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This paper examines how voters want their governments to respond when other states behave
non-cooperatively in international politics. Building on the Accommodation Dilemma
Framework it argues that voters balance the costs of a harsh response against the reputational
and contagion risks associated with accommodation. When the costs of non-accommodation
loom large, voters tend to favor compromise; when long-run risks dominate, they support
tougher responses, and when both are significant, preferences moderate, reflecting an
accommodation dilemma. The paper also explores the scope conditions of this argument and
argues that these dynamics hold only if voters perceive the other state’s behavior as non-
cooperative and harmful. Using a comparative survey experimental design embedded in seven
different real-life contexts, the paper examines how voters respond to three types of non-
cooperative behavior: serious violations of international law, coercive bargaining, and cherry-
picking attempts. Across all cases, the experiments show that highlighting long-term contagion
risks associated with an accommodative response reduces voter willingness to compromise
relative to when they are informed about the costs of non-accommodation. Moreover, dilemma
situations are difficult, yet reputational concerns tend to dominate.

I thank Ala Alrababah, Pol Antras, Ryan Brutger, Tim Biithe, Matt Castle, Lisa Dellmuth, Catherine de Vries,
Mette Eilstrup-Sangiovanni, Michael Goldfiejn, Julia Gray, Maria Groeneveld, Sara Hobolt, Stephanie Hofmann,
Tuuli-Anna Huikuri, Giorgio Malet, Raffaele Mastrorocco, Markus Patberg, Palma Polyak, Ryan Powers, Tyler
Pratt, Jonathan Renshon, Arthur Silve, Christoph Steinert, Junwoo Suh, Rafal Syzmankowski, Jonas Tallberg,
Denise Traber, Shiyang Wu, Alex Yang, Yueh-Ping Yang, as well as participants at the two special issue
workshops, APSA 2022, IPES 2022, the “Challenges to International Cooperation”-workshop, seminars at UC
Berkeley,, the HfP-GSI Joint IR Speakers Series, the University of Cambridge, and the WTI Bern for helpful
comments. I particularly thank Giorgio Malet who co-conducted the surveys in Finland, Sweden, and Hungary
and provided support with the comparative experimental analysis and Michael Stelzig for excellent research
assistance. This project has received funding from the University of Zurich, the Stiftung fiir Wissenschaftliche
Forschung at UZH, and the European Research Council (ERC) under the European Union’s Horizon 2020
research and innovation programme grant agreement No 817582 (ERC Consolidator Grant DISINTEGRATION).


mailto:walter@ipz.uzh.ch

Non-cooperative behavior is a regular feature of international politics. States seek to
renegotiate or change the terms of existing international agreement in their favor, while others
withdraw, or threaten to withdraw, from them altogether. Others fail to comply with agreed
terms of cooperation, sometimes on minor issues, but sometimes also in a severe breach of core
international norms. Yet others engage in coercive bargaining tactics and threaten to impose
significant costs on another country in order to extract some advantage for themselves. In the
most glaring cases, revisionist states try to force other states to change the status quo by military
means. All of these actions not only seek to improve the non-cooperating country’s position
relative to the status quo, but also reduce the actual or potential gains available to other countries
or impede these countries’ goals (Walter and Dellmuth 2025: 6).

For governments confronted with such non-cooperative behavior, this raises the difficult
question of whether and how to respond choices (e.g., Fearon 1998; Drezner 1999; Kelley
2007). Should they cave in and accommodate the challenging country’s demands or actions?
Should they take a tough stance and refuse any compromise? Or should they seek some kind of
middle ground response? Answering these questions confronts governments with difficult
choices (Walter and Dellmuth 2025): Accommodating non-cooperative behavior helps preserve
the benefits of cooperation but carries contagion risks by encouraging further non-cooperation,
whereas refusing to accommodate can punish and potentially deter such behavior, though often
at considerable cost.

Decisions on how to respond to non-cooperation are further complicated by the fact that
foreign policy decisions tend to be closely watched by the public (Reifler et al. 2011; Goldfien
et al. 2025). As issues related to international cooperation are increasingly politicized
(Copelovitch and Pevehouse 2019; De Vries et al. 2021; Dellmuth et al. 2022; Destradi et al.
2022; Ziirn 2014; Ziirn et al. 2012), public opinion has thus turned into an increasingly
important aspect of foreign policymaking. As a result, governments tend to be responsive to
their voters’ preferences in international negotiations on salient issues (Chu and Recchia 2022;
Hagemann et al. 2017; McLean and Whang 2014; Peez and Bethke 2025; Schneider 2019;
Tomz et al. 2020; Wratil 2018). Voters also have the ability to impose audience costs on leaders,
with effects on governments’ resolve (Fearon 1994; Kertzer and Brutger 2016; Tomz 2007;
Goldfien et al. 2023) and bargaining power in international negotiations (Caraway et al. 2012;
Hug and Konig 2002; Putnam 1988; Schneider and Cederman 1994). This dynamic is
particularly pronounced in high-profile negotiations, where voters are most likely invest energy

and effort to learn about international issues (Pelc 2013). Policymakers are therefore well-



advised to take public opinion into account when deciding about their foreign policy response
to non-cooperative behavior.

To provide a better understanding of individuals’ foreign policy attitudes in such
situations, this paper investigates how the public wants policymakers to react to non-
cooperative behavior by other states. Building on the accommodation dilemma framework
(ADF) laid out in Walter and Dellmuth (2025; see also Walter 2021b; Jurado et al. 2022; Walter
and Plotke-Scherly 2025), the paper examines how voters weigh the risks of accommodating
and the costs of not-accommodating responses against each other, and analyzes how they
evaluate the trade-offs and dilemmas associated with choosing between different responses. It
argues that voters tend to be more willing to accommodate non-cooperative behavior when the
costs of non-accommodation are high and political contagion risks are low, whereas they are
more willing support a harsh response when the political contagion risks associated with
accommodation outweigh the loss of cooperation gains associated with non-accommodation.
When the costs and risks associated with both strategies are high, however, voters face an
accommodation dilemma and difficult trade-offs.

The paper also explores the argument’s scope conditions. It argues that the mechanism
suggested by the ADF is most likely to apply in situations in which voters perceive the other
state’s actions as non-cooperative, evaluate the consequences non-accommodation and
accommodation-induced contagion risks negatively. Public opinion on these issues often varies
widely. There is disagreement about whether another state’s behavior should be interpreted as
non-cooperative behavior (De Graaf et al. 2015; Parizek et al. 2025), debate about whether
cooperation gains are worth saving (De Vries et al. 2021; Hooghe et al. 2019; Dellmuth 2025;
Bush et al. 2025), and voters hold different opinions about whether potential contagion effects
are good or bad (Walter 2021a; Martini and Walter 2023). This paper empirically explores how
such divergent views mediate voters’ preferences for a more or less accommodating response
to non-cooperation.

I evaluate the individual-level implications of the ADF using original survey data and
survey experiments across seven real-life contexts that vary in the type and severity of non-
cooperative behavior. These cases cover responses to three different types of non-cooperation:
serious violations of international law (public support for sanctions against Russia in reaction
to the Ukraine war in Hungary, Sweden and Finland), coercive bargaining (preferred responses
to Turkey’s blockage of Swedish/Finnish NATO accession), and attempts at cherry-picking
(preferred responses by EU-27 Europeans to British and Swiss attempts to attain a more

privileged access to the EU’s Single market). Using a comparative experimental design and



examining both a meta-analysis and individual analyses of these cases, I find that highlighting
the contagion risks of accommodation overall tends to make voters less willing to cave in and
compromise, whereas information about the loss of cooperation gains associated with non-
accommodation tends to increase support for accommodation. When faced with dilemma
situations, preferences about responses are typically more muted, though contagion-related
concerns about the country’s reputation tend to dominate in these situations. Moreover, these
effects are limited to those respondents who view the other country’s behavior as non-
cooperative and who see the consequences of non-accommodation and contagion risks
associated with accommodation as negative.

Overall, the paper contributes to research on the domestic sources of resolve, coercive
diplomacy, crisis bargaining, and audience costs in international relations (Brutger and Kertzer
2018; Chaudoin 2014a; Dafoe et al. 2014b; Fearon 1997; George 1991; Gueorguiev et al. 2020;
Kertzer 2016; Kertzer and Brutger 2016; Tomz 2007; Walter 2009; Weisiger and Yarhi-Milo
2015; Tingley and Walter 2011). It shows that across a whole range of different real-life
situations voters consider strategic foreign policy considerations, care about their country’s
reputation beyond the security realm, and worry not just about the short-term, but also about

the long-term strategic consequences of foreign policy decisions.

1. Argument

When governments are confronted with non-cooperative behavior by other states, they
have to decide how to respond. They can accommodate the challenging state’s demands, or they
can take a tough, non-accommodating stance, for example by refusing to make concessions,
offering only minimal compromise, threatening to end cooperation, or punishing the
challenging country for its uncooperative behavior. Both accommodation and non-
accommodation responses have benefits, but both can also carry significant costs and risks. The
accommodation dilemma framework (ADF) proposed by Walter and Dellmuth (2025; see also
Walter 2021b; Jurado et al. 2022a; Walter and Plotke-Scherly 2025) argues that two dimensions
are particularly salient here: the cooperation gains that the response puts at stake especially in
the short-to medium term and potential contagion effects that create long-term gains risks.

A harsh, non-accommodating response to another state’s non-cooperative behavior can
threaten existing cooperation gains, especially if the challenging state refuses to back down.

Examples include retaliatory tariffs that curtail the benefits of international trade, a suspension



of states from international organizations that weakens human rights protection in these
countries, or a breakdown of mutual security arrangements. Although such costs can often be
mitigated over time, for instance, by adjusting supply chains or developing alternative
partnerships, they can become sizeable and painful quickly in the short term. By contrast,
accommodating the demands of the non-cooperative country often enables states to preserve at
least some cooperation gains, even if the challenging state captures a greater share of these
gains. For example, continuing to trade with a state that unilaterally imposes high tariffs reduces
the overall gains from trade, but still allows other states to benefit from economic exchange
with the non-cooperative state.

However, accommodation also carries important risks. How states respond to non-
cooperative behavior affects their reputation for resolve and the likelihood that future non-
cooperation can be deterred. When states accommodate, they tend to weaken their reputation
for resolve (Dafoe et al. 2014b; Kertzer 2016; Weisiger and Yarhi-Milo 2015; Goldfien et al.
2025). This can create expectations among both the challenging state and among other countries
that similar non-cooperative behavior will be tolerated in the future, which in turn has been
shown to increase support for non-cooperation among the public (Tingley and Walter 2011;
Walter et al. 2018). In this way, accommodation can generate political contagion risks (Adler-
Nissen et al. 2017; Bamert et al. 2015). While accommodation may thus limit short-term costs,
it heightens the risk that similar or greater costs will emerge later. By contrast, non-
accommodation reduces such political contagion risk. A firm response not only increases the
likelihood that the challenging state will abandon its non-cooperative behavior or scale back its
demands. It also bolsters the responding state’s reputation as one that won’t tolerate non-
cooperative behavior, thereby discouraging future challenges (Hobolt et al. 2021; Hunter 2024;
Katagiri and Min 2019; van Kessel et al. 2020; Malet and Walter 2023a; Martini and Walter
2023). By deterring non-cooperative behavior, non-accommodation can thus serve as a strategic

tool that helps safeguard the long-run benefits of cooperation.

Voters’ preferred responses to non-cooperative behavior

Applied at the individual level, the ADF provides a framework for understanding voter
attitudes on preferred government responses to non-cooperative behavior by other states. It
suggests that voters’ evaluations of such responses depend on how they perceive the trade-off
between the cooperation costs of non-accommodation and contagion risks associated with
accommodation. Voters generally value international cooperation that aligns with their own

interests and values, whether the issue concerns security (Gartner 2008), support for



international organizations (Hobolt and de Vries 2016; Kiratli 2020), trade (Chaudoin 2014a;
Mayda and Rodrik 2005; Owen and Johnston 2017; Scheve and Slaughter 2001), or the
environment (Bechtel et al. 2017; Gaikwad et al. 2022). They thus tend to bristle at the costs
associated with a non-accommodating response to non-cooperative behavior, particularly when
they are personally exposed to the negative impact (Kiratli and Ertan 2024). For instance, the
surge in gas and energy prices following Western sanctions on Russia after its invasion of
Ukraine significantly reduced public support for those sanctions in Germany and Poland
(Kantorowicz and Kantorowicz-Reznichenko 2023) and led to calls to negotiate with Russia
about ending the Ukraine war rather than continued non-accommodation. Likewise, during the
Brexit negotiations, European citizens living in regions that were heavily exposed to the
potential fallout from a hard Brexit were significantly more supportive of compromise with the
UK than those in less exposed regions (Jurado et al. 2022; Walter 2021b). Moreover, even when
people express outrage against another state’s actions, they are often reluctant to bear significant
personal costs to punish the non-cooperating state (Sung and Park 2022). Thus, when non-
accommodation threatens substantial cooperation gains, it becomes a less attractive strategy in
the eyes of the public.

However, voters also care about the long-term consequences of foreign policy decisions.
They value their country’s reputation for resolve (Brutger and Kertzer 2018; Kertzer 2016;
Goldfien et al. 2025). They show concern for reciprocity (Chilton et al. 2017; Steinberg and
Tan 2023; Tingley and Tomz 2014; Kiratli and Ertan 2024), fairness (Li et al. 2012), and
promise-keeping (Schweinberger 2022) in international relations. This suggest that voters’
support for accommodation is likely to be limited whenever this strategy is likely to create
considerable political contagion effects that threaten to create reputational harm and heighten
long-term risks. Skeptics question whether the public is able to correctly assess the strategic
setting and the long-term contagion risks associated with accommodation (Berinsky 2007;
Almond 1950). However, a growing body of research suggests that many people live up to this
task. For example, studies show that people take into account the strategic motivations of
foreign leaders and the information their actions reveal when forming opinions about foreign
policy (Gravelle 2018; Gueorguiev et al. 2020; Walter et al. 2018; Goldfien et al. 2023;
Weisiger and Yarhi-Milo 2015; Renshon et al. 2018; Goldfien et al. 2025). Other studies show
that citizens voice concern about possible encouragement effects of accommodation and tend
to support foreign policy measures that promise to have a deterrent effects (Heinrich et al. 2017;
Walter 2021b) and that their concerns extend beyond egotropic concerns for their own

wellbeing and are also driven by broad sociotropic concerns about the effects of foreign policy



decisions on the country as a whole (Mansfield and Mutz 2009; Kertzer and Zeitzoff 2017).
Taken together, this research suggests that when voters recognize the reputational stakes and
long-term contagion risks associated with accommodation, they are less likely to support it—
particularly when those risks are substantial.

Building on this logic, the ADF suggests that individuals evaluate how governments
should respond to non-cooperative state behavior by weighing the cooperation gains at risk
from non-accommodation against the longer-term contagion risks of accommodation. The
choice between strategies is relatively straightforward when one type of risk clearly dominates
the other: The greater individuals perceive the cooperation costs associated with non-
accommodation to be relative to the contagion risks associated with accommodation, the more
they will support a compromising accommodating response (H1). Conversely, the larger
contagion risks appear in comparison to the fallout associated with non-accommodation, the
more likely individuals are to prefer a firm, non-accommodating response (H2). However, the
decision is much harder when none of these strategies dominates, especially when both are
associated with significant costs and risks. In such situations, individuals face an
“accommodation dilemma.” This is likely to temper their preferences for either extreme I
therefore expect that when confronted with an accommodation dilemma, voters will be more
inclined to prefer a middle-ground approach rather than full accommodation or full non-

accommodation (H3).

Exploring scope conditions

The argument developed above rests on two core assumptions that define its scope. First,
it assumes that people evaluate the other state’s behavior as illegitimate non-cooperation that
requires a response. Second, it builds on the assumption that they view both the costs of not
accommodating and the accommodation-related political contagion risks as undesirable.
However, the extent to which these two assumptions hold is likely to vary significantly across
contexts and individuals, which suggests that the hypotheses developed above should only
apply to a subset of voters.

Regarding non-cooperation assessments, not all actions that negatively affect another
country are likely to be viewed as illegitimate non-cooperation that requires a response (Walter
and Dellmuth 2025; Schmidt 2025). Instead, individual assessments of a certain behavior are
likely to vary both by features of the specific situation and individuals’ own norms, values and
attitudes. For instance, identifying who initiated a series of non-cooperative actions in the

context of repeated interactions characteristic of international relations is not always easy. For



instance, interpretations about the nature and main actor responsible for non-cooperation in the
Ukraine-Russia and the Israel-Gaza conflicts diverge sharply (Parizek et al. 2025). Individuals
may thus interpret the same behavior in very different ways. Moreover, people differ in the
extent to which they think non-cooperative behavior should be resisted or punished. Such
differences are related, amongst others, by variation in personal values (Kertzer et al. 2014;
Rathbun et al. 2016), cultural norms and traditions (Michalopoulos and Xue 2021; Heinzel
2025), the norms in question (Bush et al. 2025) and respondents’ peer context (Kertzer and
Zeitzoff 2017). As a result, individuals are likely to hold divergent views about whether another
state’s behavior warrants a response at all. The argument laid out above is limited to those
individuals who answer this question affirmatively.

A second key assumption is that voters view both the loss of cooperation gains from
non-accommodation and the contagion risks associated with accommodation as undesirable.!
However, both the other state’s non-cooperative behavior and the responses to this behavior
can have domestic distributional consequences that benefit some individuals, even if the overall
effects on the country are negative. For example, people working in firms or industries that
struggle to compete internationally and who therefore stand to benefit from a return to
protectionist policies or sanctions on foreign competitors are much less exposed to retaliatory
tariffs than those working in high-productivity export-oriented firms (Dellmuth 2025).
Similarly, some individuals regard the contagion effects of accommodation—such as the
erosion of international institutions—not as a danger but as an opportunity. For example, during
the Brexit negotiations, euroskeptics across Europe were largely in favor of accommodating the
UK, because this would create a precedent making it easier for other countries to leave the EU
as well (Walter 2021b; Jurado et al. 2022; Hobolt 2016). In such cases, individuals are unlikely
to view the political contagion effects associated with accommodation as problematic. An
important scope condition of the ADF is thus that people view both the loss of cooperation
gains caused by a non-accommodating response and the political contagion risks associated
with accommodation as undesirable. This suggests that the hypotheses developed above about
how cooperation gains at risk from non-accommodation and contagion risks of accommodation
influence individuals’ preferred responses to no-cooperative behavior should be limited to

individuals who meet the argument’s scope conditions (H4).

2. Non-Cooperation in a Variety of Contexts: Research Design & Case Selection

! Note that Walter and Delmuth (2025) denote the case when both the short-term costs of non-accommodation
and the long-run costs of accommodation as a «weak accommodation dilemmay. Yet even this case assumes that
the consequences are costly, rather than beneficial.



Non-cooperation is not an isolated phenomenon: it can happen in different realms of
international relations and can be rather minor but also highly consequential (Walter and
Dellmuth 2025). As discussed above, the ADF suggests that despite these differences, public
preferences about government responses to non-cooperative behavior of other states varies in
systematic ways related to the cooperation costs and contagion risks associated with different
responses and the trade-offs they present. To explore whether we can indeed observe the ADF’s
empirical individual-level implications across a wide range of contexts, I conduct a comparative
experimental analysis (Bassan-Nygate et al. 2024; Egami and Hartman 2023) to explore
whether, when, and how the accommodation dilemma shapes individual preferences about
foreign policy responses to non-cooperation.

For this purpose, I use original public opinion data and survey experiments collected in
the seven real-life contexts. This allows me to examine the ADF’s empirical individual-level
implications across a wide range of contexts. Using real-life situations as context for analysis
and eliciting respondents’ opinions on real instances of non-cooperation confronting their
government at the time of the survey, rather than presenting them with abstract situations has
advantages and disadvantages (Brutger et al. 2022). On the negative side, this setup also
generates several challenges. For one, each case is different, so that tailored questions and
experimental treatments are needed that vary across settings and create problems of
comparability and external validity challenges both with regard to treatment and context
validity (Egami and Hartman 2023). Moreover, the survey experiments provide contextual
information on highly politicized issues, so that respondents are likely to have already formed
opinions on the issue at hand. This makes it harder to elicit a response with experimental
manipulations (Druckman and Leeper 2012) and typically dampens treatment effects (Brutger
et al. 2022). The comparative, real-life setting is thus likely to make it harder to find strong and
consistent effects both within and across settings. At the same time, this strategy allows us to
explore to what extent the ADF can be used to study a variety of different real-life situations in
which respondents are confronted with another state’s non-cooperative behavior. Another
strength is that is elicits respondents’ opinions on real issues confronting their government at
the time of the survey.? Perhaps most importantly, the strategy allows for a comprehensive

exploration of the generalizability and the scope conditions of the ADF.

2 It also gives us a glimpse into the extent to which cues can influence public opinion in highly politicized
debates by highlighting the consequences of different response strategies.



I focus on three sets of cases that allow me to examine public attitudes on responses to
different types of non-cooperative behavior. Across the cases, non-cooperative behavior varies
with regard to the nature of non-cooperation, the extent to which it violates international rules,
the nature and size of the cooperation gains at risk from not accommodating this behavior, and
the severity of political contagion risks associated with an accommodating response. Moreover,
these cases include contexts in which the public is divided on whether or not the non-
cooperating state’s behavior is illegitimate and requiring a response, and on the extent to which

the consequences of different responses are indeed costly and undesirable. Table 1 gives an

overview about the different cases included in the study.

Table 1: Case overview

Type of non- | Country & Issue Cooperation Accommodation- Scope conditions
cooperative costs related to induced Non- Divergent
behavior non- contagion risks cooperation | cost/risk
accommodation contested? assessments
Sweden (2022) _ Deterrence of
. . Economic costs continued & Hardly No
Serious Russia sanctions future aggression
violation of | Finland (2022) . Deterrence of
international ) . Economic costs continued & Hardly No
lavs 0 Russia sanctions future aggression
Hungary (2023) ) Detgrrence of
) . Economic costs continued & Yes No
Russia sanctions future aggression
Sweden (2022 i
i ( ) NATO accession Humaq rights No Yes
Coercive Turkey’s NATO veto reputation
bargaining Finland (2022) ) .
NATO accession | Future blackmail | No Yes
Turkey’s NATO veto
EU27 (2019) Growing d q
) . . rowing demands
UK exceptlons to EU Trade dlSI’upthIlS fOI' except]ons YES YES
Cherry- Single Market rules
Aerty EU27 (2019)
picking . ] i d d
Swiss exceptions to Trade disruptions Growing demands Yes Yes
EU Single Market for exceptions
rules

This research design therefore allows me to test the general individual-level implications

of the ADF, while also exploring its limits and scope conditions. It thus allows me to explore
to what extent the ADF can be used to study a variety of different real-life situations in which

respondents are confronted with another state’s non-cooperative behavior.

Responding to serious violations of international law
A first set of cases covers serious violations of international law, in this case Russia’s

invasion of Ukraine in February 2022 in a clear breach of international law. In response,
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Western countries have imposed significant sanctions on Russia, which have not only hurt
Russia, but have also been costly for the sanctioning countries. Public opinion on these
sanctions has been divided, both among individuals and among countries (Ngo et al. 2022).
Because Russia did not end its war against Ukraine in response to the sanctions, a tightening of
the sanctions regime has been repeatedly discussed and implemented over the course of the
war. The first set of cases use this context to study how individuals assess a further tightening
of Russian sanctions (as a non-accommodating response) in the context in which they are likely
to be highly aware both of the high material costs of sanctioning and of the long-term risks that
prematurely lifting the sanctions (and thus accommodating Russia) may pose in terms of
encouraging further aggression by Russia or other countries.

Using data collected in Finland and Sweden (fall 2022) and Hungary (spring 2023),
these analyses probe to what extent respondents supported a further tightening of sanctions
against Russia several months into the war. The three countries covered in the analysis are all
geographically close to Russia, but vary in how their governments have reacted to the Ukraine
war. While Sweden and Finland have sought NATO membership and have worked to
strengthen the international sanctions regime against Russia, the Hungarian government has
taken a much more cautious approach and has openly criticized and opposed the EU’s efforts
to tighten sanctions.

The Russia sanctions offer a rather straightforward application of the ADF because both
the cooperation gains at risk (the economic costs caused by the sanctions) and the political
contagion risk of accommodation (deterring Russia and other countries from similar behavior
in the future) were relatively uncontested. What was contested, however, was the question on
whether or not Russia was to blame for the war, and this level of contestation varied
significantly across countries (see also Parizek et al. 2025): whereas the Nordic public
overwhelmingly saw Russia as responsible for the war in Ukraine, the Hungarian public was
much evenly more split on the question whether Russia’s actions were indeed an illegitimate
non-cooperation that required a response.® The set of respondents who fall within the scope of

the ADF argument is thus significantly smaller in Hungary than in the two Nordic countries.

Responding to coercive bargaining
The second set of cases focus on coercive bargaining in international negotiations,

where one state relies on the use of threats, pressure, or force to compel another state to agree

390.5% of Swedish and 93.2% of Finnish respondents said that Russia was mainly or entirely responsible for the
situation in Ukraine, compared with only 40.3% in Hungary.
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to specific terms or concessions. The analyses study how the Finnish and Swedish public
wanted their governments to respond when Turkey blocked their countries’ plans to join NATO
in late 2022 and early 2023. After Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, both countries had decided to
give up neutrality and join the NATO alliance. However, these plans were held up by Turkey,
which used its veto power as a NATO member state to pressure both countries to change their
minority protection policies that provided a safe haven for Kurdish people seeking refuge in the
two Nordic countries.* Turkey demanded that the two countries cut back on their support for
Kurdish groups and extradite Kurds designated as terror suspects by Turkey, rather than than
provide a safe haven to them. This was a big ask from two countries for whom a strong human
rights record is a part of their identity. This context allows us to study the public’s willingness
to compromise on these issues in return for NATO membership.

In terms of scope conditions, the Finnish and Swedish experiences offer a context of
broad consensus that Turkey was behaving non-cooperatively — not in a breach of rules (NATO
member states have the right to veto the accession of new member states), but because Turkey’s
actions were clearly impeding the Nordic countries security and human rights goals. However,
people varied in the extent to which they viewed the costs of not accommodating and the
accommodation-related political contagion risks as undesirable. Finns (15% in the sample) and
Swedes (27%) opposed to NATO membership, were likely to view blocked NATO accession
as a benefit rather than a cost. The ADF scope conditions suggest that we should only observe
the predicted mechanism for those respondents who wanted their country to join NATO.

Finally, the two cases also allow me to explore how different types of accommodation-
related long-run risks. The public debate about these risks differed across the two countries:
whereas the Finnish debate revolved about the risk that compromises might encourage further
blackmail in the future, the Swedish debate focused more on how complying with Turkey’s
demands could damage Sweden’s human rights reputation, and thus a narrower reputational

contagion risk.

Responding to cherrypicking attempts
The final two cases represent situations in which states renegotiate their relations with
an existing international institution to their advantage, in a manner that reduces actual or

potential gains available to the other member states. | examine British and Swiss attempts to

4 Because all other NATO members showed great support for Finland and Sweden’s membership, so that there
was a chance that by standing firm, the countries might call Turkey’s bluff. Nonetheless, given the rapidly
deteriorating security situation in Europe, however, delays and uncertainty about the prospects of NATO
membership were costly in themselves.
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cherry-pick in the context of the EU. Both Switzerland and the UK have sought to negotiate a
new (post-Brexit UK) or revised (Switzerland) set of rules for EU Single Market access that
would give them wide-ranging access despite significant exceptions that other EU member
states are not granted. For example, both countries tried to negotiate exceptions to the principle
of free movement or the jurisdiction of the European Court of Justice. While this behavior meets
the definition of non-cooperation because it shifts the distribution of cooperation gains in
Switzerland’s and the UK’s favor, thus reducing the gains available to others, these cases
represent a much weaker form of non-cooperation than the two challenges previously
examined.

It is therefore not surprising that in these cases, both scope conditions are only met for
subsets of respondents. Both the non-cooperative nature of Switzerland’s and the UK’s
behavior and the negative nature of the political contagion effects of accommodation were
contested. Skepticism about the “non-cooperative nature” of the Swiss and British approach
was thus widespread. In fact, euroskeptics across the EU27 were quick to emphasize that these
attempts were legitimate pathways that should be a model to follow for other countries (Martini
and Walter 2023; Hunter 2024; van Kessel et al. 2020). Likewise, evaluations of the likely
consequences differed. Many euroskeptics saw the contagion risk posed by accommodating
British and Swiss requests for exceptions — the risk that this might encourage other countries to
similarly ask for exceptions and ultimately result in a fraying of the Single Market — as an
opportunity, rather than a negative development because they hoped that an accommodative
response (more national exceptions to EU rules) would open a similar path for their own
countries (Walter 2021b).> This suggest that the ADF logic should not apply to respondents
hoping for their own country to leave the EU. This subgroup comprises between 22% (survey
about exceptions for Switzerland) and 25% (survey on exceptions for the UK) of respondents,
operationalized as stating that they would probably or definitely vote to leave the EU if given

a chance.

Data

Original survey data was collected in various survey waves, following a coordinated
experimental design (Blair and McClendon 2021), in which each survey contained a similarly-
structured survey experiment tailored to its specific context. Data collection in Finland,

Sweden, and Hungary was conducted by Bilendi&Respondi, who administered online surveys

5 In fact, the presence of politically influential actors eager to seize on any concessions to further similar
demands for their own countries was also why the EU was quite concerned about political contagion risks in
both of these cases (Hobolt 2016; Walter and Plotke-Scherly 2025).
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to approximately 3001 Finnish and 2999 Swedish citizens in November 2022, and 3255
Hungarian citizens between March and May 2023 (for more details see Malet and Walter 2023).
The survey company used quota sampling to obtain representative samples of the national
electorates, although this goal was only partially reached in Hungary. Data for the two cherry-
picking cases were collected in the context of two larger, EU-wide online omnibus surveys (the
‘EuroPulse’) conducted by Dalia Research in June 2019 (Switzerland case, 10 792 respondents)
and December 2019 (post-Brexit UK case, 11 543 respondents). Negotiations with Switzerland
(about a reform of the Swiss-EU bilateral treaties) and the UK (about the contours of the UK-
EU post Brexit relationship) were ongoing while the surveys were in the field. In each survey
wave, a census representative sample of working-age respondents from all EU member states
were surveyed, with sample sizes roughly proportional to their population size. The data were

weighted using information from the most recent Eurostat statistics. ¢

Dependent Variable: Preferred Responses to Non-cooperation

Even though the cases studied are so different, the dependent variable is the same across
all cases: the extent to which voters are willing to support a compromising, accommodating
strategy in response to non-cooperative behavior by another country, rather than a harsh, non-
accommodating one. To operationalize this willingness, respondents were given a short
description of the situation at hand, followed by a question about how their country or the EU
(in the cherry-picking cases) should respond in the respective situation, measured on a 11-point
(sanctions and coercive bargaining cases) or four-point (cherrypicking cases) scale. To make
effect sizes comparable, all variables were rescaled on a 0-1 scale for the analyses. Higher
values denote support for a more accommodating, compromising stance: Fully lifting sanctions
on Russia, fully complying with Turkey’s demands over NATO accession, and granting many
exceptions to cherry-picking states. The exact wording for each question is provided in Table
3. Figure 1 shows how the three sets of dependent variables are distributed across the seven
cases. With one exception (Hungarian views on Russia sanctions), it reveals that respondents
overall take a rather hawkish stance and show limited appetite for accommodating other state’s
non-cooperative behavior. However, there is also considerable variation across countries, cases,

and across individuals.

6 Ages 18-65. See Walter (2021b) for more details about the survey.
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Figure 1: Distributions of the Dependent Variable
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3. Comparative Experimental Analysis: Experimental Setup & Results

The ADF predicts that individuals weigh the cooperation gains at risk from non-
accommodation against the longer-term contagion risks of accommodation when evaluating
how their governments should respond to non-cooperative state behavior. It also suggests that
this mechanism should hold across a variety of non-cooperative behaviors and contexts,

especially when the argument’s scope conditions are properly considered.

Experimental Setup

To probe these expectations, this paper follows recent research on analyzing multi-
country experiments in international relations and conducts a series of comparative
experimental analyses (Bassan-Nygate et al. 2025; Egami and Hartman 2023). It analyzes a
series of vignette survey experiments that randomly vary information on the costs and risks
associated with different response strategies to the different forms of non-cooperation discussed
above. To make the analyses as comparable as possible across the different case contexts, all

survey experiments follow the same general setup, as shown in table 2. This experimental setup
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mirrors Dellmuth and Walter’s (2025: Table 1) 2x2 matrix that summarizes the ADF’s
predictions about preferred responses to non-cooperative behavior and thus allows us to
evaluate the individual-level implications of the ADF and to probe the external validity of the

findings (Egami and Hartman 2023).

Table 2: Experimental setup

Cooperation costs emerging from non-accommodation
No mention Mention
Control group: Treatment 2:
No Introductory text describing Introductory text +
Long-term . the situation information about
mention . . .
risks associated cooperation gains at r1§k
from non-accommodation
with Treatment 1: Treatment 3:
accommodation | o Iptroductpry text + ' Introdgctory text +
ention information about information about both
accommodation-related types of cost (cooperation
contagion risk costs and contagion risk)

Respondents were randomly assigned to three treatment groups and one control group.” The
control group received general information about the respective issue and the nature of non-
cooperative behavior. Respondents in three treatment groups additionally received information
about the contagion risks associated with accommodation (T1), the cooperation costs resulting
from non-accommodation (T2), or both types of costs (the accommodation dilemma, T3).
Because the contexts of these experiments vary considerably, treatments were tailored to the
specific situations. Table 3 provides an overview about the specific wording of the vignettes

used for each case.

" The survey experiments on NATO accession negotiations followed a slightly modified, two-step design. In a
first step, respondents were randomly distributed into a control group, which only received some information about
the situation at hand, whereas a second group additionally received information about the costs associated with
not accommodating Turkey’s (in Sweden and Finland) demands. Using block randomization based on this first
step, respondents then were asked a follow-up questions, with some respondents only informed that negotiations
were still ongoing (control), and others additionally receiving information about the reputational costs of
accommodating. At the end of step 2, respondents were asked on how they thought the government should respond
to the respective situation; these are the dependent variables discussed above. Taken together, this setup again
reflects the 2x2 setup familiar from the other experiments.
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Table 3: Overview comparative experimental research design

Case Country DV: Preferrened Control group T1: T2: T3:
+ survey response Contagion risk treatment Cooperation gains at | Dilemma
details risk treatment treatment
Sweden “What should
Nov 2022 | [Sweden/Finland/ . .
o N=2999 Hungary] do regarding Contrpl +bLzﬁm§e the. antrol + Energy . Control +
FDIIIOFS . . ] Finland the current economic “In response to Russia’s aggression in sanctz;ms fzj;lmfe ussia ] przcefi and fn{lat;on in TI1+T2 or
violation | Invasion o Nov 2022 | sanction regime against | {krqine. We s h complies with internationa [Sweden/Finland/Hung | T2+T1
¢ raine, Western countries have L . .
of inter- | Ukraine by N=3001 Russia?” ) . . law again is risky, because it ary] have risen and a
. . imposed heavy economic sanctions on N X
national | Russia Hungary Russia.” may encourage further recession is looming as | (order
law Mar-May épswers from (0) : aggression by Russia or other | a consequence of the random-
2023 lmptqse m‘i”y( %‘;” e countries in the future.” sanctions.” ized)
sanctions” to
N=3255 “fully lift sanctions”
Sweden “In your view, how “Sweden/Finland] can only join NATO if ac;f)eng)onlc;f‘;;i(;?:;a(;l;fr;virin Control + “The war in
Noy 2022 | Many COMpPromises | q/f member states ratify [Swedish/ with Turkish demands nfiy " tg Ukraine has
N=1703 should Flplqnd make m | Finnish] accession. Currently, Turkey is damase Sweden’s repi ta(gon highlighted the security
2-stage the negotiations with the only NATO member holding up this | . }jge ards fo humg ' riohts | TiSks [Sweden/Finland]
Coercive Blockade of | design Turkey in order to process. Turkey has said that it will only rotec tzgon " g faces if it remains
barwain. | NATO enable the country to let [Sweden/Finland] join NATO if the fé ol “Some oh outside NATO. Control +
in & accession by | ginland join NATO? country stops supporting Kurdish ;f) On - Z tlfa(; se’;velrg [Sweden’s/Finland’s] T2 +T1
J Turkey Answers from “no groups, for example by extraditing fvfha])" ;C:Ii he dem C; Py Zg exclusion from NATO
Nov 2022 compromises at all” people that Turkey considers terror nl UrLs ther an stm.lg ) therefore poses a real
N=1831 (0) to “fully comply suspects. Negotiations between € COZF afle Ok © 5(1)714.11 lrze:{ o threat to the country
2-stage with Turkish demands” | [Finland/Sweden] and Turkey about equarty bIackmar; “Uana oy g the security of its
design . . ., important policy issues in the . »
g (10). NATO accession are still ongoing. future.” citizens.
EU27 “After Brexit, the UK and the EU will
Sinele Dec 2019 “What should the EU have to negotiate about their future
& N=115 43’ do?” relationship. They particularly disagree ,‘ .
market rule . « . control + “The EU is
exemptions The EU should offer about how much the UK will have to Control + “The EU is concerned that trad
for U% [the UK/ Switzerland] adhere to EU rules in this new concerned that other member relations between [t(;z
Cherry- wide access to the EU | framework in return for wide access to states will also insist on UK, /éwitzerlanecie] an de Control +
picking market with no (0) / the EU market.” exceptions from EU rules if the EU would T1+T2
Single EU27 only very few (1) / “The EU and Switzerland are [the UK/Switzerland] were deteriorate if the
market mle Jun2019, | some (2)/many (3) negofzatzng abou{ closer economic granted exceptions negotiations failed .”
exemption _ exceptions from EU relations. They disagree about how much
N=10 792 P Yy aisagi
for rules. Switzerland will have to adhere to EU
Switzerland market rules in this new framework.”
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Treatment 1 focused on different types of contagion risks associated with an
accommodating response. In the sanctions case, it emphasized that lifting the sanctions before
Russia complies with international law again might encourage further aggression by Russia or
other countries in the future. In the coercive bargaining cases, I leverage the fact that this context
allows us to explore the role of different narratives about the nature of the long-run
consequences of accommodating non-cooperative behavior. Echoing differences in focus of
national media discourses in both countries, the Finnish treatment highlighted a typical
contagion risk, emphasizing “that complying with Turkish demands might encourage other
countries to equally blackmail Finland on important policy issues in the future.” In Sweden, in
contrast, the prime focused on the reputational risks associated with an accommodating
response and emphasized that it might damage to Sweden’s reputation with regards to human
rights protection. Finally, in the cherry-picking experiments, the contagion treatment
highlighted the risk that other member states might also insist on exceptions from EU rules if
Switzerland or the UK’s demands were accommodated.

Similarly, treatment 2 highlighted different types of cooperation gains at risk from non-
accommodation relevant in each specific case. The sanctions case informed respondents that
energy prices and inflation in had risen in their country and that a recession was looming as a
consequence of the sanctions. In the coercive bargaining case, the treatment emphasized that
that not accommodating Turkey’s demand risked being excluded from NATO and thus posed
a real threat to the country and the security of its citizens in a context in which the war in
Ukraine had highlighted the security risks facing these countries. In the cherry-picking case,
treatment 2 informed respondents that the EU was concerned that trade relations with the

respective country would deteriorate if the negotiations failed.

Model specification

One major challenge for the comparative analysis is that the seven cases differ
considerably in the extent to which the respective non-cooperation behavior is salient and
politicized, the extent to which the domestic debate emphasizes the risks of accommodation
over the risks of non-accommodation and vice versa, and the baseline views that people hold
on the issue at hand. As a result, treatment effects relative to the control group are difficult to
compare across cases.® Because the clearest predictions derived from the ADF concern
differences across treatment groups, however, I compute the differences between treatment

groups. Specifically, respondents who receive the treatment highlighting the long-run

8 Figure A1 in the online appendix shows the average treatment effects relative to the control group.
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reputational risks associated with accommodation (T1) should be more supportive of non-
accommodation than those who receive the treatment highlighting the costs of non-
accommodation (T2). Respondents receiving the dilemma treatment (T3) should be more
supportive of non-accommodation than those receiving the material cost treatment, but less
supportive than those who only receive the contagion risk treatment. Because of the moderating
effect of the accommodation dilemma, these effect sizes should be smaller than those between
the T1 and T3.

All analyses include controls for basic demographics (age, gender, education, and rural
residency). In a first step, I compute case-specific OLS regression analyses for each of the seven
cases. Because all dependent variables are scaled between 0 and 1, the case-specific average
treatment effects can be compared across cases. I then use these effects to estimate a weighted
average of effects from all cases with a meta-analytic random-effects model (Malet and Walter
2023b; Bassan-Nygate et al. 2025).

The analysis also probes the importance of scope conditions. Taking into account that
not all individuals may view the other state’s behavior as non-cooperative, and that some
individuals actually evaluate the negative consequences of accommodation or non-
accommodation as desirable, I split the sample between respondents that meet the ADF’s scope
conditions, and those who do not. In the sanctions cases, this means that I restrict the analyses
to those respondents who view Russia as the main aggressor in the Ukraine conflict. In the
NATO cases, I restrict the analyses to those individuals who are not strongly opposed to NATO
membership (and hence viewing the consequence of non-accommodation — a Turkish veto — as
a benefit). And in the cherry-picking cases, I restrict the sample to those individuals who do not
express a desire to leave the EU. The share of respondents meeting the scope conditions varies
considerably, from 40% of respondents in the Hungary sanctions case and 93% in the Finnish

sanctions case. On average, 76% of respondents fall within the scope conditions of the ADF.

Results

When confronted with real-world instances of noncooperative behavior by other states,
how do citizens evaluate alternative government responses once they are informed about the
costs and trade-offs associated with accommodating versus not-accommodating such behavior?
Figure 2 reports the results of the comparative experimental analysis. It displays the average
treatment effects (ATEs) of the individual treatments (shown in red), together with the pooled
treatment effect derived from the meta-analytic random-effects model (shown at the bottom in

turquoise). The top row shows the treatment effects of emphasizing the potential costs of a non-
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accommodative response in terms of foregone cooperation gains (T2) relative to the contagion
risks associated with accommodation (T1). The ADF predicts that these effects should be
positive, reflecting that perceptions of higher cooperation costs associated with non-
accommodation relative to the contagion risks associated with accommodation, will increase
support for a more accommodating response and vice versa (hypotheses 1 and 2). The middle
row reports the ATEs of the dilemma treatment T3, which highlights both types of risk relative
to mentioning only accommodation-related contagion risks (T1), while the bottom row shows
the ATESs of the cost treatment T2 relative to the dilemma treatment T3. Hypothesis 3 suggests
that confronting respondents with the “accommodation dilemma” should temper voters’
support for more extreme responses, suggesting that those receiving the dilemma treatment
should show themselves more accommodating than those receiving T1 on the contagion risks,
but less accommodating than those receiving the cost treatment T2. This translates into a
prediction of positive ATEs for the middle and bottom row, but with effect sizes smaller than
those in the top row.

For each set of analyses, Figure 2 also contrasts results based on the full sample of
respondents (left-hand panels) with estimates obtained from a restricted sample that only
includes respondents who satisfy the ADF’s scope conditions and for whom we would therefore
expect the experiments to have the clearest effects (right-hand panels). Figure 3 displays the
ATEs for respondents who do not meet the scope conditions. These analyses serve to explore
hypothesis 4, which suggests that the expected treatment effects should be observable among
individuals who meet the argument’s scope conditions, but not those outside the argument’s
scope. Finally, Figure 4 shows the average treatment effects relative to the control group for
those respondents who meet the argument’s scope conditions.’ For these analyses, the ADF
predicts a negative effect for the contagion-risk treatment T1, a positive effect for the cost
treatment T2, and an effect in between these two effect sizes for the dilemma treatment T3.

The results of the comparative experimental analysis show that randomized information
about different consequences of different foreign policy responses to noncooperative behavior
influences the extent to which respondents support an accommodating policy response.
However, the meta-analysis shows that overall, statistically significant effects are limited to
those respondents who meet the argument’s scope conditions, that is, they both view the other
state’s behavior as noncooperative and believe that losing the cooperation gains at stake would

indeed be costly. This is particularly true for the treatment that only mentions that the costs

® See Figure A1 in the online appendix for the ATEs relative to the control group for the entire sample and for
respondents who do not meet the scope conditions.
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Fig. 2: Comparative Experimental Analysis —Average Treatment Effects
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Note: Coefficient plots showing case-specific normalized average treatment effects (ATEs, in red) and results from
a meta-analysis (in turquoise). The left-hand column shows results for the full sample, the right-hand-side shows
the results for a sample restricted to respondents meeting the argument’s scope conditions.
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associated with a non-accommodating response — higher energy prices, inflation and a
looming recession (sanctions case), no NATO membership (coercive bargaining case), and
disrupted trade relations (cherry-picking case). This treatment makes respondents that meet the
scope conditions significantly more likely to support an accommodating stance. This effect is
particularly pronounced in comparison with treatment T1, which only informs respondents
about the contagion risks associated with accommodation, that is further military aggression in
the sanctions case, the risk of future bullying in the Finnish coercive bargaining case, and the
risk of growing demands for exceptions from common rules in the cherry-picking cases.!”
Figure 4 shows that the cost treatment also makes respondents significantly more

accommodating relative to the control group.

Fig. 3: Average Treatment Effects for Respondents not meeting the scope conditions
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Incidentally, however, the fact that statistically significant effects emerge primarily for
the cost treatment suggests that considerations related to contagion risks are already highly
salient to respondents. Three pieces of evidence point in this direction. First, the contagion-risk
treatment does not shift preferences relative to the control group (Figure 3), indicating that
additional information about these risks does not substantially alter respondents’ baseline
support for different ways of responding to noncooperation. This is consistent with the
interpretation that respondents are generally aware of contagion risks and have already priced

them in in their baseline opinions (Goodwin et al. 2020). Second, while information about the

10 Interestingly, Swedish respondents — both within and outside the argument’s scope — seem immune to
information related to the consequences of different foreign policy responses, especially with regard to Turkey’s
threat to veto NATO accession.
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costs of non-accommodation increases support for accommodation, this effect is neutralized
when contagion risks are mentioned simultaneously in the dilemma treatment. When
respondents are informed that non-accommodation is costly, yet are also at the same time
reminded that accommodation carries considerable contagion risks, their preferences closely
resemble those of respondents who receive only contagion-risk information, as well as those in
the control group.!! Third, these experimental findings align with the descriptive pattern that
respondents, on average, are opposed to accommodating to non-cooperative behavior (Figure
1). Taken together, these results suggest that concerns about contagion risks constitute a stable
and widely shared baseline consideration in public evaluations of potential foreign policy
responses to non-cooperation, limiting the marginal impact of additional information on this

dimension.

Fig. 4: Average Treatment Effects relative to the control group
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Robustness

To test the robustness of these findings I conduct a number of robustness checks. I re-estimate
all the experimental analyses without any control variables, as well as with a more extensive
set of analysis. For the sanctions and NATO accession analysis (Tables A3.1-A3.5), this more
extensive list includes measures of respondents’ political interest, left-right-placement, and
their government satisfaction, as well as in the analyses for Finland and Sweden. support for

more defense spending and respondents’ risk propensity. In the sanctions analysis, I

! The lack of an effect is unlikely to merely reflect an ordering effect, see robustness section.
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additionally control for economic dissatisfaction, the extent to which respondents attribute the
responsibility for the Ukraine war to Russia, whereas the analyses on NATO accession include
measures of how important respondents rate the protection of minorities and a question about
support for NATO accession. In the two cherrypicking cases, I control for attitudes about EU
power, respondents’ vote intention in a hypothetical EU exit referendum, their preferred EU
overall Brexit strategy and national trade exposure with the UK and Switzerland and include
country dummies. In addition I rerun the analyses using multilevel models to account for the
fact that individuals are nested with in countries. Across all these different specifications, results
remain rather similar. In addition, I also explore the robustness of the findings regarding the
importance of scope conditions (see the last two columns in tables A3.1-A3.7). For one, I re-
estimate the effects using a very restrictive operationalization of the scope conditions that codes
only those respondents replying in the highest possible category of the scope-variable as falling
within the scope of the argument. This of course lowers the sample size, sometimes
substantially. In addition, I re-estimate the difference between respondents within and outside
the scope conditions an interaction term, rather than split sample. The results are robust. Finally,
the sanctions experiments in the Finnish and Swedish sample were designed so that it allows
me to explore whether the ordering of the cost and contagion risk statements in the «dilemma»
treatment matter, because the order in which this information was presented to respondents was
randomized. Table A4 shows that there is no evidence that the ordering had an effect on
responses. This provides suggestive evidence that the lack of a strong finding reflects the cross-
pressures that respondents are confronted with in these situations, rather than merely an

ordering effect.

4. Additional Empirical Implications: Observational Evidence
To explore additional empirical implications of the ADF framework, I perform supplementary
observational analysis. Whereas the experimental analysis allowed us to explore how
respondents react to randomly varied information about the different costs and risks associated
with different responses to non-cooperation, respondents also vary in the extent to which they
are actually exposed to these costs and risk. The observational analysis exploits this variation
and examines how exposure to and evaluations of the cooperation costs of non-accommodation
and the accommodation-related long-run risks are correlated with support for accommodation

or non-accommodation.
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Research Design

Individual exposure to the costs associated with different forms of responses to non-
cooperative behavior is gauged by focusing on respondents’ attitudes and revealed policy
preferences and, in some cases, objective exposure. Because the relevant types of costs and
policy attitudes vary across cases and contexts, I employ case-specific operationalizations.
Moreover, it should be noted that the surveys were not originally designed to test the
observational implications of the ADF. As a result, some analyses use rough proxies to account
for individual exposure.

To measure individual exposure to the costs and risks associated with accommodating
or not accommodating serious violations of international law, I focus on the economic costs of
further sanctions (costs of non-accommodation) and concern about a deteriorating security
situation caused by encouraging further Russian aggression (cost of accommodation).
Individual exposure to the economic costs of further sanctions is measured as dissatisfaction
with the economy on a 0 (very satisfied) to 10 (very dissatisfied) scale, because the additional
economic strain of sanctions is likely to be higher for those who are troubled by the state of the
economy. On average, respondents are somewhat dissatisfied with the economy,'? with
between 9% (Finland), 13% (Sweden), and 26% (Hungary) of respondents declaring
themselves as very dissatisfied. Concern about a deteriorating security situation is measured
with concern about Russia’s growing military aggressiveness (Hungary) and proxied with
respondents’ support for more defense spending in Sweden and Finland. Both variables range
from 0 (not at all concerned about the growing military aggressiveness of Russia/greatly
decrease defense spending) to 10 (very much concerned/ greatly increase spending). Between
10% and 13% of respondents in Finland and Sweden fully agree with a significant increase in
defense spending, reflecting heightened concerns about national security in these countries,
whereas about 25% of Hungarian respondents are very concerned about Russian
aggressiveness.

Individual exposure to the negative consequences of different foreign policy responses
to coercive bargaining depend on how much respondents value NATO accession, which a non-
accommodating response to Turkey’s veto threat put at risk (cost of non-accommodation), and
to what extent they value the minority protections which Turkey wanted to see reduced (cost of
accommodation). To measure respondents’ exposure on these issues, I use two questions
gauging respondent’s degree of approval of their country’s decision to apply for NATO

membership and their views about the importance of protecting the rights of minority groups,

12 Weighted means stand at 6.4 (Sweden), 6.7 (Finland), and 6.9 (Hungary).
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measured on a zero to ten-scale (with higher values denoting more support). Average support
for both NATO membership and minority rights protection is strong, but there is also
considerable variation in opinions. 38% of Finnish and 27% of Swedish respondents fully
support NATO accession, whereas 4% (Finland) and 9% (Sweden) fully oppose it. 10%
(Finland) and 15% (Sweden) of respondents rate protecting minority rights as very important,
whereas only between 3-4% see this is not at all important.

Finally, in the cherrypicking cases, we lack information about individuals’ personal
exposure to a potential deterioration in trade-relations that would be the result of a non-
accommodating response designed to reduce Swiss and British access to the Single Market.
Instead, I exploit the that there is significant variation in member state’s economic integration
with the UK and Switzerland. Austria’s trade exposure to Switzerland, for example, is seven
times as large as Spain’s, and Ireland’s trade exposure to the UK is about seven times as large
as Italy’s or Finland’s exposure. Although the survey was not designed in a way that would
allow for separate country-level analyses, its set-up does allow me to examine how actual
exposure to the costs of trade disruptions caused by a non-accommodating response shapes
preferred responses to cherry-picking. I use data from COMTRADE (United Nations Statistics
Division 2025) to compute trade exposure as the logged sum of goods and services exports and
imports to and from Switzerland and the UK, respectively, in 2018, divided by the respective
country’s GDP (World Bank 2025). Respondents’ concern about the consequences of
accommodation is proxied with their support for European integration. This follows evidence
that Europhile respondents tend to be most concerned that compromises favorable to non-EU-
member states may strengthen euroskeptics and support for EU exit across the EU (Walter
2021b; Jurado et al. 2022). I use a question that asks whether power should be returned to
national member states (45-46%), kept as is (33-35%), or transferred more to the EU (20-21%)).

For each of the seven cases, I compute the predicted support for an accommodating
policy response using OLS models. The analyses on sanction imposition and Turkey’s NATO-
accession veto use weighted data and control for gender, education, age, rural residency, left-
right placement, government satisfaction, and political interest. The cherrypicking analyses
control for gender, education, age, rural residency, and political interest, use weights, and
estimate multilevel models that take into account that the data were collected in 27 different

national contexts.
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To explore the hypotheses HI-H3, I use these estimates to compute values for three
ideal-type respondents:!® First, respondents exposed only to cooperation costs of non-
accommodation, but not the accommodation-related long-run risks. HI suggests that these
individuals should be the most likely to support an accommodating response. Second,
respondents exposed only to contagion risks, but not cooperation costs, who H2 predicts to be
most in favor of non-accommodation. A third ideal-type group are those facing a pronounced
accommodation dilemma, because they are highly exposed to both the costs of accommodation
and non-accommodation. H3 predicts that these respondents exhibit more moderate preferences
situated between the other two ideal types. The observational analysis also allows me to probe
respondents’ preferred responses when they have a reversed assessment of costs, that is they
view both the cooperation costs of accommodation and the contagion risks of non-
accommodation as positive (or at least not negative). To the extent that such a preference
constellation can create a “non-accommodation dilemma” (Jurado et al. 2022), respondents in

this category are likely to have more intermediate preferences.

Findings

The observational analysis shows that the preferred responses follow the pattern
predicted by the ADF.!* In all analyses, respondents who are highly exposed to the fallout in
cooperation gains associated with a non-accommodating response are more willing to
accommodate non-cooperative behavior, whereas exposure to about the costs of
accommodation is associated with a more non-accommodating stance. With regard to the
questions of whether or not to impose more sanctions on Russia in response to its invasion of
Ukraine, respondents who are dissatisfied with the economy and therefore more exposed to
fallout in cooperation gains associated with further sanctions are less likely to support a further
tightening of sanctions, whereas more pronounced security concerns are associated with a more
non-accommodating stance. Confronted with the question of how Finland or Sweden should
respond to Turkey’s threat to veto these countries” NATO accession, respondents in favor of
NATO membership were likewise much more willing to accept compromises with Turkey, than
those opposed to NATO accession. In contrast, respondents who felt that protecting minority
rights is important were less willing to support compromise with Turkey. Finally, when asked
about how the EU should respond to Swiss and British attempts to negotiate privileged access

to the EU’s Single Market with significant carve-outs, the analyses show that euroskeptics and

13 For each ideal type, I use the respective minumum or maximum values for each exposure variable to estimate
predicted support by ideal type.
14 Full regression tables are presented in Appendix AX.
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Fig. 5: Predicted Support for an accommodating response, by ideal-type
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respondents living in countries with a very high trade integration with Switzerland or the UK
were more willing to grant exceptions to these countries, whereas strong EU supporters and
those living in countries with negligible trade ties to these countries were more hawkish.

Figure 5 further illustrates these findings by comparing the predicted support for an
accommodating response by each of the three ideal-type respondents discussed above.
Although the levels of predicted support differ across countries, the figure also shows that the
predicted values for the three ideal types also line up in pattern predicted by the ADF:
Respondents who are particularly exposed to the cost of non-accommodation, but not exposed
to the cost of accommodation, are most willing to accommodate the non-cooperating state, and
vice versa, as suggested by hypotheses H1 and H2. In contrast, respondents who face a strong
accommodation dilemma because they are exposed to both the costs of accommodation and the
costs of non-accommodation, hold more moderate between these two extremes — as predicted
by H3. Interestingly, with the exception of the cherrypicking cases, these respondents
nonetheless tend to support a significantly harsher response than individuals who are neither
exposed to either cost.

Overall, the observational analysis thus provides further support in line with the
individual-level implications of the ADF. It underscores the findings of the comparative
experimental analysis that across a broad range of real-world situations, voters think
strategically about foreign policy and weigh the long-term implications of foreign policy

choices alongside short-term outcomes according to their own exposure and policy attitudes..

Conclusion

How do voters want their governments to respond when other states behave non-
cooperatively? Applying the accommodation dilemma framework (Walter and Dellmuth 2025)
to the individual-level, this paper has explored the sources of public support for accommodation
and non-accommodation. Voters weigh the cooperation gains at stake from non-
accommodation against the risks created by accommodating. While they tend to bristle at the
costs of non-accommodation, they show considerable concern about the reputational damage,
the spread of non-cooperation, and future exploitation that accommodation may help bring
about. When both types of costs appear large, voters face an accommodation dilemma and tend
to moderate their stance, favoring compromises rather than either full accommodation or rigid

non-accommodation. Importantly, these dynamics are concentrated among respondents who
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perceive the other state’s behavior as non-cooperative and view its consequences as costly
rather than beneficial. Empirical evidence from a seven high-salience, real-life contexts in
different countries that include violations of core international norms, coercive bargaining
situations, and renegotiation of international agreements, both survey experimental and
observational analyses suggest that voters consider the consequences of different potential
responses in such challenging situations. Emphasizing the contagion risks of accommodation
led to significantly more support for a hawkish response than statements that emphasized the
costs associated with non-accommodation. Moreover, while information about the costs of non-
accommodation increases support for accommodation, this effect is neutralized when contagion
risks are simultaneously highlighted, with preferences reverting to baseline levels. This implies
that contagion risks are already a salient and internalized consideration in public evaluations of
non-cooperation.

These findings have have implications for both research and policy. Theys underscore
the importance of reputational concerns (Brutger 2021; Brutger and Kertzer 2018; Kertzer
2016; Goldfien et al. 2025) and show that such concerns extend beyond the security realm
(Dafoe et al. 2014a; Weisiger and Yarhi-Milo 2015). The findings also suggest that voters are
open to considering difficult strategic trade-offs in foreign policy. Policymakers may thus be
able to garner public support for tough foreign policy stances if they clearly communicate the
risks of accommodation and the strategic value of accepting the costs of non-accommodation..
More generally, the results suggest that voters are capable of understanding more complex and
medium-term arguments about strategic foreign policy considerations than some previous

research has assumed.
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Table Al. Distribution of Respondents

Within Outside
Scope Scope
Sanctions - Finland 2705 198
93.2% 6.8%
Sanctions - Hungary 1174 1737
40.3% 59.7%
Sanctions - Sweden 2568 271
90.5% 9.5%
NATO - Finland 1694 307
84.7% 15.3%
NATO - Sweden 1468 531
73.4% 26.6%
Cherrypicking CH - EU27 7585 2194
77.6% 22.4%
Cherrypicking UK - EU27 7801 2619
74.9% 25.1%

39



Figure Al. Average Treatment Effects relative to Control
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Tab. A2.1:

Regression Table, Treatment effects relative to T1 (contagion risk), full sample
(see Figure 2 in main text)

Sanctions Sanctions Sanctions NATO NATO Cherry- Cherry-
Finland Hungary Sweden Finland Sweden picking UK  picking CH
T2 (cost) 0.032%* -0.042%** 0.026* 0.051***  -0.006 0.019** 0.034%**
(0.013) (0.015) (0.014) (0.014) (0.017) (0.009) (0.010)
T3 -0.001 0.018 0.028** 0.016 0.025 -0.001 -0.020%*
(dilemma)
(0.013) (0.015) (0.014) (0.013) (0.017) (0.009) (0.010)
control1 -0.030%* -0.010 -0.027* -0.014 -0.004 0.016* 0.015
(0.013) (0.015) (0.014) (0.013) (0.016) (0.009) (0.010)
age -0.003***  -0.001** -0.003***  -0.003***  -0.002%**  -0.003***  -0.004%**
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
male -0.025*%**  0.005 -0.059***  -0.019* 0.046%**  -0.012* 0.019%**
(0.010) (0.011) (0.010) (0.011) (0.014) (0.007) (0.007)
education  -0.017***  -0.026%** -0.019***  0.003 -0.004 -0.029%**  -0.011**
(0.004) (0.005) (0.004) (0.005) (0.006) (0.004) (0.005)
rural 0.033%** 0.066%** -0.017 -0.003 0.027 -0.008 0.004
(0.010) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.017) (0.008) (0.008)
(Intercept)  0.448%** 0.607%** 0.503%** 0.521%%*  (0.485%**  (.576%** 0.564%**
(0.023) (0.028) (0.024) (0.025) (0.031) (0.015) (0.019)
Num.Obs. 2711 2960 2563 1790 1688 9631 8544
R2 0.058 0.032 0.067 0.072 0.021 0.020 0.036
R2 Adj. 0.055 0.029 0.064 0.069 0.017 0.019 0.036
AIC 175.9 1533.5 3823 -67.1 679.0 7226.4 6283.4
BIC 229.1 1587.4 435.0 -17.7 727.9 7291.0 6346.9
Log.Lik. -78.968 -757.738 -182.167 42.540 -330.504 -3604.206  -3132.691
F 5.186 28.086
RMSE 0.24 0.28 0.25 0.23 0.29 0.33 0.31

*p<0.1, % p<0.05, *** p < 0.01 |
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Tab. A2.2:

Regression Table, Treatment effects relative to T1 (contagion risk), scope-only sample
(see Figure 2 in main text)

Sanctions Sanctions Sanctions NATO NATO Cherry- Cherry-
Finland Hungary Sweden Finland Sweden picking UK picking CH
t21 0.037%** 0.065%** 0.017 0.050%**  -0.004 0.026** 0.036%**
(0.012) (0.022) (0.013) (0.014) (0.018) (0.011) (0.010)
t31 0.006 0.019 0.011 0.015 0.004 -0.001 -0.015
(0.012) (0.022) (0.013) (0.014) (0.019) (0.011) (0.011)
control1 -0.018 0.021 -0.027** -0.013 0.007 0.020* 0.021**
(0.011) (0.022) (0.013) (0.013) (0.018) (0.011) (0.011)
age -0.003***  -0.002%*** -0.003*** -0.004***  -0.003***  -0.003*** -0.005%**
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
male -0.051***  -0.021 -0.085%** -0.023** 0.060%**  -0.020%** 0.026%**
(0.008) (0.016) (0.009) (0.012) (0.015) (0.008) (0.007)
education  -0.010***  -0.039%** -0.019***  0.003 -0.006 -0.034*** -0.011**
(0.004) (0.008) (0.004) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005)
rural 0.026%** 0.053%** -0.010 -0.003 0.054%**  -0.008 0.002
(0.009) (0.019) (0.010) (0.012) (0.018) (0.009) (0.009)
(Intercept) 0.393%** 0.550%** 0.471%** 0.550%**  (0.584***  (.576*** 0.564%**
(0.020) (0.041) (0.021) (0.026) (0.035) (0.017) (0.021)
Num.Obs. 2530 1132 2311 1543 1283 6970 6450
R2 0.081 0.058 0.095 0.086 0.049 0.026 0.050
R2 Adj. 0.079 0.052 0.093 0.082 0.044 0.025 0.049
AIC -789.8 378.2 -392.5 -172.6 334.5 4883.6 4041.0
BIC -737.3 423.5 -340.8 -124.5 380.9 4945.2 4101.9
Log.Lik. 403.898 -180.114 205.262 95.307 -158.228 -2432.799  -2011.486
F 9.869 26.982
RMSE 0.20 0.26 0.21 0.22 0.27 0.32 0.30

*p<0.1, % p <0.05, *** p < 0.01 |
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Tab. A2.3:
Full Regression Table, Treatment effects relative to T3 (dilemma), full sample
(see Figure 2 in main text)

Sanctions Sanctions Sanctions NATO NATO Cherry- Cherry-
Finland Hungary Sweden Finland Sweden picking UK picking CH
T1 0.001 -0.018 -0.028%* -0.028%* -0.013 0.001 0.020**
(contagion) (0.013) (0.015) (0.014) (0.014) (0.017) (0.009) (0.010)
T2 0.032%* -0.060%** -0.003 0.037***  -0.018 0.020** 0.054%**
(cost) (0.013) (0.015) (0.014) (0.014) (0.017) (0.009) (0.010)
control -0.029%* -0.028* -0.055***  -0.014 -0.005 0.017* 0.035%**
(0.013) (0.015) (0.014) (0.013) (0.016) (0.009) (0.010)
age -0.003***  -0.001** -0.003***  -0.003***  -0.002***  -0.003***  -0.004***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
male -0.025*%**  0.005 -0.059***  -0.018 0.047%**  -0.012* 0.019%**
(0.010) (0.011) (0.010) (0.011) (0.014) (0.007) (0.007)
education  -0.017***  -0.026*** -0.019***  0.003 -0.004 -0.029%**  -0.011**
(0.004) (0.005) (0.004) (0.005) (0.006) (0.004) (0.005)
rural 0.033%** 0.066%** -0.017 -0.003 0.026 -0.008 0.004
(0.010) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.017) (0.008) (0.008)
(Intercept)  0.447*** 0.626%** 0.532%** 0.537%%*  0.498%**  (.575%** 0.544%**
(0.023) (0.028) (0.024) (0.025) (0.031) (0.015) (0.019)
Num.Obs. 2711 2960 2563 1790 1688 9631 8544
R2 0.058 0.032 0.067 0.074 0.020 0.020 0.036
R2 Adj. 0.055 0.029 0.064 0.070 0.016 0.019 0.036
AIC 175.9 1533.5 3823 -70.0 680.4 7226.4 6283.4
BIC 229.1 1587.4 435.0 -20.6 729.3 7291.0 6346.9
Log.Lik. -78.968 -757.738 -182.167 43.981 -331.204 -3604.206  -3132.691
F 4.983 28.086
RMSE 0.24 0.28 0.25 0.23 0.29 0.33 0.31

*p<0.1, % p <0.05, *** p < 0.01 |
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Tab. A2.4:

Regression Table, Treatment effects relative to T3 (dilemma), scope-only sample
(see Figure 2 in main text)

Sanctions Sanctions Sanctions NATO NATO Cherry- Cherry-
Finland Hungary Sweden Finland Sweden picking UK picking CH
T1 -0.006 -0.019 -0.011 -0.030%* -0.002 0.001 0.015
(contagion) (0.012) (0.022) (0.013) (0.014) (0.018) (0.011) (0.011)
T2 0.032%** 0.046** 0.007 0.035%* -0.006 0.027** 0.052%**
(cost) (0.011) (0.022) (0.013) (0.014) (0.019) (0.011) (0.010)
control1 -0.023** 0.002 -0.037***  -0.012 0.007 0.022%* 0.036%**
(0.011) (0.022) (0.013) (0.013) (0.018) (0.011) (0.011)
age -0.003***  -0.002%*** -0.003***  -0.004***  -0.003***  -0.003***  -0.005%***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
male -0.051***  -0.021 -0.085***  -0.022* 0.061%**  -0.020%**  (0.026***
(0.008) (0.016) (0.009) (0.012) (0.015) (0.008) (0.007)
education  -0.010%**  -0.039*** -0.019***  0.003 -0.006 -0.034***  -0.011**
(0.004) (0.008) (0.004) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005)
rural 0.026%** 0.053%** -0.010 -0.002 0.054%**  -0.008 0.002
(0.009) (0.019) (0.010) (0.012) (0.018) (0.009) (0.009)
(Intercept)  0.398*** 0.569%** 0.482%** 0.565%**  (.586%**  (.575%** 0.549%**
(0.020) (0.042) (0.021) (0.026) (0.035) (0.017) (0.021)
Num.Obs. 2530 1132 2311 1543 1283 6970 6450
R2 0.081 0.058 0.095 0.088 0.049 0.026 0.050
R2 Adj. 0.079 0.052 0.093 0.084 0.044 0.025 0.049
AIC -789.8 378.2 -392.5 -175.9 334.5 4883.6 4041.0
BIC -737.3 423.5 -340.8 -127.8 380.9 4945.2 4101.9
Log.Lik. 403.898 -180.114 205.262 96.926 -158.242 -2432.799  -2011.486
F 9.869 26.982
RMSE 0.20 0.26 0.21 0.22 0.27 0.32 0.30

*p<0.1, % p <0.05, *** p < 0.01 |
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Tab. A3.1: Robustness Experimental Results: Finland - Sanctions

spei\i/i'?ggtion No controls i’gﬁg‘:’;‘; © Logged DV Re:(t:roiggve Interactions
Cost (T2) 0.032%%* 0.027* 0.022* 0.371* 0.023* 0.037***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.20) (0.01) (0.01)
Dilemma (T3) -0.001 -0.001 0.008 -0.042 0.002 0.006
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.21) (0.01) (0.01)
Control -0.030** -0.027* -0.018 -0.451** -0.018 -0.017
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.21) (0.01) (0.01)
Age in years -0.003*** -0.001*** -0.029%** -0.002%** -0.002%**
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Male -0.025%* -0.045%** -0.905%** -0.063*** -0.051***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.15) (0.01) (0.01)
Education -0.017%** -0.011** -0.123* -0.009** -0.013%**
(0.01) (0.00) (0.07) (0.00) (0.00)
Rural (Dummy) 0.033%** 0.016* 0.294* 0.025** 0.023**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.17) (0.01) (0.01)
More defense spending -0.025%**
(0.00)
Economic dissatisfaction 0.001
(0.00)
Russia responsibility -0.154%**
(0.01)
Risk propensity -0.001
(0.00)
Political Interest -0.015
(0.01)
Left-right-placement 0.000
(0.00)
Government satisfaction -0.006%**
(0.00)
Outside scope (Dummy) 0.469***
(0.05)
T2*outside scope -0.025
(0.07)
T3*outside scope 0.037
(0.07)
Control*outside scope -0.019
(0.08)
Constant 0.448%** 0.247%** 1.293%** -1.426%** 0.370%** 0.385%**
(0.03) (0.01) (0.05) (0.36) (0.02) (0.02)
N 2711 2766 2505 2711 2227 2711
2 0.058 0.006 0.374 0.045 0.087 0.281

*p<0.1, % p<0.05, *** p < 0.01 |
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Tab. A3.2: Robustness Experimental Results: Sweden - Sanctions

spei\i/i'?ggtion No controls i’gﬁg‘:’;‘; ¢ Logged DV Re:(t:roiggve Interactions
Cost (T2) 0.026* 0.028* 0.026* 0.204 0.010 0.018
(0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.22) (0.01) (0.01)
Dilemma (T3) 0.028* 0.027* 0.011 0.140 0.008 0.011
(0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.21) (0.01) (0.01)
Control -0.027* -0.026* -0.022 -0.339 -0.034%** -0.027**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.22) (0.01) (0.01)
Age in years -0.003*** -0.002%** -0.034%** -0.002%** -0.002%**
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Male -0.059*** -0.055%** -1.237%%* -0.091*** -0.071%**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.15) (0.01) (0.01)
Education -0.019%** -0.017%** -0.136%* -0.021*** -0.019%**
(0.00) (0.00) (0.07) (0.00) (0.00)
Rural (Dummy) -0.017 -0.015 -0.255 -0.015 -0.007
(0.01) (0.01) (0.18) (0.01) (0.01)
More defense spending -0.016%**
(0.00)
Economic dissatisfaction 0.008***
(0.00)
Russia responsibility -0.131%**
(0.01)
Risk propensity -0.003
(0.00)
Political Interest -0.017
(0.02)
Left-right-placement 0.000
(0.00)
Government satisfaction 0.000
(0.00)
Outside scope (Dummy) 0.322%%*
(0.05)
T2*outside scope -0.025
(0.07)
T3*outside scope 0.093
(0.07)
Control*outside scope -0.044
(0.07)
Constant 0.503%** 0.258%** 1.126%** -0.911** 0.452%%* 0.446%**
(0.03) (0.01) (0.05) (0.37) (0.03) (0.03)
N 2563 2586 2049 2563 2081 2563
22 0.067 0.007 0.304 0.060 0.096 0.212

*p<0.1, % p<0.05, *** p < 0.01 |
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Tab. A3.3: Robustness Experimental Results: Hungary - Sanctions

Main Extensive Restrictive .
specification No controls controls scope Interactions
Cost (T2) -0.042%* -0.046** -0.067*** 0.070* 0.061**
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03)
Dilemma (T3) 0.018 0.016 -0.008 0.017 0.011
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)
Control -0.010 -0.010 -0.014 0.027 0.021
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03)
Age in years -0.001 0.001** -0.001* 0.000
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Male 0.005 0.022* -0.037 0.030%*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.03) (0.01)
Education -0.026%** -0.004 -0.029** -0.016***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Rural (Dummy) 0.066*** 0.023 0.029 0.027*
(0.02) (0.01) (0.04) (0.01)
Economic dissatisfaction 0.010%**
(0.00)
Russia responsibility -0.110%***
(0.01)
Political Interest -0.010
(0.01)
Left-right-placement 0.018***
(0.00)
Government satisfaction 0.020***
(0.00)
Outside scope (Dummy) 0.363%**
(0.03)
T2*outside scope -0.196%**
(0.03)
T3*outside scope -0.019
(0.03)
Control*outside scope -0.054
(0.04)
Constant 0.607*** 0.514%** 0.633%** 0.417%%* 0.320%***
(0.03) (0.02) (0.006) (0.07) (0.04)
N 2960 2986 2090 587 2739
v 0.032 0.006 0.376 0.035 0.273

*p<0.1, % p<0.05, *** p < 0.01 |
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Tab. A3.4: Robustness Experimental Results: Finland - NATO

Main Extensive Restrictive .
specification No controls controls scope Interactions
Cost (T2) 0.051%** 0.051%** 0.048*** 0.065%** 0.050%***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01)
Dilemma (T3) 0.016 0.014 0.018 0.020 0.015
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01)
Control -0.014 -0.016 -0.025%* -0.035 -0.013
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01)
Age in years -0.003*** -0.004%** -0.004*** -0.003***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Male -0.019 -0.037%** -0.017 -0.019
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01)
Education 0.003 -0.000 0.023** 0.001
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Rural (Dummy) -0.003 0.010 0.012 0.002
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01)
More defense spending 0.005
(0.00)
Economic dissatisfaction -0.010%**
(0.00)
Russia responsibility 0.015%**
(0.00)
Risk propensity 0.007**
(0.00)
Political Interest -0.011
(0.01)
Left-right-placement -0.000
(0.00)
Government satisfaction 0.006**
(0.00)
Outside scope (Dummy) -0.135%**
(0.03)
T2*outside scope 0.040
(0.006)
T3*outside scope 0.030
(0.05)
Control*outside scope -0.059
(0.05)
Constant 0.52]%** 0.359%*** 0.426%** 0.482%** 0.551%**
(0.03) (0.01) (0.04) (0.05) (0.03)
N 1790 1831 1583 675 1740
R2 0.072 0.008 0.121 0.079 0.107

*p<0.1, % p<0.05, *** p < 0.01 |
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Tab. A3.5: Robustness Experimental Results: Sweden - NATO

Main Extensive Restrictive .
specification No controls controls scope Interactions
Cost (T2) -0.006 -0.006 -0.018 0.004 -0.005
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.04) (0.02)
Dilemma (T3) 0.025 0.025 0.018 -0.025 0.005
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.04) (0.02)
Control -0.004 -0.003 -0.006 -0.009 0.008
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.04) (0.02)
Age in years -0.002%** -0.003#** -0.003*** -0.003***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Male 0.046%** 0.012 0.080%*** 0.039%***
(0.01) (0.02) (0.03) (0.01)
Education -0.004 -0.008 0.011 -0.004
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Rural (Dummy) 0.027 0.037** 0.076** 0.042**
(0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02)
Importance minority rights 0.008**
protection (0.00)
NATO Accession Support -0.010%**
(0.00)
Russia responsibility 0.029%**
(0.00)
Risk propensity 0.003
(0.00)
Political Interest 0.017
(0.02)
Left-right-placement -0.000
(0.00)
Government satisfaction 0.022%**
(0.00)
Outside scope (Dummy) -0.246%**
(0.03)
T2*outside scope 0.002
(0.04)
T3*outside scope 0.065
(0.05)
Control*outside scope -0.076**
(0.04)
Constant 0.485%** 0.401*** 0.283*** 0.610%** 0.590%***
(0.04) (0.01) (0.05) (0.08) (0.03)
N 1688 1703 1292 463 1626
R2 0.021 0.002 0.252 0.062 0.148

*p<0.1, % p<0.05, *** p < 0.01 |
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Tab. A3.6: Robustness Experimental Results: Cherrypicking UK

Extensive

Multilevel:

Is\gzicr-l No controls controls & Mul\l/tlgf;el: Extensive Re:(t:roig‘éive Interactions
FE controls
Cost (T2) 0.034%*%  0.033***  0.036**  0.094%*  0.108%** 0.029%* 0.036%**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.04) (0.03) (0.02) (0.01)
Dilemma (T3) -0.020*  -0.019% -0.015 -0.061%** -0.043 -0.035%* -0.015
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.01)
Control 0.015 0.017 0.028%* 0.036 0.085%* 0.016 0.021%*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.03) (0.04) (0.02) (0.01)
Age in years -0.004*** -0.004***  -0.012*%**  -0.012%**  -0.005%**  -0.004%**
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Male 0.019%* 0.010 0.056%*** 0.030 0.016 0.021%**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01)
Education -0.011%* -0.009 -0.033 -0.025 -0.006 -0.008
(0.01) (0.01) (0.03) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01)
Rural (Dummy) 0.004 0.010 -0.004 0.030 -0.002 0.004
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01)
Political Interest 0.039%*3 0.119%**
(0.01) (0.04)
EU power -0.003 -0.010
(0.01) (0.03)
Hypothetical exit -0.025%%* -0.074%%%
referendum vote (0.01) (0.02)
Preferred EU -0.031 %% -0.089%**
Brexit strategy (0.01) (0.02)
National trade 0.052 0.132%*:
exposure to CH (log) (0.06) (0.05)
Outside scope 0.078%%%
(Dummy) (0.02)
T2*outside scope -0.022
(0.03)
T3*outside scope -0.024
(0.03)
Control*outside
scope -0.037
(0.03)
Constant 0.564***  (0.372%**  (0.669***  1.713%%*  2.020%** 0.554***  (.539%**
(0.02) (0.01) (0.09) (0.13) (0.16) (0.03) (0.02)
N 8544 8706 5077 8544 5077 4254 8117
SD (country-level -2.031%%* .2 396%**
intercept) (0.17) (0.27)
SD (individual-level S0.072%%%  _().]104%**
intercept) (0.01) (0.02)
R2 0.036 0.004 0.078 0.048 0.041

*p<0.1, %% p <0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Tab. A3.7: Robustness Experimental Results: Cherrypicking Switzerland

Extensive

Multilevel:

Main No controls  controls & Multil;vel: Extensive Restrictive Interactions
spec. FE Main controls scope
Cost (T2) 0.034***  (.033%** 0.036** 0.094** 0.108%** 0.029%* 0.036%**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.04) (0.03) (0.02) (0.01)
Dilemma (T3) -0.020* -0.019* -0.015 -0.061** -0.043 -0.035%* -0.015
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.01)
Control 0.015 0.017 0.028%** 0.036 0.085%* 0.016 0.021%*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.03) (0.04) (0.02) (0.01)
Age in years -0.004*** -0.004***  -0.012%**  -0.012%**  -0.005%**  -0.004%**
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Male 0.019%* 0.010 0.056%** 0.030 0.016 0.021%**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01)
Education -0.011** -0.009 -0.033 -0.025 -0.006 -0.008
(0.01) (0.01) (0.03) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01)
Rural (Dummy) 0.004 0.010 -0.004 0.030 -0.002 0.004
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01)
Political Interest 0.039%#* 0.119%**
(0.01) (0.04)
EU power -0.003 -0.010
(0.01) (0.03)
Hypothetical exit -0.025%** -0.074%**
referendum vote (0.01) (0.02)
Preferred EU -0.031*** -0.089%**
Brexit strategy (0.01) (0.02)
National trade 0.052 0.132%**
exposure to CH (log) (0.06) (0.05)
Outside scope 0.078***
(Dummy) (0.02)
T2*outside scope -0.022
(0.03)
T3*outside scope -0.024
(0.03)
s
i(z)rlljtéol outside 0.037
(0.03)
Constant 0.564***  (0.372%**  (0.669***  1.713%%*  2.020%** 0.554***  (.539%**
(0.02) (0.01) (0.09) (0.13) (0.16) (0.03) (0.02)
N 8544 8706 5077 8544 5077 4254 8117
SD (country-level -2.031%** D 396%**
intercept) (0.17) (0.27)
SD (individual-level -0.072%**  -0.104%**
intercept) (0.01) (0.02)
R2 0.036 0.004 0.078 0.048 0.041

*p<0.1, %% p <0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Tab. A4: Robustness Experimental Results: Ordering of Dilemma Treatment (& fn 11)

Finland Sweden
Main Extensive Main Extensive
specification No controls controls specification No controls controls
Contagion (T1) 0.011 0.007 -0.010 -0.023 -0.028 -0.001
(0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Cost (T2) 0.043** 0.034* 0.013 0.002 -0.001 0.024
(0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Dilemma: Cost-Contagion 0.021 0.012 -0.003 0.010 -0.002 0.019
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Dilemma: Contagion-Cost-
Control -0.018 -0.020 -0.028* -0.050%** -0.054%** -0.023
(0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Age in years -0.003*** -0.001*** -0.003*** -0.002%**
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Male -0.025%* -0.045%** -0.059%** -0.055%**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Education -0.017%** -0.011%** -0.019%** -0.017%**
(0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Rural (Dummy) 0.033%#** 0.016* -0.017 -0.015
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
More defense spending -0.025%** -0.016%**
(0.00) (0.00)
Economic dissatisfaction 0.001 0.008***
(0.00) (0.00)
Russia responsibility -0.154%** -0.131%**
(0.01) (0.01)
Risk propensity -0.001 -0.003
(0.00) (0.00)
Political Interest -0.015 -0.018
(0.01) (0.02)
Left-right-placement 0.000 0.000
(0.00) (0.00)
Government satisfaction -0.006%*** 0.000
(0.00) (0.00)
Constant 0.437%%* 0.240%** 1.303*** 0.527%** 0.286%** 1. 128%*#*
(0.03) (0.01) (0.006) (0.03) (0.02) (0.00)
N 2711 2766 2505 2563 2586 2049
2 0.058 0.006 0.374 0.067 0.007 0.304

*p<0.1, %% p <0.05, *** p < 0.01
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