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on democratic procedure or fairness may not restore support for international institutions.
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1 Introduction

The internationalization of political, economic, and justice institutions in the 20th century was assumed

to be durable and long lasting. But, today, international organizations (IOs) are under stress, with

resistance from populist leaders exacerbated by waning public support.1 In 2016, British citizens voted

to leave the European Union (EU). In 2018, the United States government abandoned the United Nations

Human Rights Council (UNHRC).2 And in 2016 and 2018, respectively, Burundi and the Philippines

withdrew from the International Criminal Court (ICC) after the chief prosecutor opened investigations in

both countries.3 States frequently defy IOs, as when ICC members tout their opposition to the Court’s

indictments and arrest warrants.4 A growing body of research has begun to document the contours and

causes of public resistance to IOs.5 Against this backdrop, we focus on the follow-on challenge: How

can IOs counteract backlash from governments and citizens?

We consider the effectiveness of one strategy in which prominent IOs have placed great faith:

complementarity. It is one of the most important rules governing some IOs and one of the strongest

arguments in favor of IO jurisdiction over domestic affairs. Complementarity is a hallmark feature of

many institutions – from criminal and human rights courts, like the ICC or the Inter-American Court of

Human Rights (IACtHR), to truth commissions in post-violence settings to the universal periodic review

process at the United Nations (UN). With respect to international human rights and criminal courts,

complementarity limits their jurisdiction to situations where plaintiffs have exhausted domestic remedies

or where governments have proved unwilling or unable to conduct their own investigations. International

courts thus complement domestic courts; they work alongside them, but a step behind.

Complementarity is institutionally meaningful for IOs, member states, and non-member states. For

IOs, complementarity helps them stretch finite time and resources. For member states, complementar-

ity gives pride of place to domestic authorities. And for non-member states, complementarity makes

membership more attractive because it restrains the IO, making it is less interventionist or imperialist.

Complementarity was an essential feature in the drafting and negotiation of the ICC’s founding docu-

1 Bearce and Scott (2019).
2 Though, the United States has since returned to the UNHRC.
3 On state withdrawal from IOs, see Von Borzyskowski and Vabulas (2019).
4 Terman (2019).
5 Voeten (2020); Copelovitch, Hobolt and Walter (2020).

1



ment, the Rome Statute. Under the treaty, the ICC can only investigate if domestic authorities fail to

act. To keep the Court at bay, a country need only take its own legal actions.

Complementarity is also potentially meaningful for political contestation over IOs – as a response to

the emerging backlash. Complementarity plays two political roles. First, the deference of IOs to domestic

actors and institutions under this rule is intended to make international authority more palatable. With

regard to the ICC, complementarity is hoped to enhance perceptions of the Court’s legitimacy among

domestic publics and politicians. States enjoy a lever of control over the international body. Under

complementarity, the ICC only has authority when domestic actors effectively cede it. Such a democratic

and procedurally-fair process makes the ICC and its work appear more legitimate, at least in expectation.6

Complementarity acts as a “resilience technique” for a Court facing increasing resistance.7

Second, complementarity can be a powerful inducement for action by national authorities, particularly

in the realm of criminal justice. Since many citizens and politicians may prefer that their country’s

institutions handle their own affairs, the threat of an international institution taking over can spur

support for greater efforts by national authorities as a way to forestall international intervention.8 This

effect is referred to as“positive complementarity”by legal scholars and practitioners. Luban (2013) refers

to this as “the most important achievement in [international criminal justice].”

We begin with observational data describing the prevalence of complementarity as a rhetorical device

for the ICC. As we document systematically below, complementarity is a frequently-used selling point

for the ICC in a variety of contexts. After coding all official statements and press releases from the

ICC’s Office of the Prosecutor (OTP), we find more than 30 percent of recent documents mention

complementarity, with a steady increase over time. The OTP regularly foregrounds complementarity,

accentuating, for a given situation, that the prosecutor is only acting because domestic actors have not

done so themselves. Complementarity is also deployed by victims groups, international, and domestic

human rights non-governmental organizations (HROs) as a means to justify Court action.

We then turn to the question of whether this strategy is effective, by assessing to what extent

information about complementarity has the desired effect on public opinion. We use a series of survey

experiments on the ICC to better understand the conditions under which complementarity plays the

6 Bechtel and Scheve (2013); Dellmuth and Tallberg (2015); Binder and Heupel (2015).
7 Caserta and Cebulak (2021).
8 Bates (2021).
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two aforementioned roles: increasing support for international action and domestic action. We examine

support for investigations across several controversial ICC situations spanning five regions of the world.

Our study covers five democracies currently under ICC scrutiny: Georgia, the United States, Israel,

the Philippines, and South Africa.9 Because they are democracies, they constitute ideal laboratories

for our project: in expectation, public opinion is more influential for government policy and action in

democracies than in non-democracies.10

Georgia is under investigation for suspected atrocity crimes relating to the 2008 war with South

Ossetia and Russia. The probe into the United States concerns suspected war crimes and crimes against

humanity in Afghanistan since 2003 and the probe into Israel concerns allegations of serious crimes in the

occupied Palestinian territories since 2014. The Philippines is under investigation for alleged extrajudicial

killings perpetrated in the government’s “war on drugs” since 2016. South Africa, unlike the previous

four, is not under ICC scrutiny. However, it is an important case for evaluating the effectiveness of

complementarity in shaping support for international and domestic court actions, of note on the African

continent, which has been an active site of contestation and defiance vis-à-vis the ICC. A country like

South Africa can help (or hurt) the ICC’s efforts, for example by assisting (or not assisting) with arrests

and transfers of ICC indictees and fugitives.

Contrary to expectation, we find very little evidence that complementarity arguments increase sup-

port for ICC investigations. Only in Israel do complementarity arguments increase support for ICC

investigations and domestic investigations, but only by a small margin. In South Africa and the United

States, we find negative effects for complementarity on support for ICC actions.

We also do not find consistent evidence that complementarity arguments increase support for do-

mestic investigations (positive complementarity). Only in Israel and South Africa do we find positive

effects. Meanwhile, we find negative effects of complementarity on support for domestic investiga-

tions in Georgia and the Philippines, though the effects are not as consistent across different modeling

specifications.

We believe these largely null results are very informative. In designing the experimental protocol,

we took great care to produce treatment vignettes that mirror statements from the prosecutor’s office

9 We preregistered the surveys at EGAP, [details redacted for anonymity]. Our research complies with APSA’s Principles
and Guidance for Human Subjects Research. See the appendix for discussion of ethics and transparency in research.

10 Tomz, Weeks and Yarhi-Milo (2020); Chu and Recchia (Forthcoming).
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regarding the opening of a preliminary examination or full investigation and, more generally, the Court’s

jurisdiction over a given country. While the Chief Prosecutor and other ICC representatives use com-

plementarity to discursively frame for domestic and international audiences the Court’s authority and

actions as legitimate, this argument, predicated on fairness and democratic procedure, does not appear

to be effective. We also use additional components of our surveys to rule out potential explanations for

null results based on ceiling effects or respondents failing to understand the concept of complementarity.

Echoing the spirit of the Metaketa initiative, we argue that a null result is not a null finding, especially

when reporting a wide array of specifications from a variety of similarly designed interventions, as our

research does.11

Our paper contributes theoretically and empirically to the scholarship on international law and

organization. First and foremost, our study speaks to whether prominent political-rhetorical strategies

can resuscitate the image of IOs like the ICC. The global backlash against IOs is growing, in part because

the publics of many countries are no longer strong “compliance partners,” or a bottom-up force that

encourages compliance with international law.12 Our study sheds light on the question that naturally

follows: what can turn the tide of opposition? The ICC has invested greatly in complementarity as a tool

for blunting criticism of the Court and cultivating support. Our study suggests the current approach

is not especially effective. Overall, the sum total of the results is discouraging for those who hope

complementarity and other process-based arguments will restore public favor towards IOs.13

Second, our research provides empirical evidence concerning whether international institutions spur

compliance through positive complementarity – in the ICC’s case, by increasing public support for domes-

tic investigations and prosecutions. Yet, just as we do not find support for complementarity arguments

improving support for ICC actions, we do not find that they improve support for domestic actions. If the

ICC is indeed having knock-on effects, like those implied by models of positive complementarity, these

effects do not appear to be from increased public support for domestic investigations.

Third, we contribute to the international and comparative study of the effect of institutional design

on perceptions of IOs. Much scholarship focuses on monadic features of international institutions,

for example treaty provisions that prohibit a specific practice or oblige a government to a particular

11 Dunning et al. (2019).
12 See, for example, Alter (2014); Langan (2015); Helfer and Showalter (2017).
13 Relatedly, see Madsen et al. (2021) who find that outcomes matter more than procedure.
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action.14 In contrast, we focus attention on an institutional design feature that is dyadic – governing

the relationship between institutions. This builds on research recognizing the interaction of domestic

and international law at the design and ratification phase,15 to consider how subsequent domestic legal

proceedings interrelate with an IO’s jurisdiction. As the number of IOs grows and their overlap with each

other and with domestic institutions becomes more dense, understanding the ongoing consequences of

the rules governing this overlap is crucial.

Finally, our work represents the largest single scholarly effort to understand global public opinion of

the ICC, one of the most prominent international courts, with more than 10,000 people in five countries

in five regions surveyed: Southern Africa, Southeast Asia, Eastern Europe, the Middle East, and North

America. Much survey experimental work in international relations focuses on the United States and

select Western European countries, so our research broadens the geography of inquiry.16 Our surveys

provide important data for international relations scholars and legal scholars and practitioners: a baseline

on public opinion in countries whose cooperation (or non-cooperation) may prove pivotal for the ICC

and other international institutions in the 21st century.

2 Complementarity in Theory and Practice

Complementarity as a Legal Principle

Complementarity is a legal principle under which one institution, usually the IO, complements another

institution, usually the corresponding domestic body. The principle establishes which institution has

primacy and under what conditions. In the case of international justice, complementarity circumscribes

the international body’s ability to open or continue investigations. It is a negative check on what the

international body can do. The shorthand that describes complementarity and the ICC is exemplary of

this concept: the ICC only has jurisdiction if the relevant domestic institutions are“unwilling or unable”

to investigate for themselves. Complementarity is also the reason why Court officials, lawyers, activists,

HROs, and journalists refer to the ICC as a “court of last resort.”

14 Simmons (2009); Zvobgo, Sandholtz and Mulesky (2020).
15 Mitchell and Powell (2011).
16 Chilton and Linos (2021).
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Critically, complementarity plays a political role because it potentially affects public perceptions of

IO actions, like an ICC investigation. Many IO actions face resistance. For an international institution

focused on criminal law like the ICC, investigations often require acquiescence, if not active cooperation,

from individuals, group members, or co-ethnics of the people in power in a country. IOs thus face an

inherently uphill battle in many settings, because they need to persuade some portion of the population

to support actions they might initially and instinctively oppose.

While our study focuses on the ICC, complementarity exists across many IOs, though its exact

manifestation can vary. For example, the European and Inter-American regional human rights courts

practice complementarity as courts of last resort. Madsen et al. (2021) refer to this as subsidiarity,

a key feature of bodies like the European Court of Human Rights, wherein the international court

should defer to domestic courts absent a strong reason to override them. In both systems, for a case

to be admissible, petitioners must have exhausted all domestic venues. Prominent ad hoc tribunals

like The International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia and the Special Court for Sierra

Leone also have rules that resemble complementarity, where the tribunal can only take a case from

a domestic body if it fails to diligently prosecute a referred case.17 In the case of the ICC, however,

domestic venues need not be exhausted. Case admissibility is determined by governments’ demonstrated

unwillingness or inability to conduct their own investigations and, where appropriate, prosecutions. To

give another example, the universal periodic review process at the UN complements both the treaty

bodies that monitor compliance with UN human rights treaties. The universal periodic review process

also complements countries’ self-reporting.

Complementarity as a Political Argument

Complementarity is an implied, peremptory response to concerns that the ICC is overstepping its au-

thority. The ICC often deploys the concept in just this way, to inoculate itself against criticisms that it

has unfairly butted in with its examinations or investigations. One of the most frequent and effective

criticisms used as governments attack the ICC focuses on its alleged bias.18 Complementarity is the

front-line defense against such resistance.

17 Stahn and El Zeidy (2011).
18 See Morse and Pratt (2022).
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Former Chief Prosecutor Fatou Bensouda rarely failed to highlight complementarity when (1) dis-

cussing preliminary examinations or investigations, (2) reporting to the UN Security Council, or (3)

requesting the Court’s judges to authorize an investigation into a given situation. Her successor Karim

Khan has followed suit. In one of his first interviews following his election as Chief Prosecutor in 2021,

Karim Khan “place[d] complementarity, not primacy of jurisdiction, at the core of the ICC’s mandate,”

further noting how this includes “sharing the burden with national and regional mechanisms.”19 When

asked what advice he had for the Court, Judge Chile Eboe-Osuji, the former ICC president, responded

that officials should“remember, and remind states, that the jurisdiction of the Court is complementary,

and the ICC only engages where justice is slow or unavailable,”adding“Never compromise the objectives

of the Court and what it was set up to do.”20

Even aside from these prominent examples, the Office of the Prosecutor (OTP) has increasingly

emphasized complementarity since the Court’s inception. To systematically describe this trend, we

collected every official OTP document from the “News and Statements” section of the ICC’s website

– a total of 434 documents, from 2003 to 2019, the year we began fielding our experiments.21 These

are public-facing documents the OTP uses to communicate with the broader public and national and

international actors. The documents include statements and remarks at the Assembly of States Parties,

statements about specific situations, or other public declarations. We coded each document across a

range of indicators, including the ‘recipient’ (generally the country of interest or an IO like the UN or the

Organization of American States), whether the OTP referenced general complementarity, and whether

the OTP mentioned positive complementarity. For example, in her 2019 statement to the UN about

the situation in Darfur, Sudan, Bensouda emphasized complementarity as a jurisdictional boundary:

Consistent with the bedrock principle of complementarity enshrined in the Rome Statute,
I am ready to engage in dialogue with the authorities in Sudan to ensure that the Darfur
suspects face independent and impartial justice, either in a courtroom in The Hague, or in
Sudan.22

We also code whether the statement address positive complementarity, which is described in greater

19 Charania, Shehzad (2021a), emphasis added. See, also, Khan’s remarks to the UN Security Council describing positive
complementarity, https://www.icc-cpi.int/Pages/item.aspx?name=20211124-prosecutor-statement-unsc-libya.

20 Charania, Shehzad (2021b).
21 https://www.icc-cpi.int/about/otp/Pages/otp-news.aspx accessed 12-01-2019. We collected documents la-

belled with the type “Press Release” or “Statement.”
22 “Statement to the United Nations Security Council on the Situation in Darfur, pursuant to UNSCR 1593.” June 2019.
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detail below and refers to active cooperation between the ICC and national courts with the goal of

spurring or aiding national judiciaries. For example, in her 2018 statement to the UN about the same

situation, Bensouda emphasized active support for national-level prosecutions:

Consistent with [UN] Resolution 1593 and in accordance with the principle of complemen-
tarity, my Office is prepared to support national efforts to combat impunity in Darfur...23

Figure 1 shows the proportion of OTP documents that mention complementarity, from 2003 to 2019.

The dashed line shows which of those mentions emphasize positive complementarity. The trend is clear:

the OTP increasingly accentuates both concepts over time. By 2019, approximately 30 percent of OTP

statements mention some form of complementarity. Positive complementarity has also accounted for a

larger proportion of those mentions over time. It is clear the OTP increasingly relies on this concept in

its public-facing communications.

Figure 1: Complementarity in OTP Statements and Press Releases
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23 “Statement to the United Nations Security Council on the Situation in Darfur, pursuant to UNSCR 1593.” December
2018.
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Emphasis on complementarity as an important feature of the ICC is not limited to the OTP. Other

organs of the Court and civil society groups – who are stakeholders in the success of the Court and

understand the importance of public acceptance – also use complementarity as part of their “pitch” for

the Court. For instance, during public appearances and interviews in Georgia – one of our survey and

field research sites – representatives from the ICC’s Country Office, an organ separate from the OTP,

highlighted how national courts have initial jurisdiction, with ICC involvement only occurring when“the

country does not want or fails to investigate [a] case.”24 The Coalition for the ICC – a collection of

HROs and other civil society organizations that helped found and continues to support the Court – says

the following in almost all of its mentions of the Court, as part of its key background information about

the institution:

Central to the Court’s mandate is the principle of complementarity, which holds that the
Court will only intervene if national legal systems are unable or unwilling to investigate and
prosecute perpetrators of genocide, crimes against humanity and war crimes.25

Likewise, Article 42, an organization advocating for the investigation of war crimes and crimes against

humanity in Georgia, chose to emphasize complementarity at the very beginning of its primer to the

ICC and the investigation into Georgian:

The Court seeks global cooperation to protect all people from the crimes codified in the
Rome Statute. As a court of last resort, it seeks to complement, not replace, national
authorities. Under the principle of complementarity in the Rome Statute, the ICC only acts
when national legal systems are unable or unwilling to keep their responsibility to prosecute
atrocities at home...26

In sum, complementarity plays a significant role in how the Court and related political actors describe

and advocate for Court actions.

Complementarity, Fairness, and Support for International Investigations

Why might complementarity increase support for IO actions? Complementarity, as a legal rule, is in-

tended to make an international institution’s actions appear more fair, by giving the national institution

24 As an example, see First Channel (2018). See, also, Georgia Today (2018); “The ICC does not substitute national
courts, but complements them.”

25 As an example, see, Coalition for the ICC (2015).
26 Article 42 (2019).
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pride of place. Complementarity is meant to make seemingly powerful international institutions more

limited in their roles, leaving greater responsibility to seemingly weaker national institutions. If an in-

ternational institution’s jurisdiction is circumscribed to only those situations where domestic institutions

have been unwilling or unable to act, then the ball at least starts in the domestic institution’s court

(no pun intended). It could appear unfair, inappropriate, or even unjust, if an international institution

swooped in and assumed power over something that an otherwise competent and willing national insti-

tution controlled. The international institution, in that case, would be viewed as unfairly taking away

agency from the very people and institutions it was designed to support and strengthen.

If national authorities have the ultimate decision over whether to pursue an investigation, and

therefore over whether the ICC can claim jurisdiction, then it should be harder to charge the Court

with trampling on national sovereignty or unfairly targeting an individual. Tracing the historical origins

of complementarity from Nuremberg to the Rome Statute, Clarke describes complementarity as “an

attempt to pacify concerns that the Court could exercise unchecked dominance” (2012: 39). Knowing

that ICC actions only arose after national institutions showed themselves unwilling or unable to pursue

the same case might, therefore, make citizens more supportive of the ICC.

Much research on legitimacy argues that more democratic IO procedures and processes increase

perceptions of fairness and legitimacy. Procedural fairness refers to the use of procedures ensuring

that “rules and standards be created and enforced in an impartial and predictable way” (Woods, 1999:

45-46). This helps ensure IO actions are viewed as appropriate and legitimate. Processes in which a

greater number of countries can shape decisions and in which the costs and benefits of IO decisions

are diffuse are viewed as more fair and legitimate.27 By contrast, processes dominated by one country

or a subset of powerful countries are perceived as less fair or legitimate.28 Perceptions of fairness also

shape confidence in international institutions among elites and policymakers.29 Therefore, emphasizing

this aspect of the Court and better informing citizens about complementarity should increase support

for the ICC.

27 E.g. Bechtel and Scheve (2013); Binder and Heupel (2015). Though, Dellmuth and Tallberg (2015) find perceptions
of input processes matter less and, more recently, Madsen et al. (2021) find publics care much more about outcomes
than they do about process.

28 Johnson (2011); Meernik (2015).
29 Verhaegen, Scholte and Tallberg (2021).
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Hypothesis 1. Exposure to complementarity arguments increases public support for ICC investigations.

Positive Complementarity and Support for National Investigations

Complementarity also has potential effects on support for domestic court actions. “Positive complemen-

tarity”describes how the specter of an international institution can be a positive inducement for national

institutions to act. Complementarity, in addition to being a negative constraint on the international in-

stitution, is also an implied threat against the domestic institution. It stipulates, “If institution A does

not act, then institution B will.”

Positive complementarity has come to play a very large role in the case of the ICC. This “shadow

effect”30 of the ICC is not hidden or unintended. It has been a conscious focus of the Court. Many

hope that the ICC spurs national courts into action and gives citizens a reason to support genuine

national-level proceedings. National actors understand the concept of complementarity: if they want

to retain control of a case, then they must demonstrate genuine action. And since most national-level

actors prefer to have control over high-stakes investigations, complementarity spurs them to do so.

Domestic institutions can forestall international action by taking serious actions on their own. Luis

Gabriel Moreno Ocampo, the ICC’s first chief prosecutor, envisioned positive complementarity when he

famously remarked that the measure of the ICC’s success would be the absence of trials: rather than

be conducted at the ICC, trials would be conducted by domestic courts.31

Moreno Ocampo’s successor, Bensouda explicitly referenced the possibility of ICC action as an

inducement for greater national action.32 The OTP in general has also embraced positive complemen-

tarity,33 actively encouraging states of concern to initiate national proceedings, assisting in developing

strategies to combat impunity, sharing information, and offering technical assistance. At the same time,

to fulfill its mandate, the OTP must gather its own information to establish that national proceedings

are in fact genuine and, if not, exercise jurisdiction.

30 Pavone and Stiansen (Forthcoming).
31 Office of the Prosecutor (2003).
32 “My Office is currently investigating several cases in the Libya situation, and continues to actively monitor the devel-

oping situation in the country. I will not hesitate to expand my investigations and potential prosecutions to cover any
new instances of crimes falling within the Court’s jurisdiction, with full respect for the principle of complementarity.”
(Office of the Prosecutor, 2019: Emphasis added).

33 Office of the Prosecutor (2010).
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The broader populace might also understand this logic. A desire to avoid an ICC investigation makes

national action more attractive. Citizens who are hesitant about international actions may support

national actions because of complementarity.

Hypothesis 2. Exposure to complementarity arguments increases public support for domestic investi-
gations.

3 Five-Country Case Background

The ICC operates globally, with investigations into illegal violence in a wide array of institutional,

political, and cultural settings. It was therefore important for us to cast a wide net to assess the effects

of complementarity on public opinion about the Court. Our study covers five democracies under ICC

scrutiny: Georgia, the United States, Israel, the Philippines, and South Africa. They are ideal laboratories

for our project because public opinion should matter more for government actions in democracies than

in non-democracies. And the Court’s prospects in each situation will be helped or hindered by prevailing

public sentiment.

Georgia

The ICC situation in Georgia concerns one part of a broader, complex“frozen conflict”with Russia. At its

core, the conflict pertains to two disputed territories along the northern border of Georgia: South Ossetia

and Abkhazia. When the ICC probe was opened, this was the first situation concerning interstate conflict,

as opposed to civil or intrastate conflict. Similar to the other countries we study, there are competing

claims over the authority and competency of domestic and international institutions in Georgia.34 The

ICC situation pertains only to alleged war crimes and crimes against humanity occurring in the most

recent war between Georgia, South Ossetian forces, and Russia, from July 1 to October 10, 2008. At

the onset of renewed hostilities in 2008, Russia deployed military personnel to both regions, ostensibly

as peacekeepers. Russia also provided direct and indirect military support to separatist forces in both

regions. The ICC investigation considers crimes against humanity, like the forced transfer of Georgians

34 Meernik and King (2014); Shany (2003); Hayner (2011).
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out of contested lands by separatists, and war crimes, like alleged civilian targeting by Russia, separatists,

and the Georgian military.

United States

The United States is under ICC scrutiny for alleged war crimes and crimes against humanity in Afghanistan

beginning in 2003.35 While the United States is not an ICC member, the ICC has jurisdiction in this

instance because the suspected abuses occurred on the territory of and in relation to a conflict in a

member country, Afghanistan. Among countries under ICC investigation, the United States is perhaps

the most democratic, so public opinion should matter the most there. This is also the first ICC situation

concerning inter- and intra-state conflict, with probes into anti- and pro-government forces, including

the Taliban, the Afghan National Security Forces, U.S. armed forces and the Central Intelligence Agency

(CIA). Given U.S. influence on world events, including the ICC, understanding public opinion there is

important.

Israel

Israel is under ICC investigation for suspected atrocity crimes in the occupied Palestine territories (the

Gaza Strip and the West Bank, including East Jerusalem) since 2014. Similar to the United States,

Israel is not an ICC member. However, it is subject to ICC jurisdiction in this case because the alleged

abuses occurred on the territory of Palestine, which the ICC considers a member state. Together with

the United States, Israel represents an interesting case to evaluate the extent to which arguments about

procedural fairness and due process like complementarity are persuasive to the publics of non-member

states. Like the United States, Israel is an established democracy with independent courts that can and

do issue meaningful decisions. Former Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu and other opponents of the

ICC regularly accuse it of bias and antisemitism. Complementarity is a natural rebuttal, since Israeli

courts could, theoretically, remove the ICC’s jurisdiction. Israel, in particular, has a strong legal claim

based on complementarity as it pertains to Israeli Defense Force actions in Gaza – a situation that has

been meaningfully investigated domestically – but Israel has a weaker claim with respect to settlements

35 We acknowledge that, since our survey, Chief Prosecutor Khan decided to “deprioritize” this part of the Afghanistan
investigation but we note he did not close it.
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in the West Bank, where we focus our inquiry.

The Philippines

The situation in the Philippines concerns alleged extrajudicial killings in the government’s “war on

drugs,” from 2011 to 2019, when the country’s withdrawal from the ICC was finalized. Our surveys

were conducted before the full investigation was announced in 2021, i.e., the situation was still at

the “preliminary examination” phase. The Philippines was a member state (like Georgia) when the

prosecutor began the examination but the Philippines is no longer a member (like the United States

and Israel) because it has since withdrawn from the Rome Statue. Similar to other non-members, the

ICC’s jurisdiction in the Philippines situation is highly contested. President Rodrigo Duterte has not

hesitated to inject direct criticism of the ICC and other international institutions into the public sphere.

One aspect of his rhetorical strategy against the Court focuses on the ICC’s alleged bias, a charge that

complementarity is designed to counter.

South Africa

Our fifth research site, South Africa is not under ICC investigation or even preliminary examination.

However, it is an important country for evaluating the effectiveness of complementarity in shaping

support for international and domestic court actions, of note on the African continent. South Africa is

perhaps the most democratic among African ICC member states and it has significant political, economic,

and diplomatic power in the region and internationally.36 If South Africa buys in, other African nations

(both ICC members and non-members) may also buy in. This is important, given accusations of the

Court’s anti-Africa bias and supposed neo-colonial tendencies. Critically, South Africa has a potentially

large role to play in the ICC’s success, as the Court enters its third decade. This includes but is not

limited to assisting the Court in the arrest and transfer of fugitives of the Court like former Sudanese

president, Omar Al-Bashir, whom the South African government had the opportunity to arrest and

transfer to The Hague but declined to do so.

36 We note that the South African government bid to exit the Rome Statute in 2017, but this was halted when ruled to
be unconstitutional by the country’s high court.
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4 Research Design

We recruited respondents to participate in survey experiments where they read information about the

ICC. We randomly assigned respondents to treatment conditions that did and did not include information

about complementarity. For each country, we expect individuals treated with complementarity will be

more likely to support ICC actions (general complementarity) and domestic court actions (positive

complementarity). The survey designs and recruitment varied slightly across countries, though the

overall approach was very similar in each location.

Survey Recruitment

In Georgia, we surveyed a nationally-representative sample of approximately 1,000 adults. The survey

was fielded in 2019, from mid-August to early September. Surveys were administered face to face in

Georgian by enumerators from CRRC, the firm that runs the flagship annual household survey, Caucasus

Barometer.37 In the United States, we surveyed a nationally-representative sample of approximately

3,000 adults. The survey was administered online in English in late March 2021, with respondents

recruited via Lucid and surveyed on Qualtrics. In both the Philippines38 and South Africa, we recruited

nationally representative samples of approximately 2,000 adult respondents, with surveys fielded online

by TGM Research in late May and early June of 2021. In the Philippines, respondents could take the

survey in English or Tagalog. In South Africa, respondents could select English, isiZulu, or Afrikaans.

Our Israel survey was fielded in August 2021, again to approximately 2,000 adults, using an online,

nationally-representative panel from TGM Research. Respondents could take the survey in Hebrew,

Arabic, Russian, or English. In total, we surveyed 10,402 people.

Treatment Vignettes

Treatment consisted of exposure to information about complementarity, explaining the concept and what

it means for how the ICC investigation arose in Georgia, Afghanistan (for the United States), Palestine

(for Israel), the Philippines, or various African nations (for South Africa). The wording of the treatment

37 Our items were part of an omnibus larger survey; our questions took approximately 5 minutes.
38 Our surveys were in the field from May 25, 2021 to June 15, 2021. Some surveys were conducted after the announce-

ment of an investigation on June 14, but not enough for meaningful comparisons of responses before and after the
announcement.
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mimicked the information a citizen might receive from an ICC representative. We took great care to

produce statements that reflect the language the OTP uses when opening a preliminary examination or

investigation, or when discussing more generally the Court’s jurisdiction over particular countries and

particular crimes. Any difference in opinion between respondents in the treatment and control conditions

is attributable to how ICC representatives announce and justify Court interventions.

Some readers may worry that complementarity could be expressed differently or more simply. But we

made this research design choice out of concern for external validity. If we had made our complementarity

argument rather than the ICC’s complementarity argument, we would have exposed ourselves to what

we believe is a more severe and potentially damaging criticism: that we were not reflecting politics in

the real world and that our findings could not travel beyond the strict confines of a survey environment.

The vignettes are presented in full in the supplementary appendix.

Main Outcome Measures

Immediately after treatment, we asked respondents a question measuring support for an ICC investiga-

tion, labelled ICC inv, and a question measuring support for a domestic investigation, labelled Domestic

inv. Responses range between “strongly agree” and “strongly disagree.” In the analysis below, we use

indicators that equal one if the respondent chooses“somewhat agree”or“strongly agree.”39 We refer to

these as the main outcome measures since they are our primary focus across all countries. The wording

for each question was altered slightly so that each version made sense in that particular country. Ta-

ble A1 in the supplementary appendix shows the wording for the two main outcomes for each country.

Of note, we made sure that the main outcome measures emphasized possible investigation into members

of the groups we surveyed. We did this to ensure our focus was on the hard part of the ICC’s job –

convincing members of the public that investigations into their country or their co-nationals are just.

It is easy to persuade a Georgian of the desirability of an investigation into Russians or to persuade an

American to support legal actions against the Taliban. But this is not the key challenge the Court faces.

39 In the Georgia survey, respondents had the option to select“Don’t know / Refuse to answer”(DKRTA). Respondents
in the other surveys did not have this option but, instead, could select “neither agree nor disagree.”
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Secondary Outcome Measures

For some of the countries, we also asked other outcome measure questions, post treatment. These

questions fall under three headers: bias, policy, and membership. Table A2 in the supplementary

appendix shows the wording of these for each country, where applicable.

The effect of complementarity on attitudes towards the ICC and its investigations may operate

through altering perceptions about bias. So we assess whether information about complementarity will

ameliorate those perceptions. We ask respondents in the United States, Israel, the Philippines, and

South Africa to what extent they agree or disagree with the following statement:

The ICC is biased against [the United States / Israel / the Philippines / African nations].

We also wanted to consider the possibility that complementarity affects support for the underlying

policy or issue in question for the ICC’s intervention. A citizen could decrease her approval of her

government’s actions if she learned her country was under ICC scrutiny because her government had

failed to investigate. For Israel and the Philippines, we therefore asked about support for the war on

drugs and settlements in the West Bank.

Finally, complementarity is meant to make membership in the ICC more palatable. In our sample,

the United States, Israel, and (now) the Philippines are not ICC members. We wanted to assess whether

knowledge about complementarity increases support for ICC membership. Since South Africa is a

member, we asked a tailored question about South African support for the Court, specifically assistance

with the arrest and transfer of ICC fugitives.

We also collected in each country a variety of demographic characteristics for each respondent. The

items varied slightly across countries to better fit the particular context. In general, this list includes items

about the respondent’s gender, age, income, education level, race/ethnicity, religion, news consumption,

and geographic location. Before examining treatment effects, we use the test from Hansen and Bowers

(2008) to assess overall covariate balance across treatment and control groups. We want to confirm

that respondents in the treatment and control conditions do not diverge significantly on their observable

characteristics. We do not find strong evidence of imbalance. Where it is present, it is limited to a narrow

set of individual-level characteristics. We do not expect it to affect our estimates of treatment effects.

In general, estimates change very little when we include or exclude the list of respondent characteristics,

which suggests that any imbalance does not have large effects on our estimates. See the supplementary
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appendix for the full list of demographic controls and balance tests.

5 Analysis

Treatment Effects: Support for ICC Investigation

As an initial way of presenting the results, Figure 2 shows estimates for the percentage of respondents

indicating support for the ICC investigation, broken down by treatment/control condition and by country.

We ordered the countries from left to right based on whether the observed treatment effect was positive or

negative. Figure 2 shows heterogeneity across countries in overall support for the ICC and in the effect of

treatment. Israelis have the lowest level of support for the ICC under both conditions. South Africans and

Filipinos had much higher levels of support under both conditions. For Israelis, Georgians, and Filipinos,

treatment raised support for the ICC investigation, though this effect is only statistically distinguishable

from zero for Israelis. For Americans and South Africans, complementarity lowered support for the ICC

investigation, though this effect was only distinguishable from zero for South Africans.
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Figure 2: Support for ICC Investigation, by treatment/control and country
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Each point shows the estimated percentage of respondents approving of an ICC investigation, under treatment and control, for each country. The lines correspond to

95% credibility intervals. We note each difference and corresponding p value from an OLS regression of the ICC approval variable on an indicator for treatment.
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Since there are many possible model specifications and since we analyze the effect of treatment on

two main outcome measures in five different countries, we standardized our analysis and show results

for six different models for each country in the figures below. This allows us to see what results are

consistent across countries and across a wide array of model specifications. Full regression tables are

available in the supplementary appendix.

For each country-outcome measure pair we regressed a binary version of the outcome measure on

treatment using OLS and logistic regressions. The binary outcome measures were generally constructed

based on whether the respondent agreed with or supported a particular statement or policy. For example,

the ICC investigation outcome measure asked “Do you agree or disagree with the following statement?

I support the ICC investigation into [...]” And respondents could choose from a list: Strongly agree,

somewhat agree, neither agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree, strongly disagree. The binary measure

would be coded as 1 for respondents who chose“strongly agree”or“somewhat agree.” We also estimated

ordered logistic regressions using the full scale of the outcome measure, treating the agreement responses

numerically on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).40 For each of these regressions,

we estimated a version with and without an array of demographic controls. The interpretation of results

is generally very consistent across model specifications.

Figure 3 shows the results for each specification, for each country, using the ICC investigation

outcome measure. Each dot shows the coefficient estimate for that specification for that country. The

whiskers show the associated 95 percent confidence intervals. For some specifications, the estimated

treatment effects were significant at different levels (p < 0.10, 0.05, or 0.01). In the legend for each

figure, we include stars corresponding to those traditional levels of statistical significance (∗ for p < 0.1,

∗∗ for p < 0.05, and ∗∗∗ for p < 0.01).

We arranged the countries by whether the estimated treatment effect was positive – meaning com-

plementarity increased support for the ICC investigation; null – meaning coefficient estimates were small,

though positive, and close to zero; or negative – meaning coefficient estimates were generally negative,

with complementarity decreasing support for an ICC investigation.

Surprisingly, and contrary to expectations, only Israel yielded consistently positive and significant

results across different specifications. Israelis had the lowest approval of an ICC investigation across all

40 The appendix shows how results do not change greatly using alternate codings.
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of our samples: only 25 percent supported an ICC investigation in the control group. That number rises

to approximately 32 percent when respondents read about complementarity in the treatment group.

These positive estimates of the effect of treatment on approval of an ICC investigation were statistically

significant in all model specifications.

In Georgia and the Philippines, the complementarity treatment had virtually no effect on approval

of an ICC investigation. In Georgia, approximately 54 percent of respondents supported the ICC inves-

tigation in the control group, and this only increased by 1.5 percentage points in the treatment group.

In the Philippines, 79 percent of respondents in the control group supported the ICC and this, too,

increased by only 1.5 percentage points in the treatment group. These null results obtained across all

model specifications.

In the United States and South Africa, exposure to treatment lowered approval of ICC investiga-

tions. In the United States, approximately 73 percent supported an ICC investigation under the control

condition, and this decreased by approximately 4 percentage points under the treatment condition. This

negative effect was statistically different from zero in only one specification – an ordered logit regression

with control variables included – so we interpret this as a generally weak negative effect. In South Africa,

91 percent of respondents supported the ICC – an impressively high number. Yet, this decreased by

approximately 2.5 percentage points under treatment. This result was statistically distinguishable from

zero, though only at the 0.10 error level and only in the OLS and logit regressions. So we interpret this

also as a relatively weak negative effect. However, for the United States and South Africa, both provide

a clear lack of evidence for any positive effect of complementarity.

For countries like the United States and Israel, the story is clearly different. Both have strong judicial

and democratic traditions, yet only Israelis responded positively to treatments about complementary.

In the supplementary appendix, we consider whether the persuasiveness of complementarity varied ac-

cording to a respondent’s beliefs about the quality of their country’s legal system and across political

party lines. For the United States and Israel, we find little evidence that beliefs about the legal system

moderate treatment effects. We do find that treatment was persuasive for those on the liberal side of

the political spectrum in Israel but, in the United States, treatment was ineffective across the political

spectrum. This divergence helps explain why we see some positive effects in Israel but not in the United

States.
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Figure 3: Effect of Treatment on Support for an ICC Investigation
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Treatment Effects: Support for a Domestic Investigation

How did treatment affect support for a domestic investigation? Figure 4 shows estimates for all countries

and specifications. We only find evidence for a positive effect of positive complementarity in Israel and

South Africa. In Israel, 54 percent of respondents supported a domestic investigation into the legality

of West Bank settlements. This increased by over 6 percentage points when respondents learned about

complementarity. Combined with the earlier results, it seems like Israeli disdain for the ICC amplified the

effect of treatment on support for a domestic investigation. In South Africa, 65 percent of respondents

supported domestic investigations and this increased by roughly 5 percentage points under the treatment

condition. These positive effects, for both countries, obtained across model specifications.

The middle panes of Figure 4 show how treatment had little effect on support for investigations

in Georgia or the United States. In Georgia, roughly 45 percent of respondents supported a domestic

investigation and this decreased slightly, by roughly 2 percentage points, under treatment. In the United

States, support for domestic investigations was relatively high, at 80 percent under the control condition,

but this rose by less than 1 percentage point under the treatment condition. In Georgia, the estimated

effect of treatment on support for domestic investigations was negative in all specifications but never

statistically distinguishable from zero. In the United States, the estimates were almost always statistically

indistinguishable from zero, though the sign changed depending on specification. We interpret these as

null results for both countries.

In the Philippines, treatment actually had a weak, negative effect on support for domestic investiga-

tions. Approximately 84 percent of respondents in the control condition supported an investigation, and

this decreased by approximately 3 percentage points under treatment. The sign of our estimates was

negative for all specifications, though it was only weakly significant in two specifications. We therefore

label this as evidence of a weak negative effect, though this is generally disconfirming of the possibility

of a positive effect of treatment on support for a domestic investigation in the Philippines.
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Figure 4: Effect of Treatment on Support for Domestic Investigation
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Perceptions of ICC Bias

To investigate one potential mechanism through which treatment might affect support for the ICC,

we also assessed whether complementarity decreased perceptions of ICC bias in all countries except

Georgia, where this item was not included. In theory, complementarity should have a negative effect

on perceptions of ICC bias. Figure 5 shows these estimates. Again, we find results as expected only

in Israel, though we at least find some weak evidence in South Africa and the United States. Roughly

73 percent of Israelis believed the Court was biased against Israel, and complementarity decreased this

by 4 percentage points, an effect distinguishable from zero in all but one model. In the United States

and South Africa, treatment generally decreased perceptions of bias, but effects were only statistically

different from zero in one and two specifications, respectively. In the Philippines, treatment effects on

bias perceptions were negative, close to zero, and always insignificant.

Support for Cooperation with the ICC

For these same four countries, we also asked about support for joining the Court (Israel and the United

States), re-joining the Court (the Philippines), or supporting the Court as members (South Africa).

Figure 6 displays these estimates. In Israel and the Philippines, complementarity increased support for

Court membership and these results were generally statistically significant. In the United States and

South Africa, treatment had very little effect on support for the Court or membership.

Support for the Policy Under Scrutiny

In Israel and the Philippines, there was a distinct, ongoing policy that the government could theoretically

change. In Israel, the government could decrease its support for additional settlements and, in the

Philippines, the government could dampen or halt the war on drugs. In theory, public opinion could

affect both governments’ decisions and complementarity could decrease support for the underlying policy.

Figure 7 presents these estimates. We find some effect of complementarity on (decreased) support for

policy in Israel, but not in the Philippines. In Israel, complementarity increased agreement with the

statement that the government should halt settlements, though this effect was somewhat weak. The

effect was marginally significant in three specifications and significant at the 0.01 level in only one

specification. In the Philippines, treatment had little effect on support for the war on drugs.
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Figure 5: Effect of Treatment on Perceptions of ICC Bias
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Figure 6: Effect of Treatment on Support for Cooperation with the ICC

Positive Results
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Figure 7: Effect of Treatment on Support for Policy Under Scrutiny
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6 Addressing Potential Counterarguments and Limitations

Since the modal result from the above analysis indicates no effect for complementarity across a range

of outcome measures, it is worth asking: why complementarity doesn’t substantially move respondents.

We first discuss potentially context-specific limitations to complementarity arguments. We then consider

additional likely suspects for why we might have found null results even if complementarity does have

its desired effect, including possible ceiling effects and the (over)complexity of complementarity for the

ordinary people we surveyed. We marshal ancillary evidence that shows these alternate explanations are

not strong candidates for explaining our null results.

All Politics is Local?

Some existing research suggests reasons why process arguments – like complementarity – should ul-

timately play a lesser role in affecting public opinion, compared to the actual outcome of the IO’s

decision.41 In other words, it matters most whether the IO’s decision matches the respondent’s pref-

erences; process is secondary, at best. These explanations are consistent with a null finding, where

complementarity does not move opinions. Though we would note that complementarity had its largest

positive effects on support for the Court in Israel, where opposition to any investigation was highest.

Complementarity had weaker effects in other surveyed countries that opposed Court involvement less

vehemently. Additionally, an argument that preferences over outcomes outweigh process would not

explain our negative findings, where complementarity actually decreased support for the ICC.

Like Lupu and Wallace (2017), we suspect national context matters a great deal for understanding

this variation. A complementarity ruling by the ICC has come to mean a failure on the part of the

state in question to convince the Court of its genuine and meaningful domestic actions. Assessing

complementarity requires the Court to hand down a negative assessment of domestic proceedings – the

Court must find that domestic actions were inadequate. As Gevers and Mushoriwa (2022: 13) note,

this process has “unnerving colonial parallels” for former European colonies, like South Africa, many of

the African nations in question, and the Philippines. An IO intervention that occurs when that body

decides domestic efforts are not “good enough” is not likely to be well-received. The foreignness of IOs

41 See, for example, Chaudoin (2014); Madsen et al. (2021).
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makes them even easier targets for populist opposition, too.42 We speculate that suspicion limits the

persuasiveness of complementarity in former colonies.

The ICC has previously condemned African nations like South Africa for not arresting ICC fugitives,

per the Rome Statute, a prime example being former-Sudanese President Al-Bashir. Many leaders have,

therefore, described the ICC’s actions and condemnations as neo-colonial and imperial, where Global

North actors seek to impose their will on the South. Whether or not this is an accurate representation

of the ICC’s actions is irrelevant to the political power and rhetorical purchase of these arguments

domestically. That is how, for example, ICC indictees like Kenyan President Uhuru Kenyatta and

Deputy President William Ruto, formerly rivals, could form a unity ticket and run for – and win – office

on a platform that included as a core plank opposing the ICC. South African citizens, and others, may

have distrusted or disliked a principle in which a potentially biased IO again deems an African domestic

body to have failed to live up to Western standards. President Duterte of the Philippines has also

embraced anti-colonial rhetoric in his opposition to the Court, which potentially blunts the effectiveness

of appeals based on complementarity.

Though we would note that accusations of IO bias are also very prevalent in Israel, where we

nonetheless found the strongest positive findings of complementarity. Israel has been over-represented

in the West’s human rights shaming,43 potentially making some Israelis skeptical of IO interventions.

However, Israeli authorities have actively emphasized a complementarity defense, despite maintaining

staunch opposition to the Court. For example, their official statement announcing their non-cooperation

with the ICC nonetheless emphasized“that Israel is a law-abiding country that is capable of carrying out

its own investigation.”44 Prominent legal scholars have argued that the Israeli Supreme Court, and its

demonstrated willingness to issue hard rulings against settlements, act as an “Iron Dome” against ICC

actions.45 It is possible that Israelis will, in fact, have a strong complementarity defense that makes the

spectre of an investigation less frightening.

In other countries, attitudes about the ICC and the situations under investigation may be firmly

crystallized over time, making complementarity appeals less effective. In Georgia, the ICC has been at

42 Voeten (2021).
43 Loeffler (2018).
44 Maltz, Judy, 8 April 2021, “Israel to Tell ICC It Has No Jurisdiction to Probe Alleged War Crimes,”Haaretz.
45 “The repeal of the regulation law is an iron dome against The Hague.” (translated) YNET news, 10 June 2020.

https://www.ynet.co.il/articles/0,7340,L-5745844,00.html Accessed 1 April 2022.
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work since 2008, when it opened a preliminary examination. It took nearly a decade to upgrade this to

a full investigation in 2016 and an additional six years for the the Court to begin issuing indictments in

2022. Whatever opinions Georgians have about the ICC proceedings may already be fixed, impervious

to our interventions. Georgians may also be doubtful of the ICC’s effectiveness, regardless of procedure,

given the many years it has taken for the Court to get to the indictment phase, to say nothing of the

arrest, trial, verdict, and appeal phase.

In the United States, some Americans exhibit “Afghanistan fatigue,” simply wanting to be done

with the conflict. Our survey was fielded in the first months of the Biden administration, before the

withdrawal. Americans were ready, even eager, to “get out.” It is possible this attitude extended

to accountability. Rather than examine the past, as ICC proceedings would require, Americans may

have preferred to simply “move on,” in line with President Obama’s sentiments when confronted with

allegations of abuses in the “war on terror” during the second Bush administration. In addition, notions

of“American exceptionalism”and“American exemptionalism”underlie a great deal of U.S. foreign policy

and Americans’ views of international actors and institutions. So the public might already support or not

support the ICC and its intervention in Afghanistan and, thus, be unresponsive to our manipulations.

Still, we have seen in the U.S. context, that the public can be swayed toward supporting IOs like the

ICC, despite the possibility of investigations of U.S. personnel for atrocity crimes.46

Ceiling Effects?

One alternate explanation for our null results would be that approval for ICC investigations was already

quite high and therefore complementarity treatments cannot raise it further. This “ceiling effect” would

make it difficult for us to detect positive effects of complementarity.

We designed the U.S. survey to allow us to weigh in on this directly by including three additional

treatments. We briefly describe them here and include the vignettes in the supplementary appendix.

The first additional treatment emphasized allegations that the ICC is biased against the United States.

This treatment was designed to push respondents’ approval of ICC investigations downwards, away from

the “ceiling.” This then allows us to assess whether complementarity can move respondents “up again.”

. We can also leverage existing work to show that in the event the complementarity treatment fails to

46 Zvobgo (2019).
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restore support for an ICC investigation, some treatment can restore support. To choose this alternate

treatment, we build on prior work on how competing frames affect U.S. public opinion on the ICC.

Zvobgo (2019) shows treatments with a positive framing about the ICC and its promotion of human

rights can increase support for the ICC, even when paired with competing negative frames. So we

include a treatment that combines the negative bias allegation with a positive human rights response.

Figure 8 shows estimates of approval of the ICC for each treatment condition. The leftmost line

shows the high level of support for an ICC investigation under the control condition, at approximately

73 percent. The next line shows the weak, negative effect of the complementarity treatment described

in the main results section, a decrease of 4 percentage points. The third line shows the bias treatment

succeeded in lowering approval for the ICC to 65.9 percent, down by almost 6 percentage points. The

fourth line shows adding the complementarity treatment very weakly raises back support for the ICC,

up to 66.1 percent. The last line shows the human rights treatment can restore support for the ICC to

the control condition level, even when paired with the bias treatment, back up to roughly 72.3 percent.

The difference in approval rates under control versus under the ‘bias + human rights’ treatment is very

small, less than 1 percent.

32



Figure 8: Effect of Additional Treatments on Support for ICC Investigation
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Figure 9 shows each treatment effect, using the different specifications from the main analysis.

The patterns are clear and consistent. The bias treatment succeeds in lowering approval of an ICC

investigation, and this effect is statistically significant. Adding the complementarity treatment still has

a significant negative effect, suggesting that the negative effect of the bias component of the treatment

overwhelms any positive effect from the complementarity component. However, adding a human rights

treatment to the bias treatment has an effect on approval – relative to the control condition – that is

very close to zero and statistically insignificant.

Figure 9: Effect of Additional Treatments on Support for ICC Investigation
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Global Ceiling Effects?

We can also look at whether treatment effects varied by a country’s ex ante support for the ICC.

Figure 10 shows a simple plot with approval rates for an ICC investigation under the control condition

on the horizontal access and the estimated treatment effect for that country on the vertical axis.

Figure 10: Estimated Treatment Effect Over Control Approval Level, by country
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There is a weakly negative relationship, though it is strongly driven by the Israeli results. Overall,

we find more positive treatment effects in places with weaker, ex ante levels of support for the ICC, as

proxied by approval under the control condition.

Is Complementarity Too Complicated?

Another potential explanation for our predominantly null results would acknowledge that complemen-

tarity is a complicated principle. It is possible our respondents simply failed to understand it.

Before turning to data that bear directly on this question, we would again emphasize that we designed

our treatments to use the same type of wording and phrasing for complementarity used by ICC officials

and advocates. So if our treatments were too complicated for respondents to understand, then the
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same is likely to be true of the “average citizen” reading a newspaper with quotes from an ICC official

or listening to a broadcast where an HRO advocates for the Court. In other words, the match between

our artificial treatments and the“real-world treatment”that a citizen would receives means our findings

are likely to obtain outside of a survey experiment construct.

However, we also do not think a lack of comprehension explains our results. For the surveys

in Israel, the Philippines, the United States, and South Africa, we asked quite difficult manipula-

tion/comprehension check questions at the very end of the survey. The two questions common to

all of those countries, along with the possible responses are listed below. We asked:

The International Criminal Court’s jurisdiction is limited in some ways. Which of the following is
correct? The ICC cannot investigate crimes in a particular country if...

– That country already has a meaningful investigation into the crimes.

– That country’s President opposes the investigation.

– The United Nations has vetoed the investigation.

The International Criminal Court has considered investigating accusations against United Kingdom
soldiers in Iraq. The ICC determined that the United Kingdom had already investigated these
accusations. The United Kingdom is a member of the ICC. Which statement is correct?

– The ICC can investigate these accusations.

– The ICC cannot investigate these accusations.

Note, these are much harder questions than the “usual” manipulation checks. They do not simply

ask the respondent to repeat something they have read before. The second question, especially, requires

actual comprehension of the principle of complementarity and asks the respondent to apply it to a

completely new situation. Fortunately, treatment significantly increased the likelihood that respondents

chose the correct answers.

We also conducted additional analyses excluding respondents assigned to treatment who did not

correctly answer the manipulation checks correctly. If a comprehension failure explained our null results,

then these respondents would artificially attenuate estimated treatment effects by making the distribution

of responses under control and treatment look similar. If this were the case, we would expect to see larger

treatment effects when we exclude these respondents. This is not the case; estimates do not change

much at all when excluding these respondents. See the supplementary appendix for a full discussion of

these results.
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Other Concerns

Readers may be skeptical of the ICC’s salience for publics in countries of concern to the Court. Readers

may also be doubtful of the importance of public opinion for government actions vis-à-vis the Court.

But the ICC question is deeply political and highly controversial in each of our research sites, and has

been dragged into the public square by elected officials and other elites. If the ICC did not matter and

public opinion on the ICC did not matter, then it would not be such a contentious and, importantly,

public topic. In Georgia, the Court was a subject of great debate during the 2018 presidential election,

less than a year before our survey. In the United States, Court officials involved in the Afghanistan probe

were sanctioned, also less than a year before our survey. In Israel, former Prime Minister Netanyahu has

accused the ICC of being anti-Semitic and said it should better live up to its mission and investigate

“real” atrocity crimes in other countries, not Israel. In the Philippines, President Duterte has publicly

and loudly expressed his opposition to the Court for years, lamenting, rather ironically, at the time

he withdrew the country’s membership that the ICC did not respect complementarity.47 Finally, with

respect to South Africa, one of the most trenchant criticisms of the ICC is that the Court has an

anti-Africa bias or is neo-colonial. Court opponents amplify these objections as part of their political

strategy to turn public opinion against the Court and protect themselves.48 Complementarity has been

one of the OTP’s main defenses against these charges.

7 Discussion and Future Research

International institutions often face uphill battles in persuading reluctant polities to support international

jurisdiction over their governments’ past and present actions. The battleground over messaging is

fraught, since entrenched interests may have louder microphones with which to oppose an IO.49 The

ICC and other international institutions have embraced the principle of complementarity as part of their

strategy to establish legitimacy and persuade recalcitrant publics to support the institution. Our results

suggest this message may not be effective.

47 https://www.rappler.com/nation/198141-duterte-philippines-withdraw-international-criminal-court.
48 Chaudoin (2016); Mueller (2014).
49 Dutton (2017); Chaudoin (2019).
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In Georgia, the Philippines, South Africa, and the United States, informing citizens about comple-

mentarity did not increase their support for the Court. A positive effect appeared only in our surveys in

Israel. In South Africa, complementarity decreased support for the Court. Neither did complementarity

increase support for domestic investigations or cooperation with the Court, as hoped for under the con-

cept of positive complementarity. This is dispiriting since these are democratic countries, where public

opinion matters. This is especially discouraging since, as we documented, the Court and its allies place

deliberate, rhetorical emphasis on complementarity in making their case to the public.

We believe the import of our results extends beyond the ICC. As previously discussed, other IOs

are governed by complementarity rules. Complementarity constrains the European and Inter-American

human rights courts from intervening until plaintiffs have exhausted domestic remedies. In post-violence

contexts, complementarity guides how truth commissions work alongside courts. Likewise, the UNHRC

burden shares with the General Assembly and the treaty bodies, assessing members’ compliance with

human rights obligations. If complementarity – as an argument – cannot persuade publics to support the

ICC, it is possible that it also cannot persuade publics to support these other bodies when they intervene,

the regional courts, especially, as they can strike down domestic precedent, possibly fomenting backlash

among publics and elites. New research indicates deference to domestic courts may not soften opposition

to rulings on immigration and social issues50

Our research indicates several avenues for further inquiry, including the logical next question: what

messages do work? Zvobgo (2019) finds U.S. public attitudes on the ICC are shaped by whether

individuals perceive IOs to be useful for solving problems in the world and whether they perceive IOs

to biased against some countries. The ICC has a limited, albeit improving, record of success, making

effectiveness a tenuous discursive frame, at least for the time being. Yet the Court may be able to garner

support by communicating and persuading – in our surveyed countries and beyond – that its procedure

for selecting countries to investigate is based on the merits rather than on politics.

50 Madsen et al. (2021).
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Appendix A Public vs. Elite Audiences, Domestic vs. International Discourse

Readers may question if we have targeted the right audience. We would note to start that existing

research suggests that we might find similar treatment effects among elites (Kertzer 2020). Still, it is

reasonable to ask: why not target elites rather than the public? Are elites not the ones the ICC must really

persuade? Like any other IO, the ICC seeks compliance with international law, from elites in member

states and non-member states alike. But elites are not always the target of complementarity arguments,

at least not 24 years since the Court was established, and now with more than 120 states parties. Elected

officials and other domestic elites are already well aware of complementarity and what is required under

the Rome Statute, and they have teams of lawyers that can probe legal questions with them. Their

objections are not to complementarity or due to a lack of knowledge or information. Their objection is to

international jurisdiction – full stop. Many governments entered their countries into the ICC regime not

seriously thinking they would ever be subject to Court action. Today, complementarity is an argument

for publics, to develop and grow domestic compliance partners and compliance constituencies, per Alter

(2014). But our research reveals that this particular argument is not as persuasive as the Court expects

or might like it to be.

A related question is, why not target foreign actors? We acknowledged in the main text that IOs, the

ICC in particular, face an inherently uphill battle in many settings, because they need to persuade some

portion of the population to support actions that they might initially and instinctively oppose. Typically,

those likely to face an investigation are the individuals, group members, or co-ethnics of the people in

power in a country. Besides the inherent difficulty of finding domestic support for ICC investigations

and prosecutions, it is not up to publics to cooperate or to not cooperate with the ICC; that decision

rests with governments, many of which do not want to cooperate with the Court. (Individuals’ ability

to testify to the ICC is a notable exception.) This is where foreign governments – and foreign publics –

come in. So, again, why not target foreign actors? It is possible the complementarity is an argument

for foreign audiences, not domestic ones, or at least it may be more effective in third-party countries

than in countries under ICC scrutiny. This is a question worth investigating. Certainly, foreign actors’

support for ICC investigations and prosecutions in other countries may be cheap talk. It is easy to wag

one’s finger at others. Perhaps scholars interested in pursuing the lines of inquiry we open is could

study the effects of complementarity arguments in one country, vis-à-vis an ally, for instance one under
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scrutiny for abuses similar to those of which one’s own country has been accused. In the United States,

one could investigate support for an investigation of British military personnel in Iraq (if it accepted

ICC jurisdiction or became a court member). Our South Africa survey starts to get at these ideas.

Interestingly, complementarity did not engender the expected results in this third-party country, vis-à-vis

its neighbors.

A related potential criticism concerns our treatment vignettes. Readers may wonder why we did

not craft vignettes that reflect how domestic actors talk about complementarity, rather than interna-

tional actors. In general, we did, since domestic actors often use the “unwilling or unable” shorthand.

Additionally, we are concerned primarily with how the ICC, among a range of IOs, communicates –

in its own words and in its own defense. We recall for the reader the primary motivation behind this

research: understanding whether and to what extent IOs can resuscitate their image amid growing

anti-internationalism. Now, could complementarity arguments purveyed by domestic actors be more

effective than those articulated by international actors? Perhaps. And this is a question that future

research should endeavor to answer. The role of our work in the field is, we hope, to provide a baseline

on global public opinion on the ICC.
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Appendix B Treatments and Outcome Measurements

As discussed in the main text, treatment consists of exposure to information about complementarity,

describing the concept and explaining how the ICC investigation arose in Georgia, Afghanistan (for the

United States), Palestine (for Israel), the Philippines, or various African nations (for South Africa). The

wording of the treatment mimics the information that a citizen might receive from a Court representative.

The treatment vignettes for each of our five surveys are provided below.

Georgia

Control Condition

The International Criminal Court (ICC) has opened investigations into alleged war crimes
and crimes against humanity during the August 2008 armed conflict in Georgia. The ICC
investigation includes Georgians, Russians, and Ossetians.

Treatment Condition

[Control condition language]

The treaty that created the ICC requires that the Prosecutor only open an investigation
if national authorities are unwilling or unable to investigate. In this case, the Prosecutor
opened an investigation after national authorities in Georgia failed to undertake genuine
proceedings. National authorities in Georgia began investigations in 2008. However, in
2015, these investigations were suspended indefinitely.

Both conditions explicitly include the possibility of an ICC investigation targeting Georgians. We

included this because support for investigations into Russians or Ossetians would likely be very strong.

But the key challenge for the ICC, in terms of public opinion, lies in getting citizens to support something

that they might not otherwise like. The set-up of the subsequent four surveys is slightly different. Since

the Georgia survey was part of an omnibus, we had to restrict the number of items. This is not the case

in the other surveys, where we were the sole investigators. For the United States, Israel, the Philippines,

and South Africa, we are able to add the following preamble to ensure a shared knowledge baseline

among respondents.51

51 Zvobgo (2019).
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As you may or may not know, The International Criminal Court (ICC) is the first permanent,
treaty-based, international criminal court. The ICC is located in The Hague, in the Nether-
lands. The ICC was established in 1998 to investigate and prosecute individuals who are
accused of serious crimes like crimes against humanity, crimes committed during wartime,
and genocide.

After reading this preamble, respondents were randomly assigned to a treatment or control condition.

The items below give the specific phrasing used in each country.

United States

Control Condition

The ICC has opened an investigation into Afghanistan. One part of the investigation con-
cerns accusations that the United States armed forces and the Central Intelligence Agency
(CIA) have committed war crimes and crimes against humanity in Afghanistan since 2003.

Treatment Condition 1: Complementarity

[Control condition language]

However, the rules of the ICC limit its jurisdiction. The ICC can only investigate allegations
if national authorities are unwilling or unable to investigate these allegations for themselves.

The ICC only opened an investigation because the U.S. government has not made serious
efforts to investigate allegations about war crimes. If the U.S. government investigates these
allegations, then the ICC will not have jurisdiction.

Treatment Condition 2: Bias

[Control condition language]

The U.S. military and the CIA have long been engaged in different places around the world.
Some people argue that the ICC is biased against the United States.

Treatment Condition 3: Bias + Complementarity

[Control condition language]

[Bias condition language]

[Complementarity condition language]

Treatment Condition 4: Bias + Human Rights
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[Control condition language]

[Bias condition language]

However, investigating allegations of war crimes is necessary for upholding human rights, in
the United States and around the world. U.S. officials began reviewing allegations in 2009,
but there have been no national investigations or prosecutions against those who appear
most responsible.

Since the U.S. government has not made serious efforts to investigate allegations about war
crimes, the ICC is the last remaining option for accountability.

Israel

Control Condition

The ICC has opened a preliminary investigation into the situation in Palestine. One part
of the investigation concerns settlements in the West Bank. The Court is investigating
whether the government of Israel violated international law by transferring citizens into the
West Bank.

Treatment Condition

[Control condition language]

However, the rules of the ICC limit its jurisdiction. The ICC can only investigate allegations
if national authorities are unwilling or unable to investigate for themselves.

The ICC only opened an investigation because the Israeli government has not made seri-
ous efforts to investigate allegations about illegal settlements. If the government of Israel
investigates these allegations, then the ICC will not have jurisdiction.

Philippines

Control Condition

The ICC has opened a preliminary examination into accusations about the war on drugs in
the Philippines. The ICC is investigating whether the government of the Philippines has
supported extrajudicial killings, which is a crime under international law.

Treatment Condition

[Control condition language]

However, the rules of the ICC limit its jurisdiction. The ICC can only investigate allegations
if national authorities are unwilling or unable to investigate for themselves.
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The ICC only opened an investigation because the government of the Philippines has not
made serious efforts to investigate allegations about extrajudicial killings in the war on drugs.
If the government of the Philippines investigates these allegations, then the ICC will not
have jurisdiction.

South Africa

Control Condition

The ICC has opened investigations into accusations of serious crimes in many African coun-
tries. These include Burundi, Côte d’Ivoire, Central African Republic, Democratic Republic
of the Congo, Guinea, Kenya, Libya, Mali, Sudan, and Uganda.

Treatment Condition

[Control condition language]

However, the rules of the ICC limit its jurisdiction. The ICC can only investigate allegations
if national authorities are unwilling or unable to investigate for themselves.

The ICC has only opened investigations into these African nations because the respective
governments have not made serious efforts to investigate them. If these governments inves-
tigate the allegations, then the ICC will not have jurisdiction.

Outcome Measure Wording

Table A1 provides the wording of the main outcome variables, as well as the secondary outcome measures.

For each country, the first column shows the wording of the question asking about support for the ICC

investigation. The second column shows the wording for the question about support for domestic

investigations.

Table A2 shows the wording of each of the secondary outcome measures – bias, policy, and mem-

bership/support – for each country, where applicable.
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Table A1: Wording of Main Outcome Variable Measures by Country

Country ICC Inv. Domestic Inv.

GEO I support the ICC investigations, including into
Georgians.

It would be better for the Georgian government to undertake a genuine investigation into all sides of
the conflict – including Georgians.

USA I support the ICC investigation into alleged
crimes by U.S. personnel.

The U.S. government should conduct its own investigations into alleged crimes committed by U.S.
personnel in Afghanistan.

ISR I support the ICC investigation into Israeli set-
tlements in the West Bank.

The government of Israel should conduct its own investigations into West Bank settlements.

PHL I support the ICC investigation into the war on
drugs.

The government of the Philippines should conduct its own investigation into allegations of extraju-
dicial killings.

ZAF I support the ICC investigations into alleged
crimes committed in African countries.

The governments of African nations should conduct their own investigations into alleged crimes.

Table A2: Wording of Secondary Outcome Variable Measures by Country

Country Bias Policy Membership/Support

GEO NA NA NA

USA The ICC is biased against the United States NA The United States should become a member of
the ICC.

ISR The ICC is biased against against Israel Israel should not expand settlements. Israel should become a member of the ICC.

PHL The ICC is biased against the Philippines Do you support or not support the campaign
against illegal drugs?

I support the government’s decision to withdraw
from the International Criminal Court.

ZAF I think international organizations, like the ICC,
are biased against African nations.

NA South Africa should provide logistical support to
the ICC, including help with the arrest and trans-
fer of ICC fugitives.
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Appendix C Control Variables, Summary Statistics

Since we have five countries, we choose a similar set of control variables to use in analyses. The exact

controls can differ across countries (eg region or party identification variables are not identical in the

U.S. and South African studies), but the core set of concepts they measure are similar across countries.

When we refer to regressions with controls, we are referring to this set.

For each country, we coded indicator variables for whether the respondent indicated that they were

Female and had any post-secondary education.52 We also included the respondent’s age. We asked

the respondents their income and then used that to create three indicator variables for whether the

respondent’s income was in the lower quartile of the distribution, in the 26th to 75th percentile, or above

the 75th percentile. In Georgia, we used an item that assessed the household’s economic situation by

asking whether the respondent had enough money for food and expensive durables. We constructed a

six point scale based on the response.53 We also asked how many hours per week the respondent spent

consuming news.54 For each country, we calculated the median number of hours for the sample and

constructed an indicator for whether the respondent spent that amount or higher consuming news in a

given week.

We included indicator variables for certain regions in each country, where appropriate. For the United

States, these were indicators for respondents in the midwest, south, west, and northeast. For South

Africa, we coded an indicator for respondents living in Gauteng province. For Georgia, we included

indicators for whether the respondent lived in the capital and another for whether they lived in an urban

location. For the Philippines, we constructed an indicator for respondents living in Metro Manila.

We also included indicators for some ethnic or racial variables in each country, again where appro-

priate. We used existing surveys, e.g., different regional barometers, to help guide the wording of these

items. For the United States, we include an indicator variable for white respondents. In South Africa,

we asked“What is your ethnic community, cultural group or tribe?” and coded indicators for those that

52 The U.S. survey coding was slightly different. This indicator is for whether the respondent had a BA degree or higher.
53 The full list of potential responses was: Money is not enough for food; Money is enough for food, but not for clothes;

Money is enough for food/clothes, not for expensive ones; Money is enough for food/clothes, not for expensive
durables; Afford buying some expensive durables, but not too expensive; We can afford buying very expensive things.

54 “In a typical week, how many hours do you spend reading news on the internet or getting news from TV, the radio,
or a newspaper? (Please enter a number)”
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responded English, Zulu, or Xhosa. These were the largest groups in our sample.55 In the Philippines,

we asked “Would you consider yourself: [ilst]” and constructed indicator variables for respondents who

chose Cebuano or Tagalog.56 In Israel, we asked respondents to answer the following: “I am... Jewish –

born in Israel, Jewish – born outside of Israel, Muslim, Christian, Druze.” We constructed an indicator

for respondents who chose one of the two options that began with Jewish. We used a similar approach

to items concerning religion. In South Africa, we coded an indicator variable for Christian respondents.57

In the Philippines, we coded an indicator for Catholic respondents.58

Finally, we included variables that captured the respondent’s self-reported political party preference

or placement on the ideological spectrum. In the United States, we used a six point scale that asked

whether the respondent leaned somewhat or very strongly towards one party. The variable is coded so

that higher numbers represent more Republican leaning respondents. In South Africa, we asked“Which

party comes closest to your political beliefs? [list],” and coded an indicator for ANC and Democratic

Alliance supporters.59 In the Philippines, we asked the same question and coded an indicator for

supporters of PDP-Laban.60 In Israel, we asked “It is common to talk about politics in terms of the

left and the right. Where would you place yourself on this scale?” This item used a seven point scale,

with higher numbers indicating respondents that were more to the right. We did not have a party

identification or ideology item in the Georgia survey.

55 Full list: English, Venda, Afrikaans/Afrikaner/Boer, Zulu, Ndebele, White/European, Xhosa, Coloured, Pedi/North
Sotho, Sotho/South Sotho, Tswana, Shangaan, Swazi, Indian, Other (please enter).

56 Full list: Bicolano, Maguindanao, Ifugao, Maranao, Igorot, Spanish, Ilocano, Tagalog, Ilonggo, Tausug, Cebuano,
Yakan, Chinese, Japanese, Other.

57 The item was: “What is your religion at present, if any? Christian, Muslim, Hindu, Traditional religion, Judaism, I
don’t have a religion, Other (please enter).”

58 The item was: “What is your religion at present, if any? Catholic, Protestant, Muslim, I donâĂŹt have a religion,
Other (please enter).”

59 Full list: African National Congress, Democratic Alliance, Economic Freedom Fighters, Other (please enter).
60 Full list: PDP-Laban, Nacionalista, NPC, NUP, Liberal, Lakas, Other (please enter).
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Summary Statistics: Georgia

Table A3 provides summary information on responses by treatment group. For the outcome measures,

we show two versions. The first two are those used in the main manuscript. Recall that these measures

are binary, indicating whether the respondent agreed with a statement about support for an ICC or

domestic investigation. We also include summary statistics for an alternate coding of those outcome

measures where we exclude those who said “Don’t Know” or refused to answer an outcome question.

In the main manuscript, they are coded as not agreeing with the statement about support. Refusal

to answer was very uncommon; only 17 and 14 respondents refused to answer the ICC and domestic

investigation questions, respectively.

For the demographic control variables, we also include the summary statistics from a larger, nationally

representative survey conducted a few months after ours – the Caucasus Barometer Survey.61 Analogous

summary statistics are shown for that survey in the fourth column. Overall, our sample was quite close

to theirs in terms of demographic data. Our sample had a slightly lower percentage of respondents from

rural areas.

61 Caucasus Barometer 2017 Survey – Georgia. Available at https://caucasusbarometer.org/en/cb2017ge/

downloads/. Accessed Feb. 23, 2022.
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Table A3: Georgia: Summary Statistics by Treatment Group

Full Treatment Control Cauc. Barom.
mean mean mean mean

Compl. 0.49 1.00 0.00

Outcome Measures
Support ICC Inv. 0.54 0.55 0.54
Support Geo. Inv. 0.44 0.43 0.45

Support ICC Inv. NoDKRTA 0.69 0.69 0.70
Support Geo. Inv. NoDKRTA 0.57 0.56 0.59

Demographics/Controls

Female 0.65 0.65 0.64 0.64
Age 52.97 52.14 53.77 53.00
Post-Sec. Ed. 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.33
Enough mon. 2.61 2.62 2.60 2.34∗

Capital 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.23
Urban 0.24 0.23 0.25 0.25
Rural 0.48 0.48 0.47 0.51

N 1019 502 517 2,317

∗ The 2019 Caucasus Barometer used a slightly different scale for this question. Theirs ranged from 1-5, while ours
ranged from 1-6. The distributions are very similar between the two surveys.
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Summary Statistics: United States

Table A4 provides summary information on responses by treatment group. As in Georgia, a majority

of U.S. respondents indicated support for an ICC investigation: 69 percent in the complementarity

condition, 66 percent in the bias condition, 66 percent in the competing bias-complementarity condition,

72 percent in the competing bias-human rights condition, and 73 percent in the control condition.

An even larger proportion of respondents indicated support for a U.S. investigation, 80 percent in

the complementarity condition, 79 percent in the bias condition, 82 percent in the competing bias-

complementarity condition, 83 percent in the competing bias-human rights condition, and 80 percent

in the control condition.

We also report similar statistics from the 2020 ANES survey.62 In general, our sample resembles

theirs. The most notable difference is that our sample was younger, though this is to be expected since

our sample was recruited solely online.

62 The American National Election Studies (www.electionstudies.org). Accessed Feb. 23, 2022.
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Table A4: United States: Summary Statistics

Full Compl. Bias Bias + Compl. Bias + HR Control ANES
mean mean mean mean mean mean mean

Treatments
Compl. 0.20 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Bias 0.20 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Bias + Compl. 0.20 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
Bias + HR 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Outcome Measures
Support ICC Inv. 0.69 0.69 0.66 0.66 0.72 0.73
Support US Inv. 0.81 0.80 0.79 0.82 0.83 0.80
ICC is biased 0.32 0.29 0.33 0.34 0.33 0.29
Support ICC Memb 0.51 0.51 0.52 0.50 0.53 0.49

Controls/Demographics

Female 0.52 0.49 0.51 0.53 0.55 0.53 0.54
Age 46.16 46.55 46.32 45.68 46.59 45.64 51.58
White 0.73 0.73 0.72 0.75 0.73 0.72 0.81∗

BA or higher 0.43 0.43 0.42 0.43 0.43 0.42 0.45
Household Income 9.83 10.19 9.56 9.39 10.08 9.95 12∗
Dem./Rep. Scale 2.20 2.22 2.19 2.19 2.17 2.22 ∗

Northeast 0.20 0.20 0.18 0.22 0.22 0.20 0.17
Midwest 0.19 0.19 0.18 0.20 0.19 0.17 0.22
South 0.37 0.41 0.39 0.35 0.35 0.37 0.38
West 0.23 0.20 0.23 0.22 0.23 0.26 0.23

N 3290 654 661 659 658 658 8,149∗

∗Note: Race data are restricted in the 2020 ANES, so this number is from 2016. This is also from a question where
respondents chose all races that applied, which likely makes it higher than our number. Household income is restricted in

the 2020 and 2016 ANES surveys. According to the 2019 US Census, the median HHI was approximately $68K, which
would be a “12” on our scale. ANES asks whether respondents are closer to the Democratic, Republican, or Neither party.
The percentages for each category were 34.5% Democrat, 31.2% Republican, and the remainder answering Neither. We

used the N for the 2020 ANES.
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Summary Statistics: Israel

Table A5 provides summary information on responses by treatment group. Israeli respondents were the

least supportive of the ICC among all our countries, with less than a third supporting the investigation.

The fourth column of Table A6 compares our sample with data from the March 2021 Israel National

Elections Survey, which recruited by phone and over the internet.63 In general, the sample characteristics

are similar. Our sample is younger, which is to be expected since our survey only recruited online. This

is also a potential explanation for why our survey reached fewer Muslim respondents.

Table A5: Israel: Summary Statistics

Full Treatment Control INES 2021
mean mean mean

Compl. Treatment 0.50 1.00 0.00

Outcome Measures
Support ICC Inv. 0.29 0.32 0.25
Support ISR Inv. 0.57 0.60 0.54
ICC is biased 0.71 0.69 0.73
Support ICC Memb 0.43 0.45 0.41
Stop Settlements 0.38 0.39 0.36

Controls/Demographics

Female 0.51 0.51 0.51 0.52
Age 33.16 33.18 33.14 47.26
Post-Sec. Educ. 0.55 0.54 0.57 0.59
Income < 25th percentile 0.28 0.27 0.29 0.20∗

Income 26-75th percentile 0.52 0.52 0.53 0.70∗

Income > 75th percentile 0.20 0.21 0.18 0.10∗

Left/Right scale 4.61 4.66 4.56 5.82∗

Jewish 0.89 0.89 0.90 0.81
News hours per week (>4) 0.56 0.56 0.55 ∗

N 2041 1028 1013 1816
∗Note: The INES income measure asks respondents whether their income is above or below the naitonal average, on a 5

point scale. These numbers correspond to the percentage of respondents choosing the 1 (much below average), 2-4
(somewhat above/below, about average) and 5 (much above average, respectively. INES also uses a 10-point ideology
scale, which makes their mean higher than ours. INES does not ask about hours reading the news, but they do ask “In

the last week, how many times did you catch up on political information (v611). 58% reported catching up on the news
at least “2-3 times per week.”

63 https://www.tau.ac.il/~ines/2019.html. Accessed Feb. 23, 2022.
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Summary Statistics: Philippines

Table A6 provides summary information on responses by treatment group. For comparison, we use

summary statistics from the 2018 Q4 Ulat Ng Bayan survey, conducted by Pulse Asia.64 The Ulat Ng

Bayan Surveys are conducted in-person, using sampling methods based on physical geography. This

results in larger differences between their sample and ours. Our survey, which used online recruitment,

is much more heavily skewed towards respondents from Metro Manila, with all of the accompanying

correlations, such as higher education and income.

Table A6: Philippines: Summary Statistics

Full Treatment Control Ulat Ng Bayan 2018
mean mean mean

Compl. Treatment 0.51 1.00 0.00

Outcome Measures
Support ICC Inv. 0.80 0.80 0.79
Support PHL Inv. 0.82 0.81 0.84
ICC is biased 0.36 0.35 0.37
Support Rejoin ICC 0.76 0.78 0.74
Approve War on Drugs 0.87 0.87 0.86

Controls/Demographics

Female 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50
Age 37.00 36.71 37.29 42
Post-Sec. Educ. 0.72 0.71 0.72 0.28
Income < 25th percentile 0.25 0.24 0.26 0.64
Income 26-75th percentile 0.52 0.53 0.52 0.34
Income > 75th percentile 0.22 0.23 0.22 0.02
Cebuano 0.20 0.19 0.21 0.21
Tagalog 0.45 0.47 0.43 0.38
Catholic 0.76 0.74 0.77 0.86∗

PDP-Laban 0.43 0.43 0.44 ∗

News hours per week (>4) 0.49 0.51 0.48 ∗

Metro Manila NCR 0.22 0.23 0.21 0.13

N 2033 1033 1000 1800
∗Note: The Ulat Ng Bayan survey does not ask about religion. This figure is from a Pew Research article. The vast

majority of respondents (94%) answer “None” when asked for their party on the Ulat surveys. The Ulat surveys also do
not ask about amount of media consumption.

64 https://www.pulseasia.ph/databank/ulat-ng-bayan/.
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Summary Statistics: South Africa

Table A7 provides summary information on responses by treatment group. For comparison, we include

summary statistics from the 2016/2018 wave of Afrobarometer surveys.65 Our sample characteristics

were similar to theirs in many ways, though with some expected differences. Our sample, which was

recruited online, included a larger percentage of respondents from Gauteng. The Afrobarometer surveys

are more extensive in their sampling from rural areas and are conducted in person.

Table A7: South Africa: Summary Statistics

Full Treatment Control Afrobarometer 2016/2018
mean mean mean

Compl. Treatment 0.49 1.00 0.00

Outcome Measures
Support ICC Inv. 0.90 0.89 0.91
Support Local Inv. 0.68 0.70 0.65
ICC is biased 0.29 0.28 0.31
ZAF Support the ICC 0.83 0.82 0.83

Controls/Demographics

Female 0.51 0.50 0.52 0.51
Age 38.48 38.17 38.78 38.26
Post-Sec. Educ. 0.53 0.51 0.55 20.9
Income < 25th percentile 0.26 0.26 0.26
Income 26-75th percentile 0.50 0.52 0.49
Income > 75th percentile 0.24 0.22 0.25
English 0.23 0.24 0.23 0.13
Zulu 0.17 0.17 0.18 0.27
Xhosa 0.10 0.11 0.09 0.16
Christian 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78
Party - ANC 0.34 0.31 0.36
Party - Democratic Alliance 0.33 0.35 0.32
News hours per week (>5) 0.45 0.46 0.45
Gauteng 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.27

N 2019 992 1027 1829

Note: The Afrobarometer survey for South Africa for this round did not ask a household income question that is
comparable to ours. They used items asking about living conditions and material possessions. Their survey also did not

ask about party preferences or news consumption.

65 https://afrobarometer.org/. Accessed Feb. 23, 2022.
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Appendix D Full Regression Results

Support for ICC Investigation

Here, we report the full regression tables that correspond to the estimates shown graphically in Figure 3.

We order the regression tables in the same way as the figure: Israel, Georgia, Philippines, United States,

South Africa. For the USA results, we show the regression specification with all treatments to preserve

space. Results for the complementarity treatment do not change when including vs. excluding those

other treatments.

Table A8: Effect of Treatment on Support for ICC Investigation (ISR)

OLS OLS logistic logistic ordered ordered
logistic logistic

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Treatment 0.065∗∗∗ 0.068∗∗∗ 0.322∗∗∗ 0.393∗∗∗ 0.172∗∗ 0.239∗∗∗

(0.020) (0.019) (0.099) (0.107) (0.080) (0.082)

Female 0.028 0.160 0.239∗∗∗

(0.019) (0.108) (0.084)

Age −0.004∗∗∗ −0.023∗∗∗ −0.028∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.005) (0.004)

Post-Sec. Educ. −0.065∗∗∗ −0.347∗∗∗ −0.310∗∗∗

(0.020) (0.112) (0.087)

Inc. 26th-75th Pct. −0.045∗∗ −0.234∗ −0.152
(0.022) (0.126) (0.099)

Inc. Above 75th Pct. 0.016 0.097 0.029
(0.028) (0.152) (0.123)

Left/Right −0.075∗∗∗ −0.400∗∗∗ −0.451∗∗∗

(0.006) (0.034) (0.028)

Jewish −0.158∗∗∗ −0.706∗∗∗ −1.003∗∗∗

(0.032) (0.161) (0.138)

News Hours (>4/wk) −0.016 −0.088 −0.115
(0.019) (0.108) (0.084)

Constant 0.253∗∗∗ 0.919∗∗∗ −1.084∗∗∗ 2.254∗∗∗

(0.014) (0.047) (0.072) (0.262)

Observations 2,041 2,041 2,041 2,041 2,041 2,041
R2 0.005 0.135
Log Likelihood −1,215.583 −1,079.708

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table A9: Effect of Treatment on Support for ICC Investigation (GEO)

OLS OLS logistic logistic ordered ordered
logistic logistic

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Treatment 0.015 0.017 0.062 0.073 0.030 0.047
(0.032) (0.031) (0.127) (0.132) (0.113) (0.114)

Female −0.061∗ −0.264∗ −0.229∗

(0.032) (0.139) (0.121)

Age 0.0001 0.0002 0.003
(0.001) (0.004) (0.003)

Post-Sec. Educ. 0.135∗∗∗ 0.581∗∗∗ 0.393∗∗∗

(0.036) (0.154) (0.135)

Enough Money Scale 0.046∗∗∗ 0.195∗∗∗ 0.193∗∗∗

(0.013) (0.054) (0.048)

Capital 0.099∗∗ 0.422∗∗ 0.342∗∗

(0.039) (0.166) (0.144)

Urban 0.041 0.167 −0.019
(0.040) (0.169) (0.148)

Constant 0.536∗∗∗ 0.372∗∗∗ 0.146 −0.536∗

(0.022) (0.071) (0.089) (0.305)

Observations 998 991 998 991 998 991
R2 0.0002 0.061
Log Likelihood −687.756 −652.003

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01

Appendix 19



Table A10: Effect of Treatment on Support for ICC Investigation (PHL)

OLS OLS logistic logistic ordered ordered
logistic logistic

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Treatment 0.015 0.012 0.095 0.085 0.025 0.007
(0.018) (0.018) (0.110) (0.113) (0.085) (0.086)

Female 0.033∗ 0.214∗ 0.059
(0.018) (0.114) (0.087)

Age −0.003∗∗∗ −0.019∗∗∗ −0.009∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.004) (0.003)

Post-Sec. Educ. −0.024 −0.172 −0.175∗

(0.021) (0.137) (0.102)

Inc. 26th-75th Pct. −0.023 −0.155 −0.172
(0.022) (0.144) (0.108)

Inc. Above 75th Pct. −0.007 −0.055 −0.016
(0.027) (0.176) (0.134)

Cebuano −0.051∗∗ −0.301∗∗ −0.225∗

(0.025) (0.153) (0.121)

Tagalog 0.008 0.057 0.057
(0.020) (0.133) (0.101)

Catholic 0.071∗∗∗ 0.427∗∗∗ 0.405∗∗∗

(0.021) (0.125) (0.099)

PDP-Laban −0.096∗∗∗ −0.609∗∗∗ −0.512∗∗∗

(0.018) (0.114) (0.088)

News Hours (>4/wk) 0.016 0.100 0.058
(0.018) (0.114) (0.087)

Metro Man. NCR 0.015 0.100 −0.050
(0.023) (0.149) (0.111)

Constant 0.788∗∗∗ 0.899∗∗∗ 1.313∗∗∗ 2.116∗∗∗

(0.013) (0.039) (0.077) (0.255)

Observations 2,033 2,033 2,033 2,033 2,033 2,033
R2 0.0004 0.039
Log Likelihood −1,028.480 −988.490

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table A11: Effect of Treatment on Support for ICC Investigation (USA; All Treatments)

OLS OLS logistic logistic ordered ordered
logistic logistic

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Treatment −0.039 −0.036 −0.190 −0.189 −0.148 −0.172
(0.026) (0.026) (0.124) (0.138) (0.101) (0.108)

Bias Treatment −0.069∗∗∗ −0.082∗∗∗ −0.324∗∗∗ −0.414∗∗∗ −0.273∗∗∗ −0.354∗∗∗

(0.026) (0.027) (0.123) (0.137) (0.100) (0.108)

Bias + Compl. Treatment −0.066∗∗ −0.077∗∗∗ −0.312∗∗ −0.395∗∗∗ −0.286∗∗∗ −0.386∗∗∗

(0.026) (0.026) (0.123) (0.136) (0.101) (0.108)

Bias + Hum. Rights Treatment −0.004 −0.003 −0.020 −0.010 −0.001 −0.013
(0.026) (0.027) (0.126) (0.141) (0.101) (0.109)

Female 0.065∗∗∗ 0.336∗∗∗ 0.137∗∗

(0.017) (0.088) (0.070)

Age −0.002∗∗∗ −0.012∗∗∗ −0.009∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.003) (0.002)

BA or higher −0.001 0.001 0.111
(0.019) (0.095) (0.076)

Household Income 0.003∗∗ 0.016∗∗ 0.011∗∗

(0.001) (0.007) (0.005)

Midwest 0.031 0.157 0.034
(0.027) (0.141) (0.109)

South −0.010 −0.054 −0.024
(0.023) (0.119) (0.093)

West −0.012 −0.063 −0.043
(0.026) (0.132) (0.104)

White 0.022 0.131 0.225∗∗∗

(0.021) (0.107) (0.084)

Dem/Rep Scale −0.060∗∗∗ −0.297∗∗∗ −0.282∗∗∗

(0.005) (0.024) (0.020)

News Hours (>6/wk) 0.005 0.034 0.131∗

(0.017) (0.089) (0.071)

Constant 0.727∗∗∗ 0.898∗∗∗ 0.982∗∗∗ 1.888∗∗∗

(0.018) (0.039) (0.089) (0.207)

Observations 3,150 2,803 3,150 2,803 3,158 2,806
R2 0.004 0.084
Log Likelihood −1,939.362 −1,603.839

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table A12: Effect of Treatment on Support for ICC Investigation (ZAF)

OLS OLS logistic logistic ordered ordered
logistic logistic

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Treatment −0.024∗ −0.023∗ −0.276∗ −0.262∗ −0.092 −0.081
(0.013) (0.013) (0.151) (0.154) (0.098) (0.100)

Female 0.037∗∗∗ 0.430∗∗∗ 0.129
(0.013) (0.155) (0.100)

Age 0.0004 0.005 0.016∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.006) (0.004)

Post-Sec. Educ. −0.008 −0.093 −0.121
(0.014) (0.160) (0.105)

Inc. 26th-75th Pct. −0.016 −0.178 −0.221∗

(0.016) (0.190) (0.125)

Inc. Above 75th Pct. −0.009 −0.107 −0.261∗

(0.020) (0.233) (0.150)

English −0.003 −0.035 −0.081
(0.017) (0.221) (0.133)

Zulu −0.018 −0.180 −0.122
(0.019) (0.204) (0.140)

Xhosa −0.057∗∗ −0.501∗∗ −0.314∗

(0.023) (0.227) (0.167)

Christian 0.019 0.207 0.173
(0.016) (0.178) (0.118)

Party – ANC 0.036∗∗ 0.325∗ 0.318∗∗∗

(0.016) (0.172) (0.120)

Party – Dem. Alliance 0.084∗∗∗ 1.111∗∗∗ 0.462∗∗∗

(0.018) (0.235) (0.136)

News Hours (>5/wk) −0.002 −0.023 0.223∗∗

(0.013) (0.156) (0.103)

Gauteng 0.001 0.009 −0.003
(0.014) (0.164) (0.108)

Constant 0.914∗∗∗ 0.850∗∗∗ 2.367∗∗∗ 1.709∗∗∗

(0.009) (0.029) (0.111) (0.331)

Observations 2,019 2,019 2,019 2,019 2,019 2,019
R2 0.002 0.028
Log Likelihood −643.831 −616.240

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01

Appendix 22



Support for Domestic Investigation

Here, we report the full regression tables that correspond to the estimates shown graphically in Figure 4.

We order the regression tables in the same way as the figure: Israel, South Africa, Georgia, United

States, Philippines.

Table A13: Effect of Treatment on Support for Domestic Investigation (ISR)

OLS OLS logistic logistic ordered ordered
logistic logistic

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Treatment 0.064∗∗∗ 0.069∗∗∗ 0.262∗∗∗ 0.298∗∗∗ 0.244∗∗∗ 0.295∗∗∗

(0.022) (0.021) (0.090) (0.092) (0.079) (0.080)

Female 0.075∗∗∗ 0.323∗∗∗ 0.260∗∗∗

(0.022) (0.094) (0.082)

Age −0.001 −0.004 −0.004
(0.001) (0.004) (0.003)

Post-Sec. Educ. −0.033 −0.144 −0.150∗

(0.023) (0.098) (0.085)

Inc. 26th-75th Pct. 0.005 0.020 0.046
(0.026) (0.111) (0.096)

Inc. Above 75th Pct. −0.013 −0.062 0.023
(0.032) (0.139) (0.120)

Left/Right −0.061∗∗∗ −0.266∗∗∗ −0.287∗∗∗

(0.007) (0.030) (0.026)

Jewish −0.038 −0.181 −0.320∗∗

(0.036) (0.163) (0.138)

News Hours (>4/wk) 0.011 0.046 −0.091
(0.022) (0.095) (0.082)

Constant 0.539∗∗∗ 0.858∗∗∗ 0.156∗∗ 1.572∗∗∗

(0.016) (0.053) (0.063) (0.240)

Observations 2,041 2,041 2,041 2,041 2,041 2,041
R2 0.004 0.056
Log Likelihood −1,389.612 −1,334.958

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table A14: Effect of Treatment on Support for Domestic Investigation (ZAF)

OLS OLS logistic logistic ordered ordered
logistic logistic

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Treatment 0.047∗∗ 0.050∗∗ 0.217∗∗ 0.241∗∗ 0.206∗∗ 0.238∗∗∗

(0.021) (0.020) (0.095) (0.099) (0.082) (0.083)

Female −0.031 −0.147 −0.162∗

(0.020) (0.099) (0.083)

Age −0.004∗∗∗ −0.019∗∗∗ −0.018∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.004) (0.003)

Post-Sec. Educ. −0.001 −0.006 −0.009
(0.021) (0.102) (0.087)

Inc. 26th-75th Pct. −0.043∗ −0.218∗ −0.286∗∗∗

(0.025) (0.124) (0.105)

Inc. Above 75th Pct. −0.008 −0.052 −0.204
(0.031) (0.150) (0.125)

English 0.042 0.200 0.114
(0.027) (0.126) (0.107)

Zulu 0.068∗∗ 0.352∗∗ 0.212∗

(0.029) (0.152) (0.122)

Xhosa 0.011 0.041 −0.053
(0.036) (0.174) (0.146)

Christian 0.037 0.178 0.148
(0.025) (0.117) (0.100)

Party – ANC 0.070∗∗∗ 0.364∗∗∗ 0.381∗∗∗

(0.025) (0.127) (0.105)

Party – Dem. Alliance −0.049∗ −0.205 −0.173
(0.028) (0.129) (0.111)

News Hours (>5/wk) −0.035∗ −0.170∗ −0.170∗∗

(0.021) (0.100) (0.085)

Gauteng 0.046∗∗ 0.228∗∗ 0.124
(0.022) (0.108) (0.090)

Constant 0.654∗∗∗ 0.791∗∗∗ 0.638∗∗∗ 1.285∗∗∗

(0.015) (0.045) (0.066) (0.217)

Observations 2,019 2,019 2,019 2,019 2,019 2,019
R2 0.003 0.054
Log Likelihood −1,266.746 −1,213.536

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table A15: Effect of Treatment on Support for Domestic Investigation (GEO)

OLS OLS logistic logistic ordered ordered
logistic logistic

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Treatment −0.019 −0.023 −0.075 −0.099 −0.044 −0.070
(0.031) (0.031) (0.127) (0.130) (0.112) (0.113)

Female 0.052 0.219 0.383∗∗∗

(0.033) (0.138) (0.121)

Age 0.0004 0.002 0.002
(0.001) (0.004) (0.003)

Post-Sec. Educ. 0.104∗∗∗ 0.427∗∗∗ 0.290∗∗

(0.036) (0.148) (0.134)

Enough Money Scale 0.040∗∗∗ 0.168∗∗∗ 0.173∗∗∗

(0.013) (0.054) (0.047)

Capital 0.047 0.195 −0.110
(0.039) (0.164) (0.145)

Urban 0.048 0.203 −0.001
(0.040) (0.168) (0.146)

Constant 0.448∗∗∗ 0.231∗∗∗ −0.210∗∗ −1.118∗∗∗

(0.022) (0.072) (0.089) (0.306)

Observations 1,001 994 1,001 994 1,001 994
R2 0.0004 0.036
Log Likelihood −686.089 −663.646

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table A16: Effect of Treatment on Support for Domestic Investigation (USA)

OLS OLS logistic logistic ordered ordered
logistic logistic

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Treatment 0.004 −0.025 0.028 −0.171 −0.012 −0.156
(0.022) (0.023) (0.141) (0.156) (0.103) (0.110)

Bias Treatment −0.006 −0.016 −0.039 −0.106 0.082 −0.011
(0.022) (0.023) (0.139) (0.157) (0.103) (0.111)

Bias + Compl. Treatment 0.020 0.002 0.127 0.009 0.102 0.011
(0.022) (0.023) (0.143) (0.158) (0.103) (0.110)

Bias + Hum. Rights Treatment 0.028 0.010 0.182 0.079 0.109 0.041
(0.022) (0.023) (0.145) (0.162) (0.103) (0.111)

Female 0.013 0.086 −0.052
(0.015) (0.102) (0.072)

Age 0.002∗∗∗ 0.016∗∗∗ 0.015∗∗∗

(0.0005) (0.003) (0.002)

BA or higher 0.021 0.149 0.075
(0.016) (0.112) (0.078)

Household Income 0.004∗∗∗ 0.030∗∗∗ 0.024∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.008) (0.005)

Midwest 0.021 0.151 −0.017
(0.023) (0.159) (0.112)

South 0.032 0.229∗ 0.127
(0.020) (0.137) (0.096)

West 0.009 0.068 0.110
(0.022) (0.149) (0.107)

White 0.020 0.128 0.189∗∗

(0.018) (0.117) (0.085)

Dem/Rep Scale −0.004 −0.027 −0.032
(0.004) (0.029) (0.020)

News Hours (>6/wk) 0.051∗∗∗ 0.353∗∗∗ 0.442∗∗∗

(0.015) (0.104) (0.073)

Constant 0.798∗∗∗ 0.601∗∗∗ 1.372∗∗∗ 0.100
(0.016) (0.034) (0.099) (0.227)

Observations 3,138 2,803 3,138 2,803 3,140 2,803
R2 0.001 0.033
Log Likelihood −1,538.219 −1,288.052

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table A17: Effect of Treatment on Support for Domestic Investigation (PHL)

OLS OLS logistic logistic ordered ordered
logistic logistic

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Treatment −0.030∗ −0.027 −0.202∗ −0.191 −0.119 −0.102
(0.017) (0.017) (0.116) (0.118) (0.086) (0.087)

Female 0.029∗ 0.200∗ 0.067
(0.017) (0.119) (0.088)

Age 0.0004 0.003 0.003
(0.001) (0.005) (0.003)

Post-Sec. Educ. 0.053∗∗∗ 0.355∗∗∗ 0.001
(0.020) (0.135) (0.104)

Inc. 26th-75th Pct. −0.039∗ −0.295∗ −0.232∗∗

(0.021) (0.155) (0.112)

Inc. Above 75th Pct. −0.085∗∗∗ −0.592∗∗∗ −0.476∗∗∗

(0.026) (0.183) (0.135)

Cebuano 0.009 0.050 0.063
(0.024) (0.168) (0.124)

Tagalog 0.042∗∗ 0.283∗∗ 0.202∗∗

(0.020) (0.135) (0.101)

Catholic 0.014 0.092 0.038
(0.020) (0.135) (0.102)

PDP-Laban 0.095∗∗∗ 0.682∗∗∗ 0.410∗∗∗

(0.017) (0.127) (0.090)

News Hours (>4/wk) −0.003 −0.018 −0.061
(0.017) (0.120) (0.089)

Metro Man. NCR −0.016 −0.114 −0.133
(0.022) (0.150) (0.112)

Constant 0.836∗∗∗ 0.740∗∗∗ 1.629∗∗∗ 1.032∗∗∗

(0.012) (0.037) (0.085) (0.256)

Observations 2,033 2,033 2,033 2,033 2,033 2,033
R2 0.001 0.028
Log Likelihood −953.877 −926.770
Akaike Inf. Crit. 1,911.754 1,879.539

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Bias

Table A18: Effect of Treatment on Perception of ICC Bias (ISR)

normal normal logistic logistic ordered ordered
logistic logistic

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Treatment −0.043∗∗ −0.046∗∗ −0.208∗∗ −0.270∗∗ −0.120 −0.164∗∗

(0.020) (0.019) (0.098) (0.105) (0.081) (0.083)

Female −0.059∗∗∗ −0.330∗∗∗ −0.361∗∗∗

(0.019) (0.107) (0.085)

Age 0.005∗∗∗ 0.030∗∗∗ 0.028∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.005) (0.004)

Post-Sec. Educ. 0.055∗∗∗ 0.283∗∗ 0.308∗∗∗

(0.020) (0.110) (0.088)

Inc. 26th-75th Pct. 0.061∗∗∗ 0.313∗∗ 0.131
(0.023) (0.122) (0.099)

Inc. Above 75th Pct. 0.052∗ 0.265∗ 0.130
(0.028) (0.152) (0.124)

Left/Right 0.056∗∗∗ 0.294∗∗∗ 0.323∗∗∗

(0.006) (0.033) (0.027)

Jewish 0.180∗∗∗ 0.801∗∗∗ 0.681∗∗∗

(0.032) (0.160) (0.136)

News Hours (>4/wk) 0.072∗∗∗ 0.394∗∗∗ 0.218∗∗

(0.019) (0.106) (0.085)

Constant 0.731∗∗∗ 0.068 1.002∗∗∗ −2.320∗∗∗

(0.014) (0.047) (0.071) (0.262)

Observations 2,041 2,041 2,041 2,041 2,041 2,041
Log Likelihood −1,282.134 −1,151.783 −1,226.821 −1,101.382

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table A19: Effect of Treatment on Perception of ICC Bias (USA)

normal normal logistic logistic ordered ordered
logistic logistic

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Treatment −0.006 −0.020 −0.031 −0.097 −0.152 −0.206∗

(0.026) (0.027) (0.125) (0.134) (0.106) (0.111)

Bias Treatment 0.034 0.022 0.158 0.109 0.227∗∗ 0.199∗

(0.026) (0.027) (0.123) (0.132) (0.104) (0.109)

Bias + Compl. Treatment 0.048∗ 0.046∗ 0.223∗ 0.220∗ 0.242∗∗ 0.263∗∗

(0.026) (0.027) (0.122) (0.131) (0.104) (0.110)

Bias + Hum. Rights Treatment 0.038 0.043 0.175 0.210 0.248∗∗ 0.276∗∗

(0.026) (0.028) (0.123) (0.132) (0.103) (0.110)

Female −0.075∗∗∗ −0.357∗∗∗ −0.255∗∗∗

(0.018) (0.085) (0.071)

Age 0.0003 0.002 0.006∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.003) (0.002)

BA or higher 0.055∗∗∗ 0.259∗∗∗ 0.050
(0.019) (0.092) (0.077)

Household Income 0.003∗ 0.012∗ 0.010∗

(0.001) (0.006) (0.005)

Midwest 0.021 0.100 0.072
(0.028) (0.134) (0.111)

South 0.018 0.086 0.169∗

(0.024) (0.116) (0.095)

West 0.056∗∗ 0.265∗∗ 0.214∗∗

(0.026) (0.127) (0.107)

White 0.017 0.084 −0.011
(0.021) (0.104) (0.085)

Dem/Rep Scale 0.039∗∗∗ 0.184∗∗∗ 0.207∗∗∗

(0.005) (0.023) (0.020)

News Hours (>6/wk) 0.061∗∗∗ 0.291∗∗∗ 0.146∗∗

(0.018) (0.087) (0.072)

Constant 0.294∗∗∗ 0.128∗∗∗ −0.878∗∗∗ −1.707∗∗∗

(0.019) (0.041) (0.088) (0.201)

Observations 3,089 2,801 3,089 2,801 3,089 2,801
Log Likelihood −2,015.578 −1,779.385 −1,924.250 −1,695.195

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table A20: Effect of Treatment on Perception of ICC Bias (ZAF)

normal normal logistic logistic ordered ordered
logistic logistic

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Treatment −0.032 −0.030 −0.153 −0.156 −0.187∗∗ −0.191∗∗

(0.020) (0.020) (0.098) (0.102) (0.079) (0.080)

Female −0.096∗∗∗ −0.498∗∗∗ −0.203∗∗

(0.020) (0.103) (0.081)

Age −0.003∗∗∗ −0.018∗∗∗ −0.018∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.004) (0.003)

Post-Sec. Educ. 0.010 0.065 −0.044
(0.020) (0.107) (0.084)

Inc. 26th-75th Pct. −0.048∗∗ −0.231∗ −0.143
(0.024) (0.123) (0.099)

Inc. Above 75th Pct. −0.047 −0.229 −0.165
(0.029) (0.152) (0.121)

English 0.048∗ 0.263∗ 0.050
(0.026) (0.140) (0.105)

Zulu 0.063∗∗ 0.301∗∗ 0.277∗∗

(0.028) (0.137) (0.115)

Xhosa 0.009 0.062 0.063
(0.034) (0.171) (0.141)

Christian 0.012 0.066 −0.015
(0.024) (0.125) (0.096)

Party – ANC 0.040 0.168 0.076
(0.024) (0.118) (0.099)

Party – Dem. Alliance −0.129∗∗∗ −0.760∗∗∗ −0.654∗∗∗

(0.027) (0.148) (0.109)

News Hours (>5/wk) 0.014 0.079 −0.153∗

(0.020) (0.104) (0.082)

Gauteng −0.018 −0.091 −0.099
(0.021) (0.111) (0.087)

Constant 0.307∗∗∗ 0.508∗∗∗ −0.816∗∗∗ 0.217
(0.014) (0.043) (0.068) (0.222)

Observations 2,019 2,019 2,019 2,019 2,019 2,019
Log Likelihood −1,271.773 −1,198.966 −1,216.751 −1,142.070

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table A21: Effect of Treatment on Perception of ICC Bias (PHL)

normal normal logistic logistic ordered ordered
logistic logistic

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Treatment −0.018 −0.009 −0.076 −0.039 −0.039 0.012
(0.021) (0.021) (0.093) (0.096) (0.079) (0.079)

Female −0.033 −0.152 −0.020
(0.021) (0.097) (0.080)

Age 0.001 0.004 0.002
(0.001) (0.004) (0.003)

Post-Sec. Educ. −0.030 −0.137 −0.112
(0.024) (0.112) (0.094)

Inc. 26th-75th Pct. −0.082∗∗∗ −0.364∗∗∗ −0.260∗∗∗

(0.026) (0.117) (0.100)

Inc. Above 75th Pct. −0.101∗∗∗ −0.452∗∗∗ −0.375∗∗∗

(0.032) (0.147) (0.123)

Cebuano 0.019 0.084 0.005
(0.029) (0.133) (0.112)

Tagalog −0.027 −0.128 −0.131
(0.024) (0.112) (0.092)

Catholic −0.004 −0.021 −0.019
(0.024) (0.112) (0.092)

PDP-Laban 0.189∗∗∗ 0.845∗∗∗ 0.884∗∗∗

(0.021) (0.097) (0.083)

News Hours (>4/wk) −0.070∗∗∗ −0.326∗∗∗ −0.255∗∗∗

(0.021) (0.097) (0.081)

Metro Man. NCR −0.024 −0.117 −0.086
(0.027) (0.127) (0.104)

Constant 0.366∗∗∗ 0.399∗∗∗ −0.549∗∗∗ −0.426∗∗

(0.015) (0.046) (0.066) (0.210)

Observations 2,033 2,033 2,033 2,033 2,033 2,033
Log Likelihood −1,389.587 −1,324.668 −1,324.640 −1,260.973

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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ICC Cooperation/Membership

Table A22: Effect of Treatment on Support for ICC Membership (ISR)

normal normal logistic logistic ordered ordered
logistic logistic

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Treatment 0.042∗ 0.043∗∗ 0.170∗ 0.185∗∗ 0.158∗∗ 0.179∗∗

(0.022) (0.022) (0.090) (0.092) (0.078) (0.079)

Female 0.096∗∗∗ 0.409∗∗∗ 0.496∗∗∗

(0.022) (0.093) (0.081)

Age −0.001 −0.003 −0.008∗∗

(0.001) (0.004) (0.003)

Post-Sec. Educ. −0.052∗∗ −0.219∗∗ −0.182∗∗

(0.023) (0.097) (0.084)

Inc. 26th-75th Pct. −0.004 −0.014 0.013
(0.026) (0.110) (0.095)

Inc. Above 75th Pct. 0.039 0.165 0.207∗

(0.032) (0.137) (0.119)

Left/Right −0.048∗∗∗ −0.201∗∗∗ −0.214∗∗∗

(0.007) (0.029) (0.025)

Jewish −0.038 −0.157 −0.213
(0.037) (0.154) (0.136)

News Hours (>4/wk) −0.007 −0.031 −0.092
(0.022) (0.094) (0.081)

Constant 0.408∗∗∗ 0.662∗∗∗ −0.373∗∗∗ 0.678∗∗∗

(0.016) (0.054) (0.064) (0.227)

Observations 2,041 2,041 2,041 2,041 2,041 2,041
Log Likelihood −1,459.567 −1,416.544 −1,392.084 −1,349.346

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table A23: Effect of Treatment on Support for ICC Membership (PHL)

normal normal logistic logistic ordered ordered
logistic logistic

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Treatment 0.044∗∗ 0.041∗∗ 0.242∗∗ 0.242∗∗ 0.187∗∗ 0.169∗∗

(0.019) (0.019) (0.104) (0.107) (0.082) (0.083)

Female 0.020 0.116 −0.095
(0.019) (0.108) (0.084)

Age −0.003∗∗∗ −0.015∗∗∗ −0.008∗∗

(0.001) (0.004) (0.003)

Post-Sec. Educ. 0.016 0.089 −0.009
(0.022) (0.126) (0.098)

Inc. 26th-75th Pct. −0.009 −0.055 −0.003
(0.023) (0.134) (0.104)

Inc. Above 75th Pct. 0.002 0.008 0.085
(0.029) (0.165) (0.129)

Cebuano −0.107∗∗∗ −0.545∗∗∗ −0.312∗∗∗

(0.026) (0.143) (0.118)

Tagalog 0.016 0.103 0.054
(0.022) (0.127) (0.097)

Catholic 0.103∗∗∗ 0.559∗∗∗ 0.454∗∗∗

(0.022) (0.118) (0.097)

PDP-Laban −0.104∗∗∗ −0.589∗∗∗ −0.635∗∗∗

(0.019) (0.108) (0.085)

News Hours (>4/wk) 0.002 0.014 −0.006
(0.019) (0.108) (0.085)

Metro Man. NCR 0.029 0.180 0.075
(0.024) (0.145) (0.109)

Constant 0.736∗∗∗ 0.789∗∗∗ 1.025∗∗∗ 1.391∗∗∗

(0.014) (0.041) (0.072) (0.235)

Observations 2,033 2,033 2,033 2,033 2,033 2,033
Log Likelihood −1,157.722 −1,107.272 −1,121.166 −1,072.176

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table A24: Effect of Treatment on Support for ICC Membership (USA)

normal normal logistic logistic ordered ordered
logistic logistic

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Treatment 0.001 −0.013 0.005 −0.057 0.010 −0.027
(0.023) (0.023) (0.090) (0.098) (0.081) (0.086)

Female −0.046∗∗ −0.201∗∗ −0.057
(0.019) (0.080) (0.070)

Age −0.001 −0.003 −0.005∗∗

(0.001) (0.002) (0.002)

BA or higher 0.070∗∗∗ 0.302∗∗∗ 0.249∗∗∗

(0.020) (0.087) (0.076)

Household Income 0.004∗∗∗ 0.016∗∗∗ 0.018∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.006) (0.005)

Midwest −0.012 −0.052 −0.125
(0.029) (0.126) (0.109)

South −0.014 −0.061 −0.028
(0.025) (0.108) (0.094)

West 0.022 0.097 0.005
(0.028) (0.121) (0.104)

White 0.103∗∗∗ 0.447∗∗∗ 0.439∗∗∗

(0.022) (0.096) (0.083)

Dem/Rep Scale −0.061∗∗∗ −0.258∗∗∗ −0.285∗∗∗

(0.005) (0.023) (0.020)

News Hours (>6/wk) 0.034∗ 0.146∗ 0.078
(0.019) (0.082) (0.071)

Constant 0.512∗∗∗ 0.561∗∗∗ 0.047 0.258
(0.010) (0.039) (0.040) (0.168)

Observations 3,096 2,807 3,096 2,807 3,096 2,807
Log Likelihood −2,247.164 −1,927.641 −2,145.098 −1,835.604

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table A25: Effect of Treatment on Support for ICC Cooperation (ZAF)

normal normal logistic logistic ordered ordered
logistic logistic

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Treatment −0.012 −0.014 −0.083 −0.095 −0.020 −0.032
(0.017) (0.017) (0.117) (0.120) (0.088) (0.089)

Female 0.012 0.085 0.064
(0.017) (0.120) (0.089)

Age 0.001 0.006 0.014∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.005) (0.004)

Post-Sec. Educ. −0.032∗ −0.234∗ −0.191∗∗

(0.017) (0.126) (0.093)

Inc. 26th-75th Pct. 0.011 0.081 0.042
(0.021) (0.146) (0.110)

Inc. Above 75th Pct. −0.001 −0.012 −0.069
(0.025) (0.176) (0.133)

English −0.017 −0.137 −0.146
(0.022) (0.168) (0.118)

Zulu −0.042∗ −0.267∗ −0.327∗∗∗

(0.024) (0.160) (0.124)

Xhosa −0.079∗∗∗ −0.491∗∗∗ −0.273∗

(0.029) (0.188) (0.155)

Christian 0.019 0.136 0.193∗

(0.020) (0.143) (0.106)

Party – ANC 0.018 0.107 0.154
(0.021) (0.137) (0.108)

Party – Dem. Alliance 0.100∗∗∗ 0.813∗∗∗ 0.458∗∗∗

(0.023) (0.177) (0.122)

News Hours (>5/wk) 0.043∗∗ 0.308∗∗ 0.305∗∗∗

(0.017) (0.124) (0.091)

Gauteng −0.013 −0.094 −0.076
(0.018) (0.127) (0.096)

Constant 0.832∗∗∗ 0.760∗∗∗ 1.597∗∗∗ 1.102∗∗∗

(0.012) (0.037) (0.083) (0.261)

Observations 2,019 2,019 2,019 2,019 2,019 2,019
Log Likelihood −908.868 −875.786 −933.954 −899.615

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Support for Policy

Table A26: Effect of Treatment on Support for Settlements (ISR)

normal normal logistic logistic ordered ordered
logistic logistic

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Treatment 0.027 0.033∗ 0.114 0.169∗ 0.147∗ 0.214∗∗∗

(0.021) (0.020) (0.091) (0.100) (0.078) (0.081)

Female 0.055∗∗∗ 0.277∗∗∗ 0.324∗∗∗

(0.020) (0.102) (0.083)

Age 0.0005 0.002 −0.004
(0.001) (0.004) (0.003)

Post-Sec. Educ. −0.033 −0.161 −0.201∗∗

(0.021) (0.106) (0.085)

Inc. 26th-75th Pct. −0.008 −0.026 −0.058
(0.024) (0.120) (0.097)

Inc. Above 75th Pct. 0.038 0.199 0.308∗∗

(0.030) (0.148) (0.121)

Left/Right −0.103∗∗∗ −0.494∗∗∗ −0.599∗∗∗

(0.006) (0.033) (0.029)

Jewish −0.143∗∗∗ −0.661∗∗∗ −0.683∗∗∗

(0.034) (0.164) (0.141)

News Hours (>4/wk) 0.003 0.017 −0.038
(0.020) (0.103) (0.083)

Constant 0.362∗∗∗ 0.932∗∗∗ −0.565∗∗∗ 2.031∗∗∗

(0.015) (0.049) (0.065) (0.251)

Observations 2,041 2,041 2,041 2,041 2,041 2,041
Log Likelihood −1,416.560 −1,247.022 −1,350.296 −1,186.521

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table A27: Effect of Treatment on Support for War on Drugs (PHL)

normal normal logistic logistic ordered ordered
logistic logistic

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Treatment 0.001 0.009 0.012 0.098 0.037 0.091
(0.015) (0.015) (0.130) (0.136) (0.089) (0.091)

Female −0.013 −0.087 −0.007
(0.015) (0.138) (0.092)

Age 0.004∗∗∗ 0.037∗∗∗ 0.019∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.006) (0.004)

Post-Sec. Educ. 0.074∗∗∗ 0.573∗∗∗ 0.311∗∗∗

(0.017) (0.150) (0.106)

Inc. 26th-75th Pct. −0.007 −0.087 −0.079
(0.018) (0.169) (0.115)

Inc. Above 75th Pct. −0.012 −0.137 −0.148
(0.023) (0.214) (0.142)

Cebuano −0.012 −0.114 0.101
(0.021) (0.208) (0.133)

Tagalog −0.043∗∗ −0.392∗∗ −0.127
(0.017) (0.159) (0.105)

Catholic −0.002 −0.027 −0.082
(0.017) (0.160) (0.107)

PDP-Laban 0.127∗∗∗ 1.286∗∗∗ 0.878∗∗∗

(0.015) (0.164) (0.096)

News Hours (>4/wk) −0.027∗ −0.235∗ −0.183∗∗

(0.015) (0.139) (0.093)

Metro Man. NCR −0.011 −0.096 −0.040
(0.019) (0.174) (0.118)

Constant 0.865∗∗∗ 0.662∗∗∗ 1.857∗∗∗ 0.209
(0.011) (0.032) (0.093) (0.293)

Observations 2,033 2,033 2,033 2,033 2,033 2,033
Log Likelihood −698.195 −619.199 −801.914 −722.283

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Appendix E Balance Tests

We use the test in Hansen and Bowers (2008) to assess overall covariate balance across treatment and

control groups. We want to confirm that respondents in the treatment and control conditions are not

appreciably different in terms of their observable characteristics.

Balance Tests: Georgia

The overall χ2 statistic for testing the null hypothesis of balance in observables across treatment and

control groups is 2.57, with a corresponding p-value of 0.861. This means we cannot reject the null

that the treatment and control groups are balanced, i.e. we do not find evidence of imbalance.

Balance Tests: Philippines

Observable characteristics from the Philippines sample are also balanced across control and treatment

groups. The overall χ2 statistic for testing the null hypothesis of balance in observables groups is 10.30,

with a corresponding p-value of 0.51.

Balance Tests: Israel

We also do not detect imbalance in the Israel sample. The overall χ2 statistic for testing the null

hypothesis of balance in observables groups is 10.20, with a corresponding p-value of 0.25.

Balance Tests: South Africa

There are some imbalances in the South African sample. The overall χ2 statistic for testing the null

hypothesis of balance in observables groups is 21.20, with a corresponding p-value of 0.07. The main

differences are that the control group is slightly more educated (4 percent more respondents with post

secondary education), slightly richer (3 percent more respondents whose income is above the 75th

percentile), with Xhosa speakers slightly underrepresented (by 2 percent), and with ANC supporters

slightly over-represented (by 5 percent), compared to the treatment group. Together, these differences

yield the higher test statistic for imbalance.

It is very unlikely that these imbalances strongly influenced our estimates of the treatment effects.

First, estimated treatment effects change very little when we control for the observable characteristics
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of respondents, both those with and without imbalance across treatment/control. Controlling for the

observables that are imbalanced and still finding an almost identical treatment effect reassures us that

these imbalances are not causing us to arrive at incorrect inferences about the treatment effect.

However, we might also wonder “if there is imbalance on these observables, could there also be

imbalance on some unobservable, or unmeasured, respondent characteristic that would explain our

estimated treatment effects?” Sensitivity testing is designed to answer this question. Sensitivity testing

asks “how problematic would an unobservable need to be to alter estimated treatment effects in a

meaningful way?” For an application to International Relations research, see Chaudoin et al (2018).

Unobservables are more worrying as they become more correlated with treatment assignment and the

outcome. Here, we show contour plots for one method of quantifying that correlation, based on partial

R2 statistics, from Cinelli et al (2020).

Figure A1 shows contours for different estimated treatment effects. The horizontal and vertical

axes show hypothetical partial R2 values, for the relationship between the unobserved confounder and

treatment / the outcome. The“unadjusted”treatment effect corresponds to the results from a regression

out the outcome on treatment and control variables. Recall, that the estimated treatment effect for

that regression for South Africa was -0.023. Each contour line shows an estimated treatment effect that

would result if we included a previously omitted variable with a particular pair of partial R2 values. The

red dashed line corresponds to a treatment effect of zero – if an unobservable existed that fell along this

contour line, we could get our estimated treatment effect by omitting such an unobservable, even if the

true treatment effect were zero.

The worst imbalance in our sample corresponded to the variable measuring whether the respondent

supported the ANC. This variable had the strongest partial R2 correlation with treatment and was almost

the strongest observable in terms of the outcome measure. It is therefore a conservative benchmark.

To conclude that our estimated treatment effect was driven by imbalance in an unobservable, it

would require an unobservable with far greater imbalance across treatment and control and far greater

explanatory power with respect to the outcome, compared to the ANC variable (or any others). This is

very, very unlikely. We therefore conclude that it is very unlikely that imbalance on some unobservable

quantity explains our estimated treatment effect.
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Figure A1: Sensitivity Contour Plot, South Africa
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Balance Tests: United States

Since the U.S. survey has three different treatment groups, we compare them one by one to the control

group to assess balance. For each treatment group, the overall χ2 statistics and associated p-values

are: complementarity, 14.2 (p = 0.17); bias, 9.04 (p = 0.53); bias plus complementarity, 21.1 (p =

0.02); and bias plus human rights, 9.38 (p = 0.50). These results are generally consistent with the

argument of balance across treatment groups. The main place where we see any imbalance is that the

control group had fewer respondents who consumed 6+ hours of news per week. Only 44 percent of

control group respondents fell into that category, compared to 53 percent in the bias + complementarity

group. Among the other control variables the Midwest was slightly over-represented in the bias +

complementarity group and the West was slightly underrepresented in the complementarity treatment

group.

It is unlikely that the slight imbalances influenced our estimates of the treatment effects. We used

the same approach described in the section on balance in the South African sample. Again, including

observables does not significantly alter estimated treatment effects. Similarly, contour plots based on

sensitivity testing also suggest that it is very unlikely that imbalance in some respondent characteristic

drives our estimated treatment effects, as in Figure A2.
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Figure A2: Sensitivity Contour Plot, USA
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Appendix F Manipulation Checks

Table A28 shows the results from regressing a binary indicator for whether the respondent answered each

question correctly on their treatment status. The intercepts/constants therefore give the percentage

of correct responses under the control condition and the treatment coefficient describes the increase in

that probability under treatment.

As we would expect given the difficulty of the questions, the percentage of correct answers under

control are low. Respondents, on average, do not know the specifics of ICC rules. They are generally

even worse than a random guess, less than 33 percent for Question 1 and less than 50 percent for

Question 2.

Treatment has a large positive effect on the probability of a correct response, which gives evidence

that respondents read, processed, and understood the information contained in the treatment. Usually,

the effect is to more than double the percentage of respondents answering correctly. In the United

States survey, both of the treatments that included complementarity had significant, positive effects on

the probability of a correct answer.

Table A28: Effect of Treatment on Manipulation Checks

Dependent variable: Passed Manipulation Check

Q1 PHL Q2 PHL Q1 ZAF Q2 ZAF Q1 USA Q2 USA Q1 ISR Q2 ISR

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Compl. 0.281∗∗∗ 0.214∗∗∗ 0.362∗∗∗ 0.245∗∗∗ 0.306∗∗∗ 0.248∗∗∗ 0.355∗∗∗ 0.175∗∗∗

(0.021) (0.020) (0.021) (0.021) (0.026) (0.027) (0.021) (0.022)

Bias −0.006 0.038
(0.026) (0.027)

Bias + Compl. 0.326∗∗∗ 0.172∗∗∗

(0.026) (0.027)

Bias + Human Rights 0.027 0.017
(0.026) (0.027)

Constant 0.310∗∗∗ 0.183∗∗∗ 0.288∗∗∗ 0.250∗∗∗ 0.318∗∗∗ 0.359∗∗∗ 0.325∗∗∗ 0.472∗∗∗

(0.015) (0.014) (0.015) (0.015) (0.018) (0.019) (0.015) (0.015)

Observations 2,033 2,033 2,019 2,019 3,290 3,290 2,041 2,041
R2 0.080 0.055 0.132 0.064 0.093 0.039 0.126 0.031

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Treatment Effects Dropping “Non-compliers”

Additionally, we can ensure that our regression (non)results are not simply due to respondents who failed

to comprehend or take up the treatment. To see this, we categorize respondents as “compliers” and

“non-compliers.” Compliers refers to respondents in the treatment groups that included complementarity

who then answered the comprehension check questions correctly. We call them compliers because they

received treatment and then answered the manipulation check questions in such a way as to suggest that

they read and understood the treatment. We also call those in the control group compliers, since they

received their treatment by default. Non-compliers, therefore, are those who were in the complementarity

treatment group and still answered the comprehension check questions incorrectly.

The thought exercise we have in mind is as follows: Suppose complementarity does have a significant

effect on responses, but that effect is being attenuated in our study by respondents assigned to the

treatment group who did not read or understand the treatment. If we exclude those respondents, then

we should see stronger differences between treatment and control groups, ie a larger estimated treatment

effect. To use a medical analogy, suppose there is a treatment drug and a placebo. If half of those

assigned to the treatment drug nonetheless do not take the drug, then outcomes for the two groups will

look artificially similar. We cannot directly measure whether a respondent “took the drug” (read and

understood the treatment). But those who did not read and understand the treatment are more likely

to answer the manipulation questions incorrectly. So excluding those respondents should decrease the

degree to which the control and treatment groups look similar.

For each country, for each of the two main outcomes, we can again regress support for an ICC

investigation or domestic investigation on the treatment indicator. And we can compare these estimates

when we include and exclude non-compliers. If our estimated treatment effects do not change much,

then we have less of a reason to suspect that a lack of comprehension explains our lack of results. If the

effect of complementarity improves when we exclude the non-compliers, then this would give evidence

that lack of comprehension was a driver of our (non)results.

Figure A3 shows the effect of treatment on support for the ICC investigation for each country. We

use the same set of specifications as in the main results section, but we show estimates with and without

non-compliers. Each dot that is labelled “Comp1and2” is the analogous estimate from the main results

section, only that result is excluding those who did not answer the comprehension checks correctly.
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Adjacent dots therefore compare the same regression, with and without noncompliers.

We see two different patterns. For South Africa and the United States, it makes little difference

whether we include or exclude those respondents. The coefficient estimates do not change much at all.

For the Philippines and Israel, on the other hand, results for the effect of complementarity actually

get slightly worse when we exclude non-compliers. Recall that we generally found that complementarity

had a positive effect on support for the ICC investigation in our Israel survey. When excluding non-

compliers, many of those positive results no longer obtain (bottom right pane). In the Philippines, we

generally found null results. When we exclude non-compliers, many of those null results become negative

results that are sometimes statistically significant (bottom left pane).

Looking at the overall picture from these four countries, there is no evidence that a lack of com-

prehension drove our null results. Figure A4 shows this same exercise using the other main outcome

measure, support for domestic investigations. We again see little change in results when we exclude

non-compliers.
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Figure A3: Effect of Treatment on Support for ICC Investigation, Excluding “Non-compliers”

Little Change in Results

treatment

−0.4 0.0 0.4
Coefficient Estimate

Model

OLS

OLS Comp1and2

OLS w/ctrl

OLS w/ctrl Comp1and2

Logit

Logit Comp1and2

Logit w/ctrl

Logit w/ctrl Comp1and2

Ord. Logit

Ord. Logit Comp1and2

Ord. Logit w/ctrl

Ord. Logit w/ctrl Comp1and2

ZAF

treatment

−0.4 0.0 0.4
Coefficient Estimate

Model

OLS

OLS Comp1and2

OLS w/ctrl

OLS w/ctrl Comp1and2

Logit

Logit Comp1and2

Logit w/ctrl

Logit w/ctrl Comp1and2

Ord. Logit

Ord. Logit Comp1and2

Ord. Logit w/ctrl

Ord. Logit w/ctrl Comp1and2

USA

Worse Results

treatment

−0.4 0.0 0.4
Coefficient Estimate

Model

OLS

OLS Comp1and2

OLS w/ctrl

OLS w/ctrl Comp1and2

Logit

Logit Comp1and2

Logit w/ctrl

Logit w/ctrl Comp1and2

Ord. Logit

Ord. Logit Comp1and2

Ord. Logit w/ctrl

Ord. Logit w/ctrl Comp1and2

PHL

treatment

−0.4 0.0 0.4
Coefficient Estimate

Model

OLS

OLS Comp1and2

OLS w/ctrl

OLS w/ctrl Comp1and2

Logit

Logit Comp1and2

Logit w/ctrl

Logit w/ctrl Comp1and2

Ord. Logit

Ord. Logit Comp1and2

Ord. Logit w/ctrl

Ord. Logit w/ctrl Comp1and2

ISR

Appendix 46



Figure A4: Effect of Treatment on Support for Domestic Investigations, Excluding “Non-compliers”
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Appendix G Moderation Results: Perceptions of Domestic Institutions

Existing work suggests that support for domestic legal institutions could have a direct correlation with

respondents’ views of an international institution like the ICC.66 In each of our country surveys, we

asked whether the respondent thought her country’s legal system was capable of handling cases or

investigations, “even when they were politically difficult.” This question measures the degree to which

the respondent thinks her country could perform a role similar to that of the ICC, since almost all crimes

that fall under ICC scrutiny involve politically controversial issues and figures.

Additionally, it is possible that the effect of complementarity on support for an ICC or domestic

investigation depends on how the respondent views their domestic legal system, i.e. that views about

the domestic legal system moderate the effect of the complementarity treatment. Hypothesizing about

the likely direction this moderation is actually a little bit tricky and requires an ancillary assumption.

If we assume that most respondents prefer a domestic investigation over an international one, then we

would expect the following: If a respondent thought her legal system was capable of handling politically

difficult investigations, then treatment should magnify support for the ICC. The respondent might think

that the ICC would assess the situation and determine that her country had met its obligation for a

genuine investigation. If we assume that a respondent prefers an international investigation over a

domestic one, then we would not expect moderation of the treatment effect. Respondents who both

trust and distrust their legal system would prefer ICC scrutiny, regardless of whether it was governed by

a complementarity rule.

We coded a binary version of our question about the respondent’s views on their country’s legal

system. The survey item asked: ““Do agree or disagree with the following statement? The [Georgian /

U.S. / Israeli / Philippines legal system is] / [The legal systems in other African countries are] capable

of good investigations, even when they are politically sensitive or difficult” The variable Leg. Sys. Cap.

equals 1 if the respondent chose “strongly agree” or “agree” and zero otherwise.

Table A29 show the results from an OLS regression of the ICC investigation support variable on

treatment, the binary indicator for the legal system variable, and their interactions. We again report

results from specifications with and without control variables.

66 Voeten (2013), Dellmuth and Tallberg (2020).
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In Georgia, the USA, and Israel, greater faith in the domestic legal system is associated with stronger

support for the ICC investigation – the direct effect of beliefs about the domestic legal system. In the

Philippines, however, greater faith in the domestic legal system is negatively associated with support for

the ICC. This is contrary to expectations.

We do not find evidence that beliefs about domestic legal systems moderate the treatment effect in

any of our countries. We cannot reject the null hypothesis that those with positive and negative beliefs

about domestic legal systems react similarly to treatment.
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Table A29: Effect of Treatment on Support for ICC Investigation (OLS) with Interactions

Dependent variable:

GEO GEO PHL PHL USA USA ZAF ZAF ISR ISR

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Treatment −0.020 −0.012 0.016 0.009 −0.044 −0.069∗ −0.016 −0.013 0.078∗∗ 0.077∗∗∗

(0.037) (0.037) (0.028) (0.027) (0.039) (0.041) (0.017) (0.017) (0.031) (0.029)

Leg. Sys. Cap. 0.251∗∗∗ 0.235∗∗∗

(0.046) (0.045)

Treatment ∗ Leg. Sys. Cap. 0.086 0.072
(0.065) (0.063)

Phl. Leg. Sys. Cap. (Bin.) −0.070∗∗∗ −0.043∗

(0.026) (0.026)

Treatment ∗ Phl. Leg. Sys. Cap. (Bin.) −0.007 0.003
(0.036) (0.036)

U.S. Leg. Sys. Cap. (Bin.) 0.085∗∗ 0.066∗

(0.037) (0.038)

Treatment ∗ U.S. Leg. Sys. Cap. (Bin.) 0.007 0.053
(0.052) (0.053)

Other Leg. Sys. Cap. (Bin.) −0.017 −0.005
(0.019) (0.019)

Tmt. ∗ Other Leg. Sys. Cap. (Bin.) −0.021 −0.025
(0.027) (0.027)

Isr. Leg. Sys. Cap. (Bin.) 0.047 0.052∗

(0.029) (0.027)
Treatment ∗ Isr. Leg. Sys. Cap. (Bin.) −0.023 −0.017

(0.040) (0.038)

Constant 0.457∗∗∗ 0.315∗∗∗ 0.831∗∗∗ 0.919∗∗∗ 0.679∗∗∗ 0.921∗∗∗ 0.921∗∗∗ 0.854∗∗∗ 0.226∗∗∗ 0.894∗∗∗

(0.026) (0.070) (0.020) (0.042) (0.028) (0.060) (0.012) (0.030) (0.022) (0.049)

Controls? N Y N Y N Y N Y N Y
Observations 998 991 2,033 2,033 1,250 1,120 2,019 2,019 2,041 2,041
R2 0.079 0.123 0.008 0.042 0.011 0.100 0.004 0.029 0.007 0.137

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Global Moderation: Judicial Independence

In the main manuscript, we considered whether floor and ceiling effects potentially explained differences

in treatment effects across countries. Here, we consider whether there is variation across countries

in treatment effects driven by variation in that country’s level of judicial independence. Potentially,

complementarity could mean more or less to respondents depending on their country’s level of judicial

independence. For countries with weaker judiciaries, complementarity may have less of an effect, since

a failure on the part of their country to investigate may not mean as much.

The top and bottom panes of Figure A5 show measures of judicial independence on the horizontal

axis and our estimated treatment effects for the ICC investigation outcome measure on the vertical

axis. Higher values on the horizontal exis indicate greater judicial independence. The top pane uses

the measure from Linzer et al (2015), which ranges from zero to one. The bottom pane uses World

Economic Forum measures which range from 1 to 7.67 For each measure, we used the most recent

measurement available for a particular country. The measures generally align the countries in a similar

way, although the first measure considers the Israeli courts less independent than the second measure,

relative to the other countries.

Regardless of which measure we use, we see little evidence that the level of judicial Independence

in a country moderates treatment effects. There is no clear pattern with countries on one side of the

figures or the other tending to have larger or smaller treatment effect estimates.

67 See https://reports.weforum.org/pdf/gci-2017-2018-scorecard/WEF_GCI_2017_2018_Scorecard_

EOSQ144.pdf. Accessed 03-09-2022.
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Figure A5: Estimated Treatment Effect Over Judicial Independence, by country
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Appendix H Moderation Results: Ideology

In the United States and Israel, our surveys included measures of political ideology and party identi-

fication. In the United States, we asked respondents whether they generally thought of themselves

as Republican, Democrat, Independent, etc. We also asked them whether they considered themselves

strong Democrats/Republicans, and for Independents, we asked whether they thought of themselves as

closer to one of the two major parties. This yielded a 6 point scale, with higher numbers indicating

more/stronger affiliation with the Republican party. In Israel, we asked respondents to place themselves

on a 7 point scale, with higher numbers on the right side of the political spectrum.68

We wanted to assess whether political leanings moderated the effect of treatment. Party identifica-

tion or political ideology likely has a direct effect on support for the ICC – more right leaning respondents

should have lower support levels for the ICC. Additionally, we might expect that arguments about com-

plementarity would be most persuasive for left-leaning respondents. Those respondents might be more

inclined to support the ICC, while right-leaning respondents may be harder to move towards supporting

the ICC.

Table A30 and Table A31 show results from OLS regressions of the main dependent variables on

treatment, the political party variables, and their interaction. The “direct” effect of party and ideology

on support for the ICC is as expected. In the United States, more Republican-leaning respondents had

lower overall levels of approval of the ICC investigation. Treatment weakly lowered support across the

political spectrum and we cannot detect any differences in treatment effects across respondents with

different political leanings.

In Israel, again as expected, more right leaning respondents were less supportive of the ICC. For

the most left-leaning respondents, the complementarity treatment significantly increased support for the

ICC investigation. However, that treatment effect wanes significantly as we move rightwards on the

political spectrum.

This potentially explains part of why we found a positive effect in Israel. At least among some subset

of respondents – those on the left of the political spectrum – complementarity increased support.

For the outcome measuring support for domestic investigations, results were similar for both coun-

68 The exact wording was“It is common to talk about politics in terms of the left and the right. Where would you place
yourself on this scale?”
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tries. Although, we did not find that left/right leanings moderated the treatment effect as strongly in

Israel.

Table A30: Effect of Treatment on Support for ICC Investigation (OLS), w/ Party Interactions

Dependent variable:

USA ISR

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

Treatment −0.052 −0.048 0.170∗∗∗ 0.165∗∗∗

(0.040) (0.041) (0.057) (0.055)

Dem/Rep Scale −0.064∗∗∗ −0.063∗∗∗

(0.010) (0.010)

Treatment ∗ Dem/Rep Scale 0.002 0.005
(0.014) (0.014)

Left/Right −0.070∗∗∗ −0.064∗∗∗

(0.008) (0.008)

Treatment ∗ Left/Right −0.021∗ −0.021∗

(0.012) (0.011)

Constant 0.875∗∗∗ 0.938∗∗∗ 0.573∗∗∗ 0.872∗∗∗

(0.029) (0.059) (0.039) (0.053)

Controls? N Y N Y
Observations 1,210 1,120 2,041 2,041
R2 0.066 0.089 0.093 0.137

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table A31: Effect of Treatment on Support for Domestic Investigation (OLS), w/ Party Interactions

Dependent variable:

USA ISR

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

Treatment −0.026 −0.048 0.116∗ 0.117∗

(0.036) (0.036) (0.063) (0.063)

Dem/Rep Scale −0.006 −0.009
(0.009) (0.009)

Treatment ∗ Dem/Rep Scale 0.011 0.010
(0.013) (0.013)

Left/Right −0.058∗∗∗ −0.056∗∗∗

(0.009) (0.009)

Treatment ∗ Left/Right −0.010 −0.010
(0.013) (0.013)

Constant 0.819∗∗∗ 0.636∗∗∗ 0.803∗∗∗ 0.835∗∗∗

(0.026) (0.053) (0.044) (0.061)

Controls? N Y N Y
Observations 1,211 1,121 2,041 2,041
R2 0.001 0.041 0.048 0.056

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Appendix I Results Excluding “Neither Agree/Disagree”

The main manuscript primarily used a binary coding of the outcome variables. We coded respondents

as supporting an ICC or domestic investigation (1) if they chose “Strongly agree” or “Somewhat agree.”

Respondents who chose“Neither agree nor disagree”were coded as not supporting (0). Here, we replicate

the main manuscript’s analysis of treatment effects, excluding respondents who didn’t choose one of the

agree/disagree answers. We think the main manuscript’s coding is appropriate, since our outcome of

interest is whether the respondent indicates support. But here, we show that all our results are robust

to excluding respondents who did not choose one of the agree/disagree answers. Below, we re-estimate

the same set of regressions, though we exclude the ordered logit regressions, since we are no longer

using the ordered 1-5 version of the agree/disagree scale.

Support for ICC Investigation

Figure A6 replicates Figure 3 from the main manuscript, showing treatment effects on support for an

ICC investigation. Results are very similar, with slightly larger standard errors around estimates. This is

expected, since we’re decreasing the sample size.

Support for a Domestic Investigation

Figure A7 replicates Figure 4 from the main manuscript, showing treatment effects on support for a

domestic investigation. Again, estimated treatment effects are very similar. The one exception is the

results from the Philippines. In the main manuscript, we characterized these results as weakly negative

since treatments effects were not significant in all specifications. Here, however, the negative treatment

effects are consistently significant.
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Figure A6: Effect of Treatment on Support for an ICC Investigation, Excluding“Neither Agree/Disagree”
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Figure A7: Effect of Treatment on Support for Domestic Investigation, No “Neither Agree/Disagree”
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Appendix J Ethics and Transparency in Research

Our survey experiments were approved by institutional review boards at [university names redacted for

anonymity]. Our research adheres to the Principles and Guidance for Human Subjects Research of the

American Political Science Association (APSA). We obtained informed consent from all participants.

The consent process varied slightly across surveys.

For the Georgia survey, respondents were asked to indicate consent verbally. CRRC’s survey enu-

merators begin their surveys with a script like the following:

Hello, my name is /first name and last name/ and I represent the Caucasus Research

Resource Centers, a non-profit independent research center in Georgia. We are conducting

[this survey] and would like to ask your household member a number of questions to help

better understand people’s opinions and conditions in our country. Your household has been

selected randomly, along with a couple thousand other households in Georgia and it is very

important for the reliability of the results that you agree to participate in this survey.

Participation in our survey is voluntary and will be confidential and completely anonymous.

Your household member’s name will not be linked to the responses recorded on this survey,

nor will researchers be able to link your identity or address to the responses recorded. On

behalf of our organization, I ask you to help us understand what people think about life in

our country.

This interview will take approximately (30) minutes.

Enumerators for the Georgia survey were trained by CRRC (the survey firm) to ensure that the

respondent understands the voluntary nature of the survey. Enumerators were also trained to terminate

the survey at any point if the respondent declines to participate. To ensure that language issues

(which are not a problem in Georgia, in practice), enumerators were told to terminate the survey if the

respondent did not reply in the language used by the enumerator.

Respondents for the Georgia survey were not offered compensation. The survey firm – which also

conducts well known national surveys like the Caucasus Barometer – does not generally compensate

respondents.

Respondents in the United States, Israel, Philippines, and South Africa each indicated consent prior

Appendix 59



to participating in the survey. The consent form varied slightly across countries, but generally followed

this form:

Thank you for participating in this research study.

In this project, you will read a short news article and answer survey questions about current

events and politics.

Your responses will be kept completely anonymous.

By clicking on the “Start Session” box below, you acknowledge your understanding that:

A. Your participation is voluntary and you may withdraw consent and discontinue partic-

ipation in the survey at any time. Your refusal to participate will not result in any

penalty.

B. Data from this study, when published, will be available online with no identifying

information.

C. As part of this research design, you may not be told everything or may be misled

about the purpose or procedures of the research. You will be fully informed about the

procedures and any misinformation at the conclusion of the study.

[Start Session]

Respondents for these surveys were compensated depending on the way they were recruited, which

was at the discretion of the survey recruitment firm. We did not directly compensate respondents.

Compensation can be monetary or in the form of points that can be redeemed or some respondents

may have taken the survey without compensation. This is standard practice for many often-used survey

companies – e.g., Lucid in the United States. Our surveys were brief; it was at the respondent’s discretion

to determine whether their promised compensation was fair.

There was no deception in the surveys and we did not collect any identifying information. The Georgia

survey was not preregistered. The surveys in Israel, the Philippines, South Africa, and the United States

were preregistered via Evidence in Governance and Politics (EGAP). The EGAP cover sheet, registration

form, and pre-analysis plan are included with this submission as supplementary materials.
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We have no potential or perceived conflicts of interests to declare and no agencies, organizations,

or institutions funded this research. We used our own university research accounts. The data collection

procedures are explained in the research design section of the paper, and data and Stata and R code

necessary to produce our results and figures will be made publicly available via the Harvard Dataverse.
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