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Abstract

Scholarship on reputations in IR has left out a striking feature of human psychology: identity.
Categorizing others as “us” or “them” is automatic, pervasive and has significant implications
for reputations. We provide a framework—based on social identity theory—to explain how
ingroup bias affects how reputations are generated and maintained. Empirically, we provide
two contributions. First, we field descriptive surveys on public elite samples to learn about
the markers of international ingroups and aid in our experimental design. Second, we pilot
and field a pre-registered experiment that tests implications of our identity-based theory of
reputations, finding that ingroup membership improves (1) reputations of all types (signaling,
financial, humanitarian and resolve) and (2) observers’ willingness to cooperate but (3) does not
moderate the impact of past resolved behavior on reputations for standing firm in the security
domain. We use several pre-registered follow-up studies to refine theoretical scope conditions
and explore treatment generalizability.
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The study of reputations—judgments about persistent type, tendencies or characteristics—
dates back to at least Schelling’s (1966, 124) admonition that a country’s “image” or “reputation
for action” is “one of the few things worth fighting over.” Debates about reputation have crossed
the divide between security and IPE research (Gray and Hicks, 2014; Kertzer, 2016) as well as
rationalist and psychological approaches (Mercer, 1997, 2010), though significant open questions
remain.

One important outstanding puzzle in this literature concerns variation in states’ reputations
across different observers. Why, for example, did Serbia’s obvious and horrific war crimes in Kosovo
lead to some (Western) states updating beliefs about Serbia’s “type” while Russian observers’ beliefs
remained unaffected? Why did Western observers’ beliefs about Japanese resolve and character
differ so starkly from China’s in the lead-up to the 1905 Russo-Japanese war? A related puzzle
from the perspective of the reputation literature is how beliefs about “type” change over time in
the absence of new information. One prominent recent example of this is how U.S. attitudes shifted
in 2025 drastically against its traditional allies, the EU and Canada, with no behavioral cause to
blame for the observed disruption.! Recent reviews of reputation (such as Jervis, Yarhi-Milo and
Casler 2021, 185-86) sum up these issues by noting that beliefs about a given state’s reputation
might be “heterogeneous...across states,” without necessarily answering the critical question of
why this might be so.

Drawing from the literature on social categorization, we argue that identity—in particular, the
categorization of target states into either the ingroup or outgroup—helps to explains variation
in reputations across observers and over time. Identity is “crucially important for understanding
contemporary life” (Abdelal et al., 2006, 695) and “among the most normatively significant and
behaviorally consequential aspects of politics” (Smith, 2004, 304). If reputations are “in the eye of
the beholder” (Jervis, 1989, 514), then our argument is that the lens of ingroup identity provides
a powerful filter through which actors view events and update their beliefs about others. Cast in
this light, existing explanations of seemingly idiosyncratic or biased beliefs—e.g., what Mendeloff
(2008, 33) called the “myth of Slavic Brotherhood” in the context of Russia/Serbia or the racist
distortions cataloged by Mercer (2023)—take on new theoretical coherence.

We make both conceptual and empirical contributions in this brief paper. First, we use social
identity theory to provide traction on how reputations operate in IR. Our argument is that how
actors categorize other states—as either ingroup or outgroup—nholds two important implications for
reputational beliefs and actions towards that state. First, ingroup categorization affects reputation,
leading to ingroup members getting an artificial boost from observers in their judgments of type and
likely behavior. This improves upon current theories by providing a theoretical basis for judgments
about reputation in the absence of any behavior (or in the presence of unclear patterns of behavior).
Second, we argue that ingroup categorization has additional payoffs, as it changes not only how
actors perceive them, but the willingness of other actors to cooperate with and defend them.

Mhttp://www.economist.com/graphic-detail /2025,/03/31 /schooled-by-trump-americans-are-learning-to-dislike-
their-allies. Accessed May 21, 2025.
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Empirically, we make two contributions. First, we field a descriptive survey on identity in
international politics among the general public and two different samples of elites. Our survey
validates a critical assumption of our argument—that citizens and elites do not view all other
countries as an undifferentiated outgroup—by finding variation (and consistency across groups) in
which countries are seen as members of the U.S.” ingroup. We learn that regime type, culture
and language are important markers of ingroup identity; that both elites and the public (Pearson’s
r = 0:9) hold similar reputational beliefs about other states and that there is a strong relationship
between the belief a state is in one’s ingroup and its ranking on valued attributes.

Our highly-powered, pre-registered experiment builds on our elite survey and to test implications
of our theory by “nudging” a real country—Turkey—from outgroup to ingroup. Notably, we expand
the scope of reputations from the traditional focus on resolve, eliciting beliefs about financial,
humanitarian and signaling reputations. We find broad and strong support for the notion that
ingroup categorization affects states’ reputations across many substantive domains, though at least
in the domain of security, ingroup members do not get a pass if they act in an irresolute manner.
Ingroup categorization also has significant benefits for observers’ willingness to cooperate with the
target state (e.g., trading with and even defending the country in wartime). We also find that
the magnitude of ingroup effects in our study is four times the size of parallel outgroup effects:
it is “ingroup love” and not outgroup hate, in other words, that matters most. A series of pre-
registered follow-up studies establishes the generalizability of the treatment over time and across
survey platforms (i.e., samples) while demonstrating that its effects are not caused by priming,
bundling of information related to regime type or the use of images.

Our work dovetails with a number of recent works highlighting the importance of identity
attachments in IR (Powers, 2022) and on the impact of race—a particularly salient individual-level
marker of identity—on world politics (Freeman, Kim and Lake, 2022; Mercer, 2023; Tomz and
Weeks, 2025). This also builds upon recent empirical work on ethnic (ingroup) bias in responses
to violence (Lyall, Blair and Imai, 2013) and other work showing that, in the domain of trade
attitudes, “prior beliefs...about a given object...shape a host of other attitudes regarding that
object” (Carnegie and Gaikwad, 2022, 169). Finally, our argument helps to explain recent patterns
of shifts in public opinion, such as the link between the level of desired helping behavior towards
Ukraine (following Russia’s invasion) to increased levels of ingroup categorization among Europeans
(Sinclair, Granberg and Nilsson, 2023).

1 Identity and Reputations

1.1 Cracks in the \Reputations As Behavior' Story

Over the past few decades, a general consensus has formed around the core meaning of reputation:
reputations are first-order beliefs about the persistent character, attributes or behavioral tendencies
of an actor that are related to their past behavior (Dafoe, Renshon and Huth, 2014; Dafoe and
Caughey, 2016; Renshon, Dafoe and Huth, 2018). They are “first-order” in that they are one actor’s



beliefs about another actor. C can have one reputation in the eyes of A and another reputation in
the eyes of B (Dafoe, Renshon and Huth, 2014, 374). Past behavior either \informs" reputations
(Baser, 2024) or (in a stronger version) reputations are \based on" past actions (Dafoe, Renshon
and Huth, 2014, 374). The relationship between past behavior and reputations is complicated by
slippage between theoretical constructs and research designs: in quantitative designs, e.g., reputa-
tions are measured as a pure function of past behavior even if the theoretical concept is broader
(e.g., Clare and Danilovic 2012).

Whether reputations are believed by scholars to be purely a function of past behavior or whether
that is a convenient simplifying assumption, it's clear that there is more to the story. Specifying
the primacy of behavior only invites questions about which behaviors matter: whether the behavior
is\in context" (Tomz, 2007; Weisiger and Yarhi-Milo, 2015), early interactions (Lupton, 2020) or
membership in particular organizations (Gray, 2013). Empirically, there are signi cant gaps as
well between reputational beliefs a reasonable observer ought hold based only on behavior, and
what we see instead. For example, Mercer (2023) highlights the systematic racism that \distorted"
assessments of Japan's \capabilities, interest and resolve" on the eve of the Russo-Japanese War in
1905, More systematically, Renshon, Yarhi-Milo and Kertzer (2023, 3) show that a state's reputation
for resolve and other attributes is heavily in uenced by their regime type, while Brutger and Kertzer
(2018, 707) suggest a \dispositional theory of reputation in which individuals draw on their pre-
existing foreign policy orientations to make reputational judgments"” (see also Yarhi-Milo, Kertzer
and Renshon 2018).

1.2 Social Identity Groups and Reputations

If it is \unlikely that how states act is the sole input into their reputations” (Renshon, Yarhi-Milo
and Kertzer, 2020, 3), our argument is that identity]in particular the categorization of actors
into ingroups and outgroups|is an important component of reputational beliefs. We argue that
identity dynamics|as re ected in social identity theory|a ect both how we perceive other actors'
\type" (are they a resolved type or unresolved?) and estimates of their likely behavior.

Our argument builds upon two strands of literature, the rst on social identity theory and the
second on the importance of group membership and other identity factors for reputations. While
there are a \dizzying array" (Brewer, 2001, 115) of de nitions of social identity theory,? a through-
line in all the \inventions and re-inventions" of SIT is the idea that \an individual's self-concept is
derived. . . from the social relationships and social groups he or she participates in" (Brewer, 2001,
117). Group membership provides people with a sense of where they stand with respect to others,
a practical guide for how to act towards others and, nally, a lens through which to understand
the behavior of others. Categorization into \us" and \them" is a \cognitive necessity" since one
cannot begin to gure out how to act or what to think until they've \simpli ed the whir and buzz
of our social environment" (Mercer, 1995, 241). SIT has been particularly in uential in the study
of status, (e.g., Wohlforth, 2009; Murray, 2018; Dobrescu, 2023) but has also seen use in theories of

20n SIT and and self-categorization theory, see Huddy (2001, 132).



nation-building (Sambanis, Skaperdas and Wohlforth, 2015), EU expansion (Curley, 2009), threat
perception (Gries, 2005; Rousseau and Garcia-Retamero, 2007), trade preferences (Mutz and Kim,
2017), as well as broader theories of anarchy and self-help (Mercer, 1995) and rationality (Mercer,
2005) in IR.2

Three elements of SIT make it a good candidate for helping to explain reputations in IR. First
is its focus on group|as opposed to interpersonal|contexts in which behavior is determined by
\category-based processes" (Brown, 2000, 746); a natural t for politics, in which groups and
group-based processes are critically important (Kertzer et al., 2022). In fact, early research on
multiple identities suggested that we might expect predictions from social identity theory to be
most applicable to (among others) political identities because they are more “collective in nature'
than other individual aspects of identity" (Deaux et al., 1995, 286). Second are the conditions under
which social identity is likely to matter most: when outgroups are seen as \competing for resources"
and \when groups view the outgroup as having a history of tense relations," two conditions that
are ever-present in international a airs (Islam, 2014, 1782). Finally, seeing reputational inferences
through the lens of identity places the theoretical focus on the actors making the reputational
inferences, who have \very human personal, psychological and political needs" that in uence their
beliefs (Jervis, Yarhi-Milo and Casler, 2021, 189).

We also build on a related literature more closely related to reputation that focuses on markers
of identity and categorization. Kertzer et al. (2019), for example, nds that observers attribute
resolve in part based on markers of identity and categorization, such as whether the target of
inference is an ally or not, and whether the regime type is similar to their own. Gray and Hicks
(2014, 326-7) nd that the \clubs" (10s) states join a ect their reputation; in their words, \who a
country signs with can be more important than what they sign." More broadly, there is evidence
from other corners of IR that identity-related attributes matter a great deal in how individuals
feel about and act towards other countries, with cultural cues \outperforming” regime type in
predicting perception of threat/trust (Lacina and Lee, 2013, 143; see also Escrila-Folch, Muradova
and Rodon 2021, Hayes 2012, Carnegie and Gaikwad 2022, Chu and Lee 2024). Oren (1995, 147)
provides the strongest statement in this vein, arguing that \the democratic peace claim is not about
democracies per se as much as it is about countries that are "America-like' or of “our kind."

While the \sociological turn” (Kowert and Legro, 1996; see also Katzenstein, 1996; Checkel,
1999) decades ago helped to introduce identity to IR scholars, and recent work has taken up
exhortations (e.g., Tetlock and Goldgeier, 2000) to explore identity in IR, three clear challenges
emerge from a close reading of the literature.

First, literature on identity in IR has made tremendous progress in applying the insights from
sociological and psychological theories to world politics, but have focused almost entirely on how
actors see themselves, ignoring how group categorization of others a ects behavior and perceptions.
While there is no shortage of work in IR on social identity theory, the vast majority use it to
fuel theories focused on actors' attachment to their own country (or to a \supranational” identity;

3Examples abound from American and Comparative politics as well (e.g., West and lyengar, 2022).



see Powers, 2022) or the achievement of a positive social identity at a state level (Larson and
Shevchenko, 2019} . Used in this manner, SIT has been critical to literatures on nationalism and
national identity (Herrmann, 2017, Chung, 2023, Kalin and Sambanis, 2018, 248). These works
take for granted the categorization processes we're interested in here to focus on the e ects of
di ering levels of attachment to particular groups, answering quite di erent causal questions about
identity and its e ects on behavior and perception.

To the extent that IR has not focused as much on categorization|why, i.e., SIT might not
o er a \ready-to-wear theory of international politics" (Hymans, 2002, 6)|it is because generating
a theory of identity and reputation in international relations requires answering, \how do people
decide what other countries are members of their ingroup? " In most psychological work on SIT,
identities are either created on the spot based on arbitrary distinctions|the famous \minimal
group paradigm” (Otten, 2016)|or on categories such as gender and race (Cikara and Van Bavel,
2014, 247). In one early review, Huddy (2001, 128, emphasis added) argued that we knew little
about this issue in IR due to scholars' \disinclination to examine the sources of social identity in a
real world complicated by history and culture."

Finally, we note an empirical challenge. Extant work has provided the sense that reputations
correlate with identity-related markers, but no direct causal evidence that it's categorization specif-
ically that matters and not other, related factors. Some of this has to do with the ever-present
debate between observational and experimental designs, but even in experimental designs, it's
typically not categorization or identity that is being carefully manipulated.

1.3 Empirical Implications of our Identity-Based Theory

Boundaries of Ingroups in World Politics In conceptualizing international identity, we take

our cue from Abdelal et al. (2006, 696) in focusing on \relational comparisons" with other groups;
in essence, \de ning an identity group by what it is not, i.e., the way it views other identity groups,
especially where those views about the other are a de ning part of the identity." Thus far, most
SIT-based work in IR has assumed that any \other" outside of one's own nation represents an
outgroup|that there is \a black-white dichotomy between "us' and “everybody else™ (Hymans,
2002, 10). In contrast, we argue that states will vary in the extent to which they are categorized as
outgroups or ingroups by actors, motivating our exploratory research question (listed alongside our
hypotheses in Table 1): what are the relevant outgroups in international politics? Or as Rousseau

(2006, 5) asked, where do people draw the line between \us" and \them?"

How Categorization Shapes Reputations While the boundaries of group identity in world
politics are yet unknown, the implications of that group identity are more clear. Primary among
them is ingroup bias (Brown, 2000, 747): individuals have a deep-seated need to see themselves|
and the groups to which belong|in a positive light, leading them to evaluate their own group
more favorably than other groups (Cuhadar and Dayton, 2011, 274). Ingroups are \perceived as

“For an exception, see Rousseau (2006).



Exploratory Research Question: How do countries get grouped into ingroups and outgroups
in world politics?

H1 (Ingroup Bias at Baseline): Categorization of a target state as an ingroup member will
R positively in uence evaluations of target's \type" and attributes (i.e., their reputation)

H2 (The Moderating In uence of Identity on the E ect of Observed Behavior):
Categorization of a target state as an ingroup member will moderate the impact of observed
behavior on reputations

GOt H3 (The Consequences of Identity for Cooperation): Categorization of a target state as an
@e‘(\a ingroup member will increase respondents’ willingness to engage with and help the target state.

Table 1: Research Questions and Hypotheses

better, friendlier, more competent, and stronger than other groups" (Druckman, 1994, 48). And,
critically, the \act of categorization" has a signi cant e ect on not just perceptions of others, but
our behavior (Cikara and Van Bavel, 2014, 247).

Our theoretical argument is that categorization as an ingroup member will positively a ect
reputations. Empirically, we operationalize this in two ways. First, we predict that categorization
of a target country as an ingroup member will positively in uence observers' beliefs about that
target's \type," attributes and likely behavior; i.e., their reputation (H1). Observers|whether they
are elite o cials or members of the general public|will see ingroup members as more moral and
honest, more capable, more likely to act in a resolved manner, and to honor their commitments
compared to outgroup members.

We operationalize our argument in a second way by focusing speci cally on how categorization
a ects the interpretation of new information about past behavior. Our argument suggests that, in
some sense, identity comes rst. judgments about reputation are downstream of the categorization
that we argue is so important. Empirically, this suggests that behavior witnessed by observers will be
judged di erently depending on whether the target of inference is considered to be in the observers'
ingroup or not.

While H1 & H2 investigate the consequences of identity categorization on reputational judg-
ments, H3 investigates the consequences of that bias for observers' behavior towards that target.
Here, a large body of research in cognate elds suggests that shared ingroup identity directly a ects
cooperative behavior (e.g., Levine et al., 2005) on an interpersonal level and in more di use ways,
such as the willingness to consume goods from culturally distinct countries (e.g., Bankert, Powers
and Sheagley, 2022). We predict that observers will be more willing to cooperate and defend states
perceived to be ingroup members.



2 Research Design

The discussion above implies two priorities of any empirical investigation of identity in international
politics, one exploratory and one causal. The rst is investigating the boundaries of international
group identi cation: who do elites and the public see as being in their ingroup, internationally?
The second is to link identity|particularly perceptions of other actors as being in one's ingroup

or outgroup|with reputation-related beliefs and behaviors.

Broad theoretical arguments require translation into speci ¢ estimands in order for a theory to
be properly tested in any empirical design. To do so, we utilize the framework of \theoretical" vs
\empirical" estimands suggested by Lundberg, Johnson and Stewart (2021). Theoretical estimands
are a more formalized and detailed version of the hypotheses depicted in Table 1, while empirical
estimands take into account real world constraints and focus on observed quantities. Explicitly
stating these quantities provides clarity about what research design is optimal, what sources of data
ought to be used and what assumptions are necessary to connect our theoretical to our empirical
estimands. Row 2 of Table 3 in Appendix J.6, e.g., shows that while our theoretical estimand is the
di erence in reputation for countries in a respondents' ingroup/outgroup, our empirical estimand
is the di erence in mean reputation score in our experiment between the same country \nudged"
towards either the ingroup or outgroup.

Explicitly detailing our theoretical estimands also helps connect the target of our investigation
to an outcome through a particular method and set of identifying assumptions. For example, given
that our rst question implicates a descriptive quantity|perceptions and beliefs about the U.S. in
relationship to other countries|we turn to survey methods elded in a U.S. sample of elites and
citizens. Our second set of questions are causal, motivating the turn to survey experiments that
build upon the lessons of our descriptive work.

We focus in our empirics on a wide range of outcomes. Our pre-registered DV is an average
of all reputational beliefs, including traits (e.g., tough, trustworthy, morally pure) and behavioral
tendencies (e.g., follow through, repay debts). Our second DV measures willingness to cooperate,
composed of an average of everything from willingness to interact socially with citizens of the target
state to decisions related to nancial aid and even willingness to ght alongside the target state.

Alternatives To Our Group-Based Theory of Reputation

Countervailing hypotheses come from alternative theories of both reputations and identity. Informa-
tional accounts of reputation, for example, argue that observers \try to diminish their uncertainty
by learning from the state's past behavior" (Baser, 2024, 2). If reputations are based only on past
behavior (as suggested by numerous accounts, e.g., Casler and Yarhi-Milo 2023), then the identity
of the target state is irrelevant. If that is the case, we would expect null results across H1 and H2.
This is observationally equivalent with another alternative in which reputations are determined by
factors besides past behavior, but not identity.

A second set of challenges comes from alternative conceptions of identity. One foundational



challenge for our hypotheses is in simply demonstrating that ingroup/outgroup distinctions matter
at all in an international context outside of the obvious attachments to one's own country. Other
challenges come from extant theories. For example, Mercer (1997) argues that observers interpret
behavior as due to dispositional factors when it involves an \outgroup's undesirable behavior"
(and due to situational factors when it involves desirable behavior; p. 9). Because the theory
views all other countries as outgroups and only dispositional attributions can generate or update
reputations, \adversaries can get reputations for having resolve...while allies can get reputations
for lacking resolve,"” but not vice-versa (p. 10). This theory provides two clear counter-predictions:
rst, that all other countries will be perceived as \outgroups"; second, Mercer predicts that desired
behavior by allies is ignored, while in our theory, resolved behavior by a target state|even ingroup
members|will positively a ect observers' estimates of their reputation. Our theory also diers

in that \desired" behavior is not exogenous to identity; how a behavior is understood (as good
or bad) and the importance placed on it is|for our theory|lendogenous to (and causally post)
identity categorization.

Image theory also represents a useful contrast. Herrmann et al. (1997, 407) argues that judg-
ments about capabilities, threat/opportunity and cultural superiority are critical (see also Boulding,
1959)° Conceptually, one important di erence is that we argue that the most important judgment
is whether actors are \part of our group" (ingroup or not), and other judgments (for example,
about how threatening they are or their capabilities) are downstream of that® Empirically, our
theory can be distinguished from image theory by the element of cultural superiority: if in our
experiment, switching a state's categorization from ingroup to outgroup was equivalent to moving
perceptions of a country from one image (ally) to another (enemy), then views of the culture of
that country would remain consistent across treatment groups.

3 The Boundaries of Ingroups in World Politics

Our goal in our descriptive surveys elded on the public and foreign policy elites is to identify|
for these two important populations|who is in the ingroup, who is in the outgroup, and what
marks them as such. In addition to answering a substantively important question about \rich and
meaningful (rather than minimal) group attachments" (Weiss, 2025, 40), we use insights from these
initial descriptive surveys to motivate and help us design our causal experiment.

We elded our two descriptive surveys in Fall 20227 Our U.S. general population sample
(N 1;500) was recruited by LucidTheorem, who used census quotas on region, gender, race and
age to ensure that our sample included a broad cross-section of the publfcOur U.S.-based foreign

SEach category can take on one of three values|superior, similar or inferior|leading to 27 possible relation-
ships, though \in practice, the framework focuses upon the ve combinations that appear particularly frequently"
(degenerate, colony, ally, imperialist, enemy; Kertzer, 2023, 11).

5There is not an obvious contrast conceptually with image theory or the stereotype content model (SCM) which
functions as its theoretical engine. This is because SCM is focused on explaining variation within outgroups|through
the dimensions of warmth/competence|rather than between ingroups and outgroups.

"See Appendix §C.2.

8See Appendix C.1 for comparison to a recent national benchmark survey.



policy elite sample (N = 215) was recruited by the Teaching, Research, and International Policy
(TRIP) Project (Avey et al., 2023) and follows the procedures outlined in Avey et al. (2021). It
consists of individuals who work(ed) in o ces in the White House, Defense Department, State
Department, Treasury Department, US Agency for International Development, among others over
the period 2000-2020. We present results from the policy elite sample below as they have both
domain-relevant expertise and experience in institutional roles that gave them in uence over policy
(Kertzer and Renshon, 2022), but results hold when we include a larger academic faculty sample
as well?

In our surveys, we presented respondents a list of 10 countrié$ and asked them to categorize
the countries as either "us' or “them!? This exercise allows us allows us to identify precisely who is
in the ingroup and outgroup for each population. Moreover, the shared attributes of the members
of the resulting groups will provide important clues as to how individuals distinguish ingroup from
outgroup members. Following our group categorization task, we asked respondents to indicate their
level of agreement with six statements about three countries (chosen at random from the ten the
respondent had initially categorized). Among several other dimensions, we asked about agreement
with statements that the country in question is trustworthy, likely to stand rm against enemies,
likely to honor commitments, likely to pay its debts, and similar to the United States.

3.1 Three Lessons on International ldentity

We take three principal lessons from our descriptive surveys. First, countries categorized as
ingroup members tend share attributes in common (e.g., geography, culture, religion,

language, and/or regime type). Figure 1 plots the proportion of the public and foreign policy
elites who categorized each country as being in the \us" group and plots these quantities against
each otherlelites on the vertical axis and the public on the horizontal axis. From this, it's clear that
similarity to the United States on social/political dimensions (e.g., geography, culture, ethnicity,
religion, regime type, and/or alliance status) is critical to ingroup categorization at the international
level. Indeed, the six countries with the highest levels of ingroup-ness (Canada, UK, ltaly, France,
Germany, and Spain) are all relatively wealthy democracies with predominantly white and Christian
populations and are NATO members. When asked to choose elements that were critical to being
in their ingroup, the top three categories were \free" (19.3%), \democratic" (12.8%) and \english
speaking" (11.5%).

The second lesson we take from our data is that elites and the public hold similar rep-
utational beliefs about countries around the world. One aspect of this the high degree of
convergence (Pearson's r = 0:9) between the two samples' beliefs about which countries are in their
ingroup. Similar ndings emerge with respect to traits and behaviors: Figure 2 plots the mean level
of agreement that a country is trustworthy, likely to honor commitments, likely to repay debts, and

°0n TRIP academic sample (N = 429), see See Appendix §C.3.
Randomly drawn from list of 25 most powerful countries (from COW) plus Israel.
1 Our approach is adapted from Pinto et al. (2020), who study the role of identity in consumer purchasing decisions.



Figure 1: Survey: Elites and the public agree on who is in the ingroup. We asked
respondents to categorize countries as either \us" or \them." The scatter plot shows that countries
that elites were most likely to categorize as \us" were also categorized as \us" by the public.

likely to stand rm in a crisis (for each sample). Elites and the public not only agree on who is in
the ingroup and what de nes them as such; they also hold similar reputational beliefs about those
actors 12

Finally, there is a strong relationship between ingroup-ness on the one hand and val-
ued attributes and traits on the other, among both the public and elites. Figure 3 plots
the correlation between the % of the sample categorizing a country as being in the ingroup and
ratings on that particular trait/behavioral tendency (panels ordered from highest to lowest correla-
tion). Doing so reveals reveals that the relationship between ingroupness and positive reputational
beliefs varies across dimensions in similar ways among the two samples. For both elites and the
public, trustworthiness appears linked strongly directly to ingroupness but this link is not quite as
pronounced when it comes to perceptions of resolve.

3.2 Informing our causal research design

Our descriptive work above provides a valuable foundation on which to build our experimental
design. First, the correlation between ingroupness and valued attributesjas well as our nding

12 Agreement ranges from an r of 0.61 for \stand rm" to between 0.8-0.9 for \"trustworthy," \honor commitments,"
and \repay debts."
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Figure 2: Survey: Elites and the public hold similar reputational beliefs. We asked re-
spondents to indicate their level of agreement with a variety of statements about di erent countries.

Figure 3: Survey: Positive traits are correlated with Ingroup-ness..
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that ingroup members get a reputational subsidy|provides empirical motivation to investigate
the possible causal relationship more directly using experimental methods. Second, the survey
aids in construction of our treatment by suggesting that shared political, ethnic, religious, and/or
cultural features are important markers of group identity. Finally, our survey results illuminated
not just who the U.S. public and elites see as in their \international ingroup,” but which states nd
themselves in a liminal space between ingroup and outgroup. Turkey, for example, was consistently
in the middle third of the \ingroup" distribution and may, from the perspective of our respondents,
not t cleanly in the ingroup or the outgroup. In that sense, its categorization is likely to be more
malleable than more consistently categorized states (e.g., the United Kingdom or Iran) and a good
candidate for use in experiments in which we try to \nudge" respondents' perceptions of a state's
group membership in one direction or another direction. It's also a country about which Americans
know comparatively little, so there are fewer concerns about strong priors or pre-treatment.

4 Causal Research Design: Turkey as ingroup/outgroup

4.1 Design & Logistics

In our pre-registered® main study, we manipulate respondents' perceptions that a target country
(Turkey) is in their shared ingroup or an outgroup (relative to a neutral control condition), and
estimate the e ect of that intervention directly on reputational and behavioral judgments. The
design|depicted in Figure 4 and described in detail in Appendix G|provides additional informa-
tion about Turkey to x potential confounders and maintain information equivalence and utilizes
a repeated measures structure (Cli ord, Sheagley and Piston, 2021) to improve precision.

Our Identity Treatment Our identity treatment|Figure 5|shifts beliefs about whether Turkey

is in respondents' ingroup or outgroup and operates through a combination of (1) information pro-
vision, (2) a graphical depictions of Turkey's leader and its geographic location relative to its
neighbors, and (3) respondent participation in a brief thought-listing exercise. We focus on fac-
tors such as regime type, language, religion, and culture, identi ed in the vast SIT literature and
highlighted by our descriptive survey as markers of international group boundaries, though we en-
sure in follow-ups that we are not \merely" estimating e ects of regime type. Our pre-registered
comparisons focus on the contrast between ingroup and outgroup treatment arms and the ATE

re ects the e ect of a a group categorization \nudge”, and thus likely an underestimate of the e ect
of switching groups entirely.

Our Outcomes At the start of the survey (T 3), following our group identity manipulation (T »),
and after our past behavior manipulation (T3), we measure the quantities listed below:

1. Warmth

BLink to blinded pre-analysis plan.
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Figure 4: Consort diagram for our main study. Respondents begin on the far left with the
\attention screen." Randomized elements are circled with a red dashed lines. Past behavior is
randomized equally between arms, while respondents are assigned to identity treatments with the
following probabilities: control (.16), ingroup (.42), outgroup (.42).

2. Ingroup-ness

3. Traits/Attribytes

) ] Reputation (What respondents think about Turkey)
4. Behavioral Tlendencies

S. Support for rurkey } Cooperative behavior (how respondents would act towards Turkey)

Our pre-registgéred manipulation check is an average of a measure of warmth and a question
about the extent t¢ which Turkey|alongside a number of placebo countries (UK, France, Iran)|is
in the respondent' ingroup or outgroup. Our primary substantive interest is in reputations: beliefs
about the traits/at‘ributlé] ‘of ()Ctﬁ%grogg%ic??s(,“ﬂggpwgi naght CIt(=:i+r Iaeﬁ%%?)ioral tendencies (Dafoe, Renshon
and Huth, 2014, 372; see also Jervis, Yarhi-Milo and Casler, 2021). Our outcomes measure at-
tributes or traits (¢.9., tough, morally pure) as well as behavioral patterns (e.g., likely to stand
rm). Notably, we pxpand the scope of reputations from the traditional focus in the literature on
reputations for reqolve, eliciting beliefs about several other types of reputations including nancial
reputations (repayment of debts), humanitarian reputations (willingness to accept refugees), and
signaling reputatign (trustworthy and likely to do what they say). Another set of questions fo-
cuses on behaviojal consequences|willingness to cooperate with Turkey|that are downstream of
respondents' repufational beliefs. Our outcome measures thus speak to a wide array of behaviors,
including both tra(Sitional \security" outcomes (e.g., willingness to send military aid) as well as
the more prosaic \transnational” relations of individuals, organizations, and rms that constitute

13



Figure 5: ldentity Treatment
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the bulk of the international relations that occur on a daily basis (e.g., support immigration from
Turkey and send money to help Turkey economically; Findley, Nielson and Sharman, 2013, 660).

Our DVs are all on a 0-100 scale, with higher values indicating more desirable levels of each
measure. We estimate the e ect of each of our group identity treatments relative to our control
group using OLS, regressing each DV|at T, (to study e ect of group identity) or T 3 (to study
the conditional e ect of past behavior)|on a set of treatment indicators and a set of conceptually
relevant pre-treatment measurest*

Ethics All studies were approved by the UW-Madison IRB (#2023-1092) and the University
of Georgia IRB (PROJECT00006273). No Al was used at any part of this study for either data
collection, analysis or writing. In addition to standard ethical guidelines, we took additional precau-
tions (see discussion in Appendix A) such as avoiding deception, providing an extensive debrie ng
to respondents and piloting to ensure that our experiment did not create or encourage negative
stereotypes about Turkey.

Pilots and Logistics We pre-piloted the treatment in October 2023 on LucidTheorem (N=200),
establishing that the ingroup treatment moved our manipulation checks in the correct direction,
increasing the warmth felt towards the target country (Turkey) and the probability that respondents
categorized Turkey as being in their ingroup while not doing either for the placebo countries (UK,
France, and Iran).'® The latter preempts concerns that the ingroup treatment is simply changing
how respondents feel about all foreign countries, or doing something in particular for countries like
Iran that are located in roughly the same geographic region. We elded a more comprehensive
pilot on LucidTheorem (N=2,039) in October 2023 that yielded estimates for our power analysis
in our main study. 16

Our main pre-registered study was elded on the the U.S. public (N=6,196) through CloudResearch,
and used the LucidTheorem sample populatiort’ The demographic distribution of the CloudResearch
sample is presented in Table 14. Pre-registered follow-up studies were elded on Proli ¢ in Spring,
20258 Details on how we handled attentiveness are contained in Appendix G.2.
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Expectation

Findings

Diagnostic hypotheses

Hwm Manipulation check: Was group X Ingroup categorization shifted by 8.1
identity manipulation successful? points in ingroup arm (Figure 6)
Hp Placebo test: Was manipulation X No statistically signi cant di erences in
narrowly targeted at Turkey? group categorization of UK, France, Iran
across ingroup/ outgroup after B-H
correction (Figure 23)
Substantive hypotheses
H1 Ingroup perceived more favorably X Ingroup attributed better average
than outgroup reputation by 7.3 points (Figure 7)
H» Ingroup members will pay smaller [ No evidence that consequences of
reputational (in domain of resolve) backing down are di erent for
cost for backing down down ingroups/outgroups (outcome of
reputation for resolve; Figure 9)
Hs Respondents more willing to X Respondents 6.1% more likely to engage
engage with ingroup with Turkey when it's an ingroup
member (Figure ??)
Heg Global test of theory (H13) X We reject the global null of no e ect of
treatment across our three outcomes
(NPC p <:001).
Exploratory hypotheses
Hingroup ~ What direction did ingroup { In every case, ingroup treatment led to
treatment move respondents more positive evaluations of Turkey
relative to control?
Houtgroup What direction did outgroup { outgroup treatment led to either null

treatment move respondents
relative to control?

or more negative (but never more

positive) evaluations of Turkey (relative

to control)

Table 2: Outcomes for pre-registered hypotheses in Main Study
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4.2 Ingroup Identity, Reputations and International Cooperation

Social Categorization Causally A ected by Ingroup Treatment At baseline (and similar

to our descriptive survey respondents), subjects in the experiment placed Turkey squarely in the
middle of the spectrum, with a mean value of 46 on a scale from 0 (outgroup) { 100 (ingroup$?
Put di erently, respondents viewed Turkey as neither an outgroup similar to Iran ( 33) or an
ingroup similar to the UK ( = 62).

Analysis of our our pre-registered manipulation checks (Figure 6) con rms that our treatment
worked as intended. The ingroup treatment shifted ingroup categorization of Turkey by 6:29
points (95% CI: 5.47, 7; p < :001) relative to the outgroup condition, respondents felt warmer
towards Turkey (by 8:1 points) and were more likely to categorize Turkey as being in the \us"
group in international politics (by 4:5 points). Leveraging our neutral control group (no identity
prime), we learn that the ingroup treatment is most impactful, moving respondents by 5.2 points
(t = 9:82;p < :001) away from the control condition in which no information about Turkey is
provided (the outgroup treatment moved respondents by only 1.1 points; t = 2:19;p < :05).
Notably, we do not nd evidence consistent with a \rebellion" against the treatment in which

20

some respondents felt warmer towards Turkey as a result of the outgroup treatment, potentially
o0 setting those who responded to the treatment as we anticipated.

Our pre-registered placebo tests further increase our con dence in the precision of the treat-
ment. Figure 23 in Appendix J.1 shows that our ingroup and outgroup treatments do not shift
perceptions of other countries, even ones mention in the vignette (e.g., UK/Iran). We nd no sta-
tistically signi cant di erences in categorization of UK, France or Iran across ingroup and outgroup
after using Benjamini-Hochberg (Benjamini and Hochberg, 2000) false discovery correction.

Global Test of Our Identity-Based Theory of Reputation Our theory generated a number

of observable implications (Hypotheses 1-3) under the logic, \the more speci ¢, the more numerous,
and the more varied are the causal implications of a treatment,” the more credible claims to
inference are (Shadish, Cook and Campbell, 2002, 485). Before moving on to speci c tests, we
consider the overall credibility of our theory through the non-parametric combination (NPC) test

Y For example, we control for our pre-treatment measures (T1) of Turkey's reputation when estimating the e ect
of treatment on reputation. Results are qualitatively similar without our pre-treatment controls, but less precisely
estimated.

S See Figure 15 in Appendix D. Our goal was to identify potential problems and evaluate the plausibility of the
treatment.

8 pilot results in Appendix E and F.

n the eld from 9/9/2024{11/06/2024. Figure 21 shows recruitment over that period. N was set at 6; 060 based
on our power analyses (informed by estimates from our pilot; see pre-analysis plan). A minor programming error
occurred in the elding of the study; we elded a follow-up study to ensure that it did not a ect the results or our
interpretation (Appendix L).

See Appendix K for more information and accompanying pre-analysis plans.

19 All results are on same 0 { 100 scale.

2 Gjven that the mean level of warmness and \us-ness" in the control group was in the mid 40s, we can likely
rule out \ oor e ects.” It's possible also that it's easier to nudge social categorization towards ingroups rather than
outgroups.
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Figure 6: Group Identity Manipulation A ects Social Categorization of Turkey. Circles
represent ATE of treatments relative to control; horizontal bars represent 95% con dence intervals.
Dependent variables are all on 0-100 scale with higher values indicating feelings of greater closeness.

proposed by Caughey, Dafoe and Seawright (2017), which tests theories with multiple hypotheses
against a \global null* (no e ect of treatment) while taking into account the dependence among
the component tests and controlling for multiple hypotheses (speci cally, the familywise error rate
or \FWER"). Using the NPC as speci ed in our registration, we reject the global null of no e ect

of treatment across our three outcomes (NPC p < :001).

Ingroup Categorization and Reputations Our theory's most straightforward implication was

that that ingroup bias would positively in uence evaluations of a given actor's \type" (i.e., their
reputation). We operationalized this in two ways: rst, as the e ect of the identity treatment
on reputational beliefs about Turkey, and second, as the interaction between the identity and
past behavior treatments. The former test follows directly from our argument that actors make
reputational judgments through \identity-colored glasses." The second addresses an additional
implication of our theory: that the reputational harm of unresolved behavior (backing down) in a
past coercive con ict di ers for ingroup members.

We nd strong evidence (Figure 7) in favor of our pre-registered H1: categorization as an
ingroup member (compared to outgroup) improved Turkey's overall reputation by roughly 4.9
points (95% CI: 4:11;6;p < :001). An exploratory decomposition of the average reputational
e ects shows consistent patterns across almost all beliefs about type and likely behaviors, with
only 2 exceptions (in the security domain).

To calibrate how large the e ects our experiment recovered are compared to variation in rep-
utational beliefs across di erent actors in world a airs, we compare our experimental results to
those from our descriptive survey. Figure 8 shows that the variation in reputations accorded in-
group members compared to outgroup members is signi cant. moving from the outgroup to the
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Figure 7: Ingroup/Outgroup Treatments A ect Reputations: represent ATE of treat-
ments relative to control; horizontal bars represent 95% con dence intervals. Dependent variables
are all on 0-100 scale with higher values indicating more agreement with each of the statements.
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Figure 8: Benchmarking the experimental e ects of identity to our elite survey:

represent mean reputation scores from elite survey (with corresponding CIs).| represents mean
reputation outcome in outgroup arm and | represents mean reputation outcome in ingroup
treatment arm of experiment.

ingroup moved Turkey from reputational levels similar to Mexico or Indonesia to that of Taiwan
(also equivalent to the di erence between the reputation of China and South Korea).

We also predicted that categorization of a target state as an ingroup member would moderate
the impact of observed behavior on reputations, and our pre-registered H2 operationalized this as
whether the \e ect of backing down"|the di erence between stand firm and back down|on
Turkey's reputation for resolve di ered signi cantly between the ingroup and outgroup arms.

In our analysis, we interact our group identity treatments (ingroup, outgroup, control) with
our past behavior treatments (stood firm or backed down) and re-measure outcomes for stand
rm and tough at T 3.

In our pilot (N =2;039), we found that the ingroup was insulated from reputational damage
from backing down compared to the outgroup. 2 However, we nd no evidence in favor of the
pre-registered H2 interaction in our main study: estimates for our two DVs are in the correct
direction but the substantive values are small and not statistically signi cant (see Figure 9). We

Zlpor Stand Firm: 5:3 (t= 2:04, p = :04); For Tough: 3:9 (t= 1:63, p = :10).
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