Table A1
summarizes Israel’s rank in cross national shaming datasets, demonstrating that it is often ranked
as one of the 5 most criticized nations in the world. As a result, Israel serves as a critical case for my
theory. Learning about the impact of foreign criticism in Israel has concrete policy implications for
practitioners and can encourage alternative and more effective strategies to mobilize public opinion
in countries engaged in conflict.

Rank Percentage Years covered Shamer Source
2nd 3.99% 1986-2000 Amnesty International Ron et al. (2005)

1st 9.4% 1976-2000 UNCHR Labovic & Voeten (2006)

1st 3.99% 1972-2004 Amnesty International, Hafner-Burton (2008)
Media, UNCHR

4th 4.31% 1993-2007 Human rights Murdie & Davis (2012)
organizations

1st 29.47% 1980-2015 27 international Squatrito et al. (2019)
organizations

5th 3.75% 1990-2009 Human rights Allendoerfer et al. (2020)
organizations

Table A1: Summary of Israel’s rank in past shaming datasets, demonstrating that it is one
of the most criticized countries internationally. Percentage column refers to the proportion
of shaming instances towards Israel out of the entire dataset.

SI-1



Figure B1: Point estimates and their corresponding 95% confidence intervals from OLS regression
models estimating the association between support for peace negotiations with the Palestinian
Authority, attitudes towards foreign criticism, and a host of demographic controls. Coefficients in
red are extracted from bivariate models, while coefficients in blue are extracted from multi-variate
models, identifying the association between support for peace and specified variables in each model.
Data is provided by the Israeli Democracy Institute’s peace index, and was collected on January
2016 (500 Jewish respondents).

B Peace Index Survey
In January 2016 the Israel Democracy Institute’s peace index (IDI 2022) included the following

question: “Should Israel take the international community’s criticism towards its policies in the
West Bank seriously?” Responses varied from ‘I’m certain it should not’ (1) to ‘I’m certain it
should’ (5) (µ = 2.7, σ = 1.4). 58% of respondents said Israel should not take criticism seriously.
As demonstrated in Figure B1, these attitudes are correlated with decreased support for peace,
measured as respondents’ answer to the question ‘How much do you support or oppose peace
negotiations with the Palestinian Authority” (strongly oppose to strongly support), even when
controlling for a host of demographics including ideology.

SI-2



C Annexation Experiment
C.1 Descriptive Statistics

Table C2: Descriptive Statistics - Survey Experiment

Statistic N Mean St. Dev. Min Max

Support Annexation 1,521 3.630 1.727 1 7
Support Peace 1,507 3.145 0.941 1 5
Nationalism Index 1,503 6.148 1.147 1.000 7.000
Female 2,470 0.476 0.500 0 1
18-22 2,470 0.122 0.327 0 1
23-29 2,470 0.207 0.405 0 1
30-39 2,470 0.268 0.443 0 1
40-49 2,470 0.180 0.384 0 1
50-70 2,470 0.224 0.417 0 1
Ashkenazi 2,402 0.368 0.482 0 1
Mizrahi 2,402 0.360 0.480 0 1
Russian 2,402 0.178 0.382 0 1
Ethiopian 2,402 0.090 0.287 0 1
Other ethnicity 2,402 0.005 0.068 0 1
Secular 1,850 0.561 0.496 0 1
Traditional 1,850 0.279 0.449 0 1
Religious 1,850 0.128 0.334 0 1
Haredi 1,850 0.032 0.177 0 1
Jerusalem 1,850 0.106 0.308 0 1
Tel Aviv 1,850 0.322 0.467 0 1
North 1,850 0.279 0.449 0 1
South 1,850 0.202 0.402 0 1
Sharon 1,850 0.090 0.287 0 1
Right 1,538 0.562 0.496 0 1
Center 1,538 0.256 0.437 0 1
Left 1,538 0.181 0.385 0 1
Militant Assertiveness 1,527 5.039 1.178 1.000 7.000
International Trust 1,527 3.397 1.470 1 7
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Figure C2: Correlation between two measures of national identity (patriotism and Zionism).

C.2 Models with control variables

Table C3: Main Models with and without (pre-treatment) Demographic Controls

Support Annexation Support Peace Negotiations

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

Treatment 0.191∗∗∗ 0.145∗∗∗ −0.141∗∗∗ −0.115∗∗

(0.051) (0.047) (0.051) (0.049)

Controls No Yes No Yes
N 1,521 1,521 1,507 1,507

Notes: Outcomes standardize to have mean of 0 and SD of 1. De-
mographic controls include: sex, age, ethnicity, religiosity, ideology,
and residence. * p < .1, ** p < .05, *** p < .01

C.3 Manipulation Check
In this section I test whether I was able to successfully manipulate information regarding foreign

criticism of Israel. The shaming treatment increased the belief that Israel was criticized for its plans
to annex territories from the West Bank. This effect is equivalent to 14% of a standard deviation
and is statistically significant at p < 0.01, even when including a host of demographic controls, as
evident from Table C4.
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Table C4: Manipulation Check

Belief Israel was criticized over annexation

(1) (2)

Treatment 0.074∗∗∗ 0.076∗∗∗

(0.026) (0.026)

Controls No Yes
N 1,501 1,501

Notes: Demographic controls include: sex, age, ethnicity, religios-
ity, ideology, and residence. * p < .1, ** p < .05, *** p < .01

C.4 Mediation Analysis
As described in the main text, I conduct a mediation analysis using Imai, Keele and Tingley

(2010) mediation package. In Figure C3 I report the results of these analyses. The analysis considers
nationalism as a mediator driving the effect of my shaming treatment on the two outcomes of
interest – support for annexation (right) and support for peace (left). I find that the ACME, direct
effect and total effect are positive and statistically significant when the outcome is support for
annexation, suggesting that respondents with increased national attachments were more likely to
support annexation. At the same time, the ACME, direct effect, and total effect were negative
and statistically significant when the outcome is support for peace, suggesting that subjects with
increased levels of nationalism were less likely to support peace negotiations with the Palestinian
Authority.
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Figure C3: Causal mediation plots. Treatment is shaming manipulation, Mediator is nation-
alism (post-treatment), In the figure on the left, outcome is support for peace. In the figure on the
right, outcome is support for annexation. Horizontal lines represent 90% confidence intervals for
estimates.

C.5 Exploring Confounding
I employ two questions to address concerns relating to information leakage (Dafoe, Zhang and

Caughey 2018). First, I test whether respondents in my shaming condition were more likely to
believe that Israel will face sanctions over annexation. If I were to find a statistically significant
effect, this may suggest that it is not information on shaming per se that impacted my outcomes
of interest, but rather leakage on information on sanctions. However, Table C5 suggests that the
association between beliefs about sanctions and my treatment is null.

Table C5: Information Leakage (Sanctions)

Belief Israel will face sanctions over Annexation

(1) (2)

Treatment −0.017 −0.018
(0.023) (0.022)

Controls No Yes
N 1,496 1,496

Notes: Outcomes standardize to have mean of 0 and SD of 1. Co-
variate controls include: sex, age, ethnicity, religiosity, ideology,
residence, militant assetiveness, and international trust. * p < .1,
** p < .05, *** p < .01

A second concern is that respondents in the shaming condition thought of a particular country
when reading the vignette. While this concern does not pose any particular threats to inference, it
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Figure C4: Wordcloud of the countries respondents thought of when reading the vignette (note
that only 27% mentioned that they thought of a specific country).

may have consequences for the scope of the theory. That is, if shaming is only associated with one
country (or group of countries), effects may vary when foreign criticism is administered by other
countries. To gauge at this concern, I asked respondents whether they thought of a specific country
when reading the vignette. First, only 27% of respondents said they thought of a specific country.
Of those, it appears that responses vary, where most respondents thought of European countries
like Germany and France, but others have also mentioned the U.S. as well as adversaries like Arab
countries and Iran.

C.6 Survey Instrument (English)
C.6.1 Pre-treatment covariates (order randomized)

1. What is your gender? [men/women]

2. What is your age? [18-22/23-29/30-39/40-49/50-70]

3. What is your ethnicity? [Ashkenazi/Mizrahi/Mixed/Russian or former USSR/Ethiopian/Other]

4. How do you define yourself? [Secular/Traditional/Religious/Haredi]

5. Where do you reside? [Jerusalem area (02 area code)/ Tel Aviv or center area (03 area code)/
Haifa or the North area (04 area code)/ the South area (08 area code)/ the Sharon area (09
area code)]

6. People often talk about politics in Israel in terms of right and left wing. Please place yourself
on a scale of 1 (right) to 7 (left) with respect to politics in Israel [1-7]

7. The best way to ensure peace is through the IDF’s strength [strongly agree-strongly disagree,
1-7]

8. The use of military force only makes problems worse [strongly agree-strongly disagree, 1-7]

9. Going to war is unfortunate, but sometimes its the only solution [strongly agree-strongly
disagree, 1-7]2

10. Generally speaking, Israel can trust other nations [strongly agree-strongly disagree, 1-7]

2Items 7-9 are indexed into one ‘militant assertiveness’ variable.
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C.6.2 Treatment
Please read the following text carefully and then answer the questions that follow:

In the coming days, Israel is expected to annex territories from the West Bank.

[Many governments publicly condemned Israel for this plan and said Israel should be

ashamed of itself].

C.6.3 Outcomes
• How much do you support or oppose the government’s plans to annex large territories from

the West Bank? [Strongly support/Support/Somewhat support/ Neither support or oppose/
Somewhat oppose/Oppose/Strongly oppose]

• How much do you support or oppose peace negotiations with the Palestinian Authori-
ties [Strongly support/Somewhat support/ Neither support or oppose/ Somewhat oppose/
Strongly oppose]

• Please mark how much you agree or disagree with the following statements: [Strongly
agree/Agree/Somewhat agree/ Neither agree or disagree/ Somewhat disagree/Disagree/Strongly
disagree]

– I am proud to be Israeli

– I am a Zionist

C.6.4 Manipulation and placebos
• Did countries around the world criticize Israel for its plans to annex large territories from

the West Bank? [yes/no/I don’t know]

• Do you think Israel will face sanctions as a result of annexing large territories from the West
Bank? [yes/no/I don’t know]

• When reading the vignette, did you think of specific countries? [yes/no]

– (if yes:) Please specify which countries: [open end]

D Estimated External Robustness
In this section I follow Devaux and Egami (2022) and test the estimated external robustness of

my findings. In doing so, I estimate how different a population should be from my experimental
sample to explain away the target population average treatment effect (T-PATE). Figure D5 shows
the estimated external robustness and the distribution of estimated CATEs. The estimated external
robustness is 0.61, which greater than Devaux and Egami’s proposed upper bound benchmark for
moderate external robustness (0.57). This implies that the target population average treatment
effect (T-PATE) estimate is robust to populations that are relatively different from the experimental
sample. As a comparison, the causal estimates in my experiment will be equal to zero only when
the experimental sample is as different from a hypothetical population as MTurk samples are from
the U.S. general population.

To substantively understand how far my experimental results can be generalized, I also report
the means of covariates in the closest population for which the T-PATE is equal to zero. Table D6
demonstrates that T-PATE is no longer positive in populations that are relatively different from
the experimental sample. Causal effects are robust to changes in many variables for about 0.2 0̃.9
standard deviations. However, causal effects are robust to changes in certain ethnicities and religious
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Figure D5: External Robustness and Distribution of Estimated CATEs. The estimated robustness
is 0.57.

minorities in Israel (like ultra-Orthodox Jews) by less than 0.1 standard deviations. While this
implies that my findings may not generalize to these populations in Israel (which are relatively under
represented in my sample, and in the general society), I believe this to be largely inconsequential to
external validity to contexts outside of Israel. When considering potential theoretical moderators
like militant assertiveness and international trust, we learn that causal effects are robust to changes
as high as 0.89 standard deviations.
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Experimental Population with Standardized
Sample T-PATE = 0 Difference

Female 0.51 0.66 -0.29
(0.5) (0.48)

Age 3.38 4.04 -0.48
(1.39) (1.2)

Ashkenazi 0.37 0.7 -0.67
(0.48) (0.46)

Mizrahi 0.38 0.16 0.45
(0.49) (0.36)

Russian 0.18 0.11 0.17
(0.38) (0.32)

Ethiopian 0.07 0.03 0.14
(0.25) (0.17)

Other ethnicity 0 0 0.05
(0.06) (0.03)

Secular 0.53 0.74 -0.43
(0.5) (0.44)

Traditional 0.3 0.18 0.27
(0.46) (0.38)

Religious 0.14 0.06 0.23
(0.34) (0.23)

Haredi 0.03 0.02 0.07
(0.17) (0.13)

Right 0.57 0.23 0.69
(0.5) (0.42)

Center 0.26 0.48 -0.51
(0.44) (0.5)

Left 0.18 0.3 -0.32
(0.38) (0.46)

Militant assertiveness 5.06 4.03 0.89
(1.16) (1.16)

International Trust 3.39 3.85 -0.32
(1.46) (1.33)

Table D6: Means of covariates in the experimental sample and the closest population whose T-
PATE is equal to zero.
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