Supplementary Information for Avengers (Dis)assemble? Climate Awareness, Responsibility Attribution, and Superpower Perceptions in Africa
Table of Contents
1. Climate literacy restriction
2. Full marginal means (weighted, adjusted)
3. Unweighted vs weighted comparison
4. Complete-case specification
5. Alternative attribution recode
6. Survey questions and coding

Supplementary Note 1: Climate literacy restriction
The primary analysis uses the climate-aware sample (N = 24,674), defined as respondents who reported having heard of climate change (Q60A = 1) and gave codable responses on both attribution items (Q61B, Q62D). This is the appropriate population for testing the attribution mechanism, because the mechanism concerns beliefs about who is responsible, not the depth of scientific understanding. Andrews et al. (2025), whose work this paper extends, also analyse attribution among climate-aware respondents.
To assess whether the results are driven by respondents who have heard of climate change but do not recognise its anthropogenic origins, we re-estimate the principal models using a stricter climate-literacy criterion following Simpson et al. (2021). Climate-literate respondents are defined as those who (a) have heard of climate change (Q60A = 1) and (b) identify human activity, either independently (Q61A = 1) or alongside natural processes (Q61A = 3), as a cause. This reduces the sample from 24,674 to 20,043 respondents (81.2% of the aware sample).
Table S1. Attribution frameworks, aware vs literate samples
	Attribution Type
	Aware N
	Aware % (wtd)
	Literate N
	Literate % (wtd)

	Consistent internaliser
	11,082
	43.4
	9,321
	45.1

	Sovereign adapter
	7,167
	28.9
	5,540
	27.7

	Consistent externaliser
	5,219
	22.6
	4,182
	22.2

	Inconsistent externaliser
	1,206
	5.1
	1,000
	4.9

	Total
	24,674
	100.0
	20,043
	100.0


Note: Weighted percentages use Combinwt_new_hh. Literate Ns are approximate counts in each category; the percentages are weighted.
Table S2. Cause and remedy attribution, aware vs literate samples
	Measure
	Aware (wtd)
	Literate (wtd)

	Blame foreign cause
	51.5%
	49.9%

	Expect foreign remedy
	27.7%
	27.2%


Table S3. US–China gap by attribution type, aware vs literate samples
	Term
	Aware Estimate
	Aware p
	Literate Estimate
	Literate p

	US (vs. China), internaliser reference
	−0.0641
	<0.001
	−0.0621
	<0.001

	EU (vs. China), internaliser reference
	−0.0500
	<0.001
	−0.0479
	<0.001

	US × Sovereign adapter
	+0.0149
	0.035
	+0.0133
	0.087

	EU × Sovereign adapter
	+0.0067
	0.352
	+0.0112
	0.147

	US × Consistent externaliser
	−0.0218
	0.005
	−0.0253
	0.003

	EU × Consistent externaliser
	−0.0170
	0.026
	−0.0168
	0.045

	US × Inconsistent externaliser
	+0.0090
	0.480
	+0.0094
	0.518

	EU × Inconsistent externaliser
	+0.0031
	0.815
	+0.0091
	0.526


Note: Survey-weighted estimates; standard errors clustered at the respondent level. Controls include education, gender, age, urban residence, lived poverty, news-source count, and country fixed effects. Aware N = 24,674; literate N = 20,043.
Table S4. Climate awareness comparison, aware vs literate "treated" group
	Term
	Aware model
	Literate model

	US (vs. China), non-aware baseline
	−0.0452
	−0.0452

	EU (vs. China), non-aware baseline
	−0.0516
	−0.0516

	US × Treated
	−0.0190
	−0.0183

	EU × Treated
	−0.0002
	+0.0035

	*p* (US × Treated)
	<0.001
	<0.001

	*p* (EU × Treated)
	0.966
	0.405


Note: Survey-weighted estimates; standard errors clustered at the respondent level. The "treated" group is climate-aware (left column) or climate-literate (right column); the comparison group is non-aware respondents (Q60A = 0, N = 22,433). Controls and country fixed effects as in the main models.
Summary. The externaliser and amplification results are stable under the literacy restriction. The externaliser interaction is slightly stronger among literate respondents (−0.025 vs −0.022; p = 0.003 vs p = 0.005). The climate-awareness amplification is essentially identical (−0.018 vs −0.019; both p < 0.001). The EU null holds in both specifications. The one contrast that changes is the sovereign-adapter interaction, which falls from p = 0.035 to p = 0.087. This suggests that the pragmatic-sovereignty position is partly concentrated among respondents who have heard of climate change but do not fully attribute it to human activity. We report this as a scope condition on the sovereign-adapter finding rather than a threat to the main results.

Supplementary Note 2: Full marginal means (weighted, adjusted)
Table S5. Marginal means of power ratings by attribution type
	Power
	Attribution Type
	Estimate
	SE
	95% CI

	China
	Consistent internaliser
	0.684
	0.0039
	0.676–0.691

	China
	Sovereign adapter
	0.671
	0.0048
	0.662–0.681

	China
	Consistent externaliser
	0.690
	0.0054
	0.679–0.701

	China
	Inconsistent externaliser
	0.693
	0.0102
	0.673–0.713

	US
	Consistent internaliser
	0.620
	0.0040
	0.612–0.628

	US
	Sovereign adapter
	0.622
	0.0049
	0.613–0.632

	US
	Consistent externaliser
	0.604
	0.0054
	0.594–0.615

	US
	Inconsistent externaliser
	0.638
	0.0098
	0.618–0.657

	EU
	Consistent internaliser
	0.634
	0.0037
	0.626–0.641

	EU
	Sovereign adapter
	0.628
	0.0046
	0.619–0.637

	EU
	Consistent externaliser
	0.623
	0.0054
	0.613–0.634

	EU
	Inconsistent externaliser
	0.646
	0.0101
	0.626–0.665


Note: From the model in Table 3 of the main text, averaged over the weighted estimation sample (avg_predictions, marginaleffects). Standard errors clustered at the respondent level. All estimates p < 0.001.
Table S6. US–China gap by attribution type, from marginal means
	Attribution Type
	US–China Gap
	SE
	95% CI

	Consistent internaliser
	−0.0641
	0.0047
	−0.0732 to −0.0549

	Sovereign adapter
	−0.0491
	0.0053
	−0.0596 to −0.0387

	Consistent externaliser
	−0.0859
	0.0062
	−0.0981 to −0.0737

	Inconsistent externaliser
	−0.0551
	0.0118
	−0.0783 to −0.0320


Note: From avg_comparisons on the model in Table 3. All p < 0.001.

Supplementary Note 3: Unweighted vs weighted comparison
Table S7. Table 3 model, unweighted vs weighted
	Term
	Unweighted
	Weighted
	Unweighted p
	Weighted p

	US (vs. China)
	−0.0574
	−0.0641
	<0.001
	<0.001

	EU (vs. China)
	−0.0470
	−0.0500
	<0.001
	<0.001

	US × Sovereign adapter
	+0.0096
	+0.0149
	0.080
	0.035

	EU × Sovereign adapter
	+0.0070
	+0.0067
	0.205
	0.352

	US × Consistent externaliser
	−0.0266
	−0.0218
	<0.001
	0.005

	EU × Consistent externaliser
	−0.0164
	−0.0170
	0.006
	0.026

	US × Inconsistent externaliser
	−0.0013
	+0.0090
	0.905
	0.480

	EU × Inconsistent externaliser
	−0.0005
	+0.0031
	0.959
	0.815


Table S8. Table 5 model, unweighted vs weighted
	Term
	Unweighted
	Weighted
	Unweighted p
	Weighted p

	US × Climate-aware
	−0.0217
	−0.0190
	<0.001
	<0.001

	EU × Climate-aware
	−0.0002
	−0.0002
	0.939
	0.966


Summary. The weighted gaps are slightly larger than the unweighted gaps (e.g., −0.064 vs −0.057 for internalisers; −0.084 vs −0.083 for externalisers). The sovereign-adapter contrast is significant under weighting (p = 0.035) but marginal under non-weighting (p = 0.080). The weighted specification is the appropriate one for population inference and is reported as primary in the main text.

Supplementary Note 4: Complete-case specification
The main analysis recodes "Don't know" and "Refused" responses on the power ratings (Q67B, Q67C, Q67H) as the neutral midpoint (0.5 on the rescaled 0–1 scale), retaining 5,692 respondents who would otherwise be dropped from the rating models. Table S9 replicates the main interaction model using the complete-case specification (N = 18,726), in which those responses are dropped rather than recoded.
Table S9. Complete-case specification, power interactions
	Term
	Estimate
	SE
	p

	US (vs. China)
	−0.0623
	0.0056
	<0.001

	EU (vs. China)
	−0.0395
	0.0053
	<0.001

	US × Sovereign adapter
	+0.0156
	0.0085
	0.067

	EU × Sovereign adapter
	+0.0040
	0.0086
	0.638

	US × Consistent externaliser
	−0.0214
	0.0093
	0.021

	EU × Consistent externaliser
	−0.0195
	0.0091
	0.032

	US × Inconsistent externaliser
	+0.0088
	0.0148
	0.553

	EU × Inconsistent externaliser
	−0.0001
	0.0155
	0.994


Note: Survey-weighted estimates; standard errors clustered at the respondent level. N = 18,726 respondents.
Summary. The complete-case estimates are substantively identical to the main weighted estimates. The externaliser interaction remains significant (−0.021, p = 0.021); the sovereign-adapter interaction is marginal (+0.016, p = 0.067), consistent with the main text's scope condition.

Supplementary Note 5: Alternative attribution recode
The main analysis treats "None of these" (Q62D = 0) and "Someone else" (Q62D = 6) as missing. As a robustness check, we re-estimate the models treating these as domestic remedy (coded 0). The four-type distribution shifts by less than 1 percentage point in each category, and the interaction coefficients are unchanged in sign and significance (results available on request). The main text reports the conservative specification (treating these as missing).

Supplementary Note 6: Survey questions and coding
Q60A (Climate awareness). "Have you heard about climate change?" Coded 1 = Yes, 0 = No.
Q61A (Anthropogenic cause). "What do you think is the main cause of climate change?" Coded 1 = Human activity, 2 = Natural processes, 3 = Both, 4 = Other, 8 = Refused, 9 = Don't know.
Q61B (Cause attribution). "Who is most responsible for causing climate change?" Coded 1 = Domestic actors ("people, businesses, and governments in [own country]"), 2 = Foreign actors ("people, businesses, and governments in other parts of the world"), 3 = None of these, 8 = Refused, 9 = Don't know. The main analysis uses 1 = domestic cause, 2 = foreign cause; 3, 8, 9 = missing.
Q62D (Remedy attribution). "Who should have primary responsibility for limiting climate change and reducing its impact?" Coded 1 = Ordinary citizens, 2 = Business and industry, 3 = Government, 4 = Rich or developed countries, 5 = Traditional leaders, 6 = Someone else, 0 = None of these, 8 = Refused, 9 = Don't know. The main analysis uses 4 = foreign remedy, 1/2/3/5 = domestic remedy; 0, 6, 8, 9 = missing.
Q67B, Q67C, Q67H (Power evaluations). "Do you think the influence of [China / the United States / the European Union] in [own country] is...?" Coded 1 = Very negative, 2 = Somewhat negative, 3 = Neither positive nor negative, 4 = Somewhat positive, 5 = Very positive, 8 = Refused, 9 = Don't know. Rescaled to 0–1 via (Q67 − 1) / 4; 8 and 9 recoded to 0.5.
Controls. Education (Q96: tertiary or above = 1, below = 0), gender (Q101: female = 1, male = 0), age (Q1, continuous), urban residence (URBRUR: urban = 1, rural = 0), lived poverty (LivedPoverty), news-source count (sum of Q65A–Q65E, each coded 1–4 for frequency). Country fixed effects use COUNTRY as a factor.
Weight. Combinwt_new_hh provided by Afrobarometer (2024).

