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Abstract

This study investigates democratic conflict behavior, through a survey experi-
ment of type II audience cost in the Philippines and Japan in the event of Taiwan-
Strait crisis. Looking at Filipino and Japanese public’s reactions to hypothetical
scenarios in which government leaders in each nation, respectively, initially declare
they would not participate in a Taiwan crisis but would later change their position.
The investigation aims to identify the political cost of justifying involvement in
third-party conflicts in democratic states in East Asia. The project will contribute
to the growing literature on audience cost, allies maintenance, and the relationship
between democratic values and international crisis. It will also have implications
for policy-making and crisis management in the event of a Taiwan Strait crisis.
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1 Introduction

Audience costs theory has emerged as one of the most influential yet contentious frame-
works in the study of international conflict. First systematically theorized by Fearon
(1994), the concept posits that leaders who make public threats and subsequently back
down face domestic political punishment from their constituencies. This anticipated
punishment, the theory suggests, makes threats more credible and helps explain why
democratic states may be more effective at deterrence and crisis bargaining. The appeal
of audience costs lies in its elegant solution to the commitment problem in international
relations: by tying their hands domestically, leaders can credibly signal resolve to ad-
versaries, thereby reducing the likelihood of war through miscalculation (Fearon, 1997;
Schultz, 1998).

However, despite its theoretical prominence, audience costs theory has become increas-
ingly controversial. A growing body of scholarship questions both the existence and
magnitude of audience costs, with empirical studies producing mixed and often contra-
dictory findings (Snyder and Borghard, 2011; Trachtenberg, 2012; Gartzke and Lupu,
2012). Scholars have challenged the original formulation on multiple fronts, including the
conditions under which audience costs emerge, their relative size compared to other polit-
ical considerations, and whether they operate symmetrically across regime types (Weeks,
2008; Weiss, 2013). The debate has intensified as researchers have sought to test the
theory’s microfoundations through experimental and observational methods, revealing a
more complex empirical landscape than early theoretical models suggested (Tomz, 2007,
Kertzer and Brutger, 2016).

One particularly important dimension of this debate concerns what has been termed the
“inconsistency mechanism” underlying audience costs. As Levy et al. (2015) have argued,
if domestic audiences punish leaders for inconsistency between words and deeds, then
the leaders should face costs not only for backing down from conflicts they threatened
to engage in, but also for backing into conflicts they initially pledged to avoid. This
latter phenomenon, called Type IT audience costs (Quek, 2017), represents a theoretically
significant extension of the original framework. Type II audience costs would suggest
that public commitments to peace or non-intervention also create domestic constraints,
potentially limiting leaders’ flexibility in responding to international crises (Kertzer and
Brutger, 2016; Quek, 2017). The empirical evidence for Type II audience costs, however,
remains decidedly mixed. While some experimental studies have found evidence that
leaders face punishment for backing into conflicts (Levy et al., 2015), others have found
weaker or null effects (Takei and Paolino, 2023). Critically, the vast majority of this
research has been conducted in the United States, examining American public opinion
toward hypothetical foreign policy scenarios. Whether the findings from American sam-
ples generalize to other democracies remains an open question. The external validity of
Type IT audience costs theory thus depends on expanding empirical investigation beyond
the American context to include other countries.

This research note addresses this gap by examining Type II audience costs in two key
US allies in the Asia-Pacific region: Japan and the Philippines. We conducted parallel
survey experiments in both countries in September 2025, employing scenarios designed
to test whether publics punish leaders for abandoning neutrality and entering conflicts at
the behest of the United States. Our findings reveal a nuanced pattern that challenges
straightforward applications of Type II audience costs theory to allied contexts. Contrary



to the prediction that leaders face punishment for backing into conflicts, we find that Type
IT audience costs effectively disappear in Japan and the Philippines when backing into
conflicts occurs within the context of assisting the US. However, this finding emerges not
because respondents do not value consistency in leaders’ words and deeds, but rather
because they assign greater importance to maintaining the alliance relationship with the
United States than to preserving their country’s initial position of neutrality.

This finding carries important implications for both theory and policy. Theoretically,
it suggests that the inconsistency mechanism underlying audience costs may be more
context-dependent than previously recognized, particularly in alliance relationships char-
acterized by asymmetric power. For junior allies dependent on a superpower patron for
security, alliance credibility may override concerns about domestic political consistency
regarding specific conflicts. Empirically, our study makes two key contributions. First,
it provides much-needed evidence on audience costs dynamics outside the United States,
examining two democracies with distinct strategic situations. Second, it offers new in-
sight into the specific boundary conditions under which Type II audience costs emerge or
fail to emerge, highlighting the role of alliance relationships in shaping public attitudes
toward conflict escalation. Practically, these findings hold significant relevance for policy-
makers in Washington, Tokyo, and Manila as they prepare for potential contingencies in
the Taiwan Strait and broader Indo-Pacific region. Understanding how publics in allied
countries respond to scenarios involving entrapment is crucial for assessing the politi-
cal sustainability of coordinated military action and for managing alliance relationships
during crises.

2 Motivation and Context

There are several reasons why we chose Japan and the Philippines to conduct our sur-
vey experiments. First, we are interested in understanding if being entrapped in an
unwanted conflict would influence how the public judge the inconsistency of their leaders.
Entrapment, the fear that security guarantee of the alliance will embolden a party to
take aggressive action, dragging the other party into an unwanted conflict, is one of the
two main dilemmas of alliance politics (Snyder, 1984). Most studies have focused on how
the junior partners of the US might be emboldened by the alliance, and would drag the
US into war against their interests (Benson, 2012; Beckley, 2015). An emerging body of
literature examined if the public in the junior partners will indeed be emboldened by US
signals, with mostly mixed or even negative results (Sukin, 2020; Kudo and Nguyen Cao,
2025). However, to our knowledge, our study will be the first one to examine public
opinions of US junior allies in the scenario where they are the parties being entrapped in
unwanted conflicts. By examining Type II audience costs in the context of alliance rela-
tionships, we can assess whether the inconsistency of abandoning neutrality is evaluated
differently when it occurs in service of alliance obligations rather than through indepen-
dent decision-making. This focus on entrapment dynamics allows us to test whether the
structural asymmetry inherent in relationships between a superpower and its junior allies
conditions the operation of audience costs mechanisms.

Second, both Japan and the Philippines are established democracies. As argued by Fearon
(1994), democratic leaders have an advantage in signaling audience cost. Therefore, if
we want to verify the external validity of Type II audience cost beyond the US, both of



these countries are ideal cases. If leaders in Tokyo and Manila face the same domestic
backlash for backing into a conflict like those in Washington, we can be more confident
in the existence and mechanism of this type of audience cost. However, even if we fail to
replicate the findings of previous works, we learn more about the boundaries conditions of
this theory, as well as how other factors, such as perceived alliance commitments, might
influence citizens’ support for intervention in foreign conflicts.

Another theoretical motivation for us is to verify the mechanism of audience cost mitiga-
tion. If Type IT audience cost exists and shares the same mechanism with Type I audience
cost, as argued in previous works, then this domestic backlash can also be mitigated the
same way. Following Levendusky and Horowitz (2012), we examine if providing justifica-
tions for the inconsistency between words and deeds can help leaders reduce the domestic
hurdles for backing into conflicts. Understanding mitigation strategies is crucial both
theoretically, as it illuminates the cognitive processes underlying audience judgments of
consistency, and practically, as it informs how leaders can communicate foreign policy
reversals to domestic audiences.

We also selected Japan and the Philippines because they are the ideal cases to deploy
a realistic, highly salient scenario. As mentioned before, the previous works on Type II
audience costs were done with samples of US citizens. The scenarios were turned into
ones about a third party dispute, in which the US audience has no salient connection to.
The use of anonymous conflict parties in previous studies also voided the respondents
of the consideration over the important characteristics of the parties, such as regime
type, and the stakes of the conflict. These considerations might shape the foreign policy
preferences of the public in the real world. Our experiments use a realistic Taiwan
contingency scenario, which is highly salient to both Japanese and Philippine publics
given their geographic proximity, economic ties, and security interests in cross-Strait
stability. The use of a real-world case offers several advantages. It increases external
validity by embedding the inconsistency dilemma within an actual geopolitical context
about which respondents hold prior beliefs and preferences. It allows us to examine how
substantive features of the conflict, including the identities of the parties involved and
the stakes of the conflict, influence the magnitude of audience costs.

3 Hypotheses

Based on these motivations, we propose three hypotheses with this research note. The
first hypothesis is consistent with the logic of Type Il audience cost. The leaders who
break the promise of neutrality would have lower support than those who keep it.

Hypothesis 1:

The public’s support for leaders would be lower when leaders decide to partic-
ipate in conflict despite previously promised not to, compared to when they
keep their promise not to participate.

Regarding mitigation strategies, this study follows previous works, such as Levendusky
and Horowitz (2012) or Quek and Johnston (2018), in giving the respondents new in-
formation. We are interested primarily in the effects of two factors: shared democratic
identity and national security. We deliberately chose these two treatments for several
reasons. First, the works on democratic peace has established that democracies not only



do not fight wars with each other (Doyle, 1986; Maoz and Russett, 1993), they might even
perceive other democracies as less threatening (Tomz and Weeks, 2013). Chu et al. (2021)
showed that perceived shared democratic values increase the public’s perceived in-group
cohesion, boosting their approval to protect another democracy. For these reasons, we
propose that if the leaders of Japan or the Philippines wish to mitigate Type II audience
costs in a Taiwan contingency, reminding the public that Taiwan is also a democracy
might be a good rhetorical strategy.

Hypothesis 2:

The public’s support for leaders would be higher when leaders decide to justify
their decision based on the need to help another democracy, compared to when
they do not give any justification.

Similarly, we predict that the leaders can also justify their decision to back into a conflict
from the perspective of national security. In the specific context of a Taiwan contingency,
national security arguments carry particular weight for both Japan and the Philippines
given their geographic proximity to potential conflict, their economic dependence on
stable maritime routes through the Taiwan Strait, and their own territorial disputes with
China that make them stakeholders in the broader regional balance of power.

Hypothesis 3

The public’s support for leaders would be higher when leaders decide to justify
their decision based on national security, compared to when they do not give
any justification.

4 Experimental design

We conducted two parallel survey experiments in Japan and the Philippines in September
2025.1 In both experiments, we first presented all respondents with a vignette regarding
a hypothetical scenario in which China is ramping up their military activities around the
Taiwan Strait. Respondents were informed that a crisis might be imminent, and that
the leader of their respective country announced that they are calling on both sides to
resolve the conflict peacefully, and that their country is not taking any side and would
try to stay out of the conflict. After reading this common vignette, respondents were
randomized into 4 experimental groups, 1 control group and 3 treatment groups. All
groups were informed that China decided to launch an invasion of Taiwan, and that the
US mobilized their forces in the region, as well as calling on their countries to join forces.
In the control group, respondents were informed that the leader decided to keep their
previous promise and refused to help the US. In the first treatment group, respondents
were presented with a statement from their leader saying that they agreed to help the
US. In the second and third treatment groups, in addition to the statement similar to the
first treatment group, respondents were given additional justifications of helping Taiwan,
a fellow democracy, and helping Taiwan based on national security.?

All respondents were then asked to indicate their approval or disapproval for the action

IThe experiments were pre-registered before the collection of data. The pre-registration can be found
here (https://osf.io/2xne8/?view_only=a0e509e09e044b078{922d46316008cf).
2The exact wordings of the vignette can be found in Appendix A.1.



of the leader. The answers were recorded on a 5-point Likert-scale, from “Strongly dis-
approve” (numerical value of -2) to “Strongly approve (numerical value of 2). They were
also asked to indicate the reason for approval/disapproval in a short sentence, from 10-20
words. We also sought to understand the extent to which the respondents think the ac-
tion weaken or strengthen the alliance between their countries with the US. Respondents
were also asked to point out the responses to the conflict that they want their government
to take.

We fielded both experiments from September 24 to 26, 2025, through PureSpectrum.
We collected a Japanese sample of 1,198 respondents and a Filipino sample of 1,200
respondents. While we applied quota sampling to ensure the collected samples were as
similar to the respective censuses as possible, the collected samples still differed slightly
from the censuses. However, the differences were negligible and did not impact the
analyses.?

5 Results

5.1 Overall results

Percentage of Approval for the Leaders' Action by Group across Datasets

100% -

75%-

50% -

53%

25% -

Percentage of Approval for the Leaders' Action

0% -

Staying out Back in Back in + Democracy Back in + National security

Group

Figure 1: Approval of the leaders’ actions

The collected data were analyzed with ANOVA and adjust p-values with TukeyHSD
method for pairwise multiple means comparisons. The results were also confirmed with

3Detailed on the samples, sampling methods can be found in Appendix B. We also conducted balance
checks to determine the distribution of treatments among the groups and found no imbalance. The full
balance checks can be found in Appendix C.



both regression analyses and equivalance tests.* Figure 1 summarizes the approval rates
for the leaders’ action in both countries. Overall, we do not found support for any of the
proposed hypotheses. The differences between the approval rate of the control group and
all treatment groups are negligible.

Overall, the results of the experiment in Japan showed that the Japanese leaders would
not face any domestic challenges for abandoning a promise of neutrality if Taiwan is
invaded by China. The difference between keeping the promise (control group) and joining
the US in defending Taiwan (treatment group 1) is largely statistically insignificant (diff-
in-means = -0.046, 95% CI [-0.249, 0.157], p = 0.938). We also do not observe any
significant influence of the justifications, democracy (diff-in-means = 0.085, 95% CI [-
0.117, 0.288], p = 0.697) or national security (diff-in-means = 0.119, 95% CI [-0.084,
0.322], p = 0.435). These null results provide no empirical evidence to support any of
the proposed hypotheses.

Similarly, we also do not find support for any of the proposed hypotheses in the Philip-
pines. The difference between keeping the promise of staying out (control group) and
backing in (treatment 1) is also statistically insignificant (diff-in-means = -0.117, 95%
CI [-0.356, 0.121], p = 0.585). If we are to interpret this null result as the lack of do-
mestic audience cost for backing in, it is by no surprise that none of the justifications
for backing in influence the approval of the public. Both emphasizing shared democratic
regimes (diff-in-means = 0.157, 95% CI [-0.084, 0.398], p = 0.335) and national security
(diff-in-means = 0.226, 95% CI [-0.013, 0.466], p = 0.072) yielded null results.

5.2 The effects of alliance with the US

In both experiments, we also measured how the respondents think the action of their
leaders would impact their country’s alliance with the US. We believe that this is an
important moderator influencing the approval for staying out or backing in, for two main
reasons. First of all, the public in these two countries might view a refusal to heed the call
of the US negatively, because they might be concerned that given the refusal, the alliance
between their country and the US would be weakened. Vice versa, if the respondents
perceive that helping the US with Taiwan might boost the alliance between their own
country and the US, they might not judge the leader’s decision to abandon the promise
of neutrality harshly. The other reason why this variable can moderate the approval
for backing in or staying out is because the respondents might perceive backing in as
unavoidable when their country is called upon by the US. This perception might provide
an explanation to the difference in type II audience costs between the public in these
junior partners of the US, and the public in the US itself.

4The results of the regressions can be found in Appendix A.4, the results of the equivalence tests can
be found in Appendix E.



Percentage of Perceived Positive Effect on Alliance of the Leaders' Action by Group across Datasets
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Figure 2: Perceived impact of leaders’ action on alliance

Figure 2 summarized the perceived impact of the leaders’ action on the alliance with the
US. We observed somewhat diverged perceptions between Japanese and Filipino public.
While the Japanese public seems confident in their alliance with the US, and regardless
of whether Japan helps the US in Taiwan or not, they think the alliance would still be
intact. On the other hand, the Filipino public showed more insecurities. If the Filipino
leaders do not heed the call of the US to help in Taiwan, the public believes that this
action would weaken the alliance, and vice versa.

This divergence among the public about the impacts on their respective alliances is also re-
flected in the moderating effect of the alliance factor on the public’s approval /disapproval
of their leaders’ action. For the Japanese public, our results show that there is a weak
negative backlash (significant at the 90% level) for the leader, if the public perceives that
reneging on the promise of neutrality poses no consequence for the alliance with the US.
However, if the respondents believe that helping the US in Taiwan will strengthen the
alliance, this negative effect disappeared. In fact, even when the leader does not keep
the promise of neutrality, if the public believes that joining in the conflict will help the
alliance, they will support that decision.
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Figure 3: Perceived impact of leaders’ action on alliance

This moderating effect is even stronger in the Philippines. As can be seen from Figure 3,
when the action of the leaders is perceived as not having consequence for the alliance, the
leader would face significant backlash for breaking a promise of neutrality. The negative
effects are statistically significant across all treatment groups. However, if going back
on the promise means a stronger alliance with the US, the leader would actually receive
public support. This positive effect is also statistically significant across the treatment
groups.

6 Discussion

Our results provide more nuanced insight into Type II audience costs, especially in the
junior partners of the US in the Asia-Pacific. On the one hand, our diff-in-means results
of the experiments showed that the leaders in these countries do not face audience costs
for breaking a promise of staying out of the conflict in Taiwan. This is contrary to the
predictions based on previous results of Type II audience costs by Levy et al. (2015) and
Quek (2017), and support the results by Takei and Paolino (2023) which questioned both
the existence and magnitude of the audience costs for backing in.

On the other hand, our results showed that the lack of direct audience costs for breaking
the promise might be due to the strong effect of the alliance with the US in these countries.
The analysis of our consequences for alliance moderator showed that if the respondents
think that breaking the promise would entail no impact for the alliance, the leaders would
at least face some negative consequences, which is consistent with the Type II audience
costs predictions. However, because of the anticipated consequences for the alliance,
this negative effect is reversed, because the respondents believe backing in might help
strengthening the alliance, and hence they would support the leader even when it means
breaking the promise. The rather surprising results here might indicate that respondents
in these countries care less about the consistency in the words and actions of the leaders,
and judge them more on the nature of the actions that they take in crises.



Taken together, the moderating effects of the alliance factor in both countries showed that
for these junior partners of the US, the domestic audience cares less about the consistency
in the words and actions of the leaders. Even when dragged into an unwanted conflict by
their senior partner, they would support the leader breaking a promise if doing so would
strengthen the alliance with the US. In other words, the leaders in the junior partners
do not need to worry about any domestic audience costs for being involved in a conflict
which they promised to stay out of.

7 Conclusion

This research note set out to examine whether Type II audience costs, the domestic
political punishment leaders face for backing into conflicts they initially pledged to avoid,
operate in two key US allies in the Asia-Pacific: Japan and the Philippines. Our parallel
survey experiments, conducted in September 2025 using realistic Taiwan contingency
scenarios, produced findings that simultaneously challenge and refine existing theories of
audience costs in alliance contexts.

Our results reveal that leaders in Japan and the Philippines do not face significant Type
IT audience costs for abandoning neutrality and supporting US military intervention in
a Taiwan crisis. The direct comparison between maintaining neutrality and backing
into the conflict yielded no statistically significant differences in public approval across
either country. At first glance, these null findings might suggest that Type II audience
costs simply do not exist outside the United States, or that the inconsistency mechanism
underlying audience costs theory does not operate uniformly across democratic contexts.
However, our investigation of moderating factors reveals a more nuanced and theoretically
important story.

The critical insight from our study emerges from analyzing how perceptions of alliance
consequences shape public attitudes toward leader inconsistency. When respondents be-
lieved that abandoning neutrality would strengthen the alliance with the United States, or
conversely, that maintaining neutrality would weaken it, the expected Type II audience
costs disappeared entirely and even reversed direction. In the Philippines, this pattern
was particularly pronounced: leaders faced significant domestic backlash for breaking neu-
trality promises when respondents perceived no alliance benefits, but received substantial
public support when backing into the conflict was viewed as strengthening US-Philippine
ties. In Japan, the pattern was somewhat weaker but still evident, with alliance consid-
erations overriding concerns about consistency.

Methodologically, our study addresses several limitations of previous research. By ex-
amining two democracies outside the United States with distinct strategic situations, we
enhance the external validity of audience costs theory and demonstrate that findings from
American samples do not necessarily generalize to other democratic contexts. By employ-
ing realistic scenarios involving Taiwan rather than anonymous conflicts, we capture the
complex attitudes and strategic considerations that shape actual foreign policy prefer-
ences. By directly measuring perceptions of alliance consequences, we identify a crucial
moderating variable that may account for inconsistent findings in earlier experimental
work.

The practical implications of our findings merit serious attention from policymakers in
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Washington, Tokyo, and Manila. As regional tensions over Taiwan continue to escalate
and allied nations engage in contingency planning, understanding public attitudes toward
intervention becomes crucial for assessing the political sustainability of coordinated mili-
tary action. Our results suggest that leaders in Japan and the Philippines possess greater
flexibility than Type II audience costs theory would predict when it comes to reversing
initial positions of neutrality—but only insofar as publics view such reversals as serving
alliance interests. This finding has two important implications for crisis management. On
one hand, it suggests that fears of domestic opposition to supporting the United States
in a Taiwan contingency may be overstated, at least in these two countries. On the other
hand, it underscores the importance of how leaders frame involvement: emphasizing al-
liance benefits appears more politically effective than appealing to shared democratic
values or even national security considerations in isolation.
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A Appendix

A.1 Experimental vignettes
A.1.1 Japan vignettes

It is the year 20xx. China has increased the frequency of military activities around the
Taiwan Strait. Experts determined that a potential crisis would break out imminently.
When asked by a reporter on which side of the conflict would Japan choose, the Prime
Minister said: "Japan calls on both sides to resolve the conflict peacefully. We are not
taking any side and would try to stay out of the conflict™

20XX 4. HPENI S TSR E LT OHEFIEE 2 IER N ST TB 0. EMFISBHEOTE
WZELVIESTVWAEMTL TV, BBE» AT LU CHADN G Z bz N
AR F IR D & D 1ITiR Tz,

THZAEW I8 U SFRI 2 FRIC K 205 DR 258 <SR 5. BBPEIZW P S
EIZH5E T KA ZB BT 575 TdH 5.

Control

A few months have passed. China decided to launch an invasion on the main island of
Taiwan. The US decided to mobilize their naval forces in the region to the Taiwan Strait.
They called on Japan to join forces. The Prime Minister refused to support the US.

B ADEGE U Tz, PEISBEARGADRIZFE U KEIXE EOWFETKZ L%
IR L. 88 SIRE Uz, KENZEARICH U255 U 7ehs. NESRTER
FliXohz L zuEnZ2EIL 72,

Treatment 1

A few months have passed. China decided to launch an invasion on the main island of
Taiwan. The US decided to mobilize their naval forces in the region to the Taiwan Strait.
They called on Japan to join forces. The Prime Minister agreed to support the US.

P ADEE U tz. HEIZEEREG AR Z W U KEIX B E O E K Z Y5
BUCRBE L. S8k SIRE Uz, KEZHAICE U2 E5E L. NERHEKEIE
NI T r2EmMERIL I,

Treatment 2

A few months have passed. China decided to launch an invasion on the main island of
Taiwan. The US decided to mobilize their naval forces in the region to the Taiwan Strait.
They called on Japan to join forces. The Prime Minister agreed to support the US. In a
statement, the Prime Minister explained that it is necessary to help Taiwan, a democracy
like Japan.

HpADEE LIz MEIZGEAEANDRIUZ R U KENLH EOWRETK 2z Lzt
BT U SR LYRE U 7z KENIHAITH U2 25 U A RRSHR B
INEFT A2EMZRT LI, AIOHRT. SEREIE. AAREH URFEFEERT
HBHEE LIRS BHIEPRETH D LMLz,

Treatment 3

A few months have passed. China decided to launch an invasion on the main island of
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Taiwan. The US decided to mobilize their naval forces in the region to the Taiwan Strait.
They called on Japan to join forces. The Prime Minister agreed to support the US. In
a statement, the Prime Minister explained that it is necessary to help Taiwan from the
perspective of national security.

Ko ADRE U 1z, MEIZEEREANDELZ WU KEILE EOWREIK Z Yz
HIZEB L. G SIRIE U7z. KENZHAICS U2 E55 L. NESIRE 1E
INEXFTAEM XUz, SIHOFT. B KE X HARDEZ LR EDOE N
MOEEEELIET A ENNETH D LML 2.

A.1.2 Philippines vignettes

It is the year 20xx. China has increased the frequency of military activities around the
Taiwan Strait. Experts determined that a potential crisis would break out imminently.
When asked by a reporter on which side of the conflict would the Philippines choose, the
President said: "The Philippines calls on both sides to resolve the conflict peacefully. We
are not taking any side and would try to stay out of the conflict”.

Ito ay ang taong 20xx. Pinapataas ng Tsina ang dalas ng mga gawaing militar sa paligid
ng Taiwan Strait. Ayon sa mga eksperto, isang potensyal na krisis ang maaaring biglang
umusbong. Nang tanungin ng isang reporter kung aling panig ng hidwaan ang papani-
gan ng Pilipinas, sabi ng Pangulo: "Nanawagan ang Pilipinas sa magkabilang panig ma-
payapang lutasin ang kanilang alitan. Wala kaming kinakampihan at susubukan namin
lumayo sa tunggalian”.

Control

A few months have passed. China decided to launch an invasion on the main island of
Taiwan. The US decided to mobilize their naval forces in the region to the Taiwan Strait.
They called on the Philippines to join forces. The President refused to support the US.

Lumipas ang ilang buwan. Nagpasya ang China na maglunsad ng pagsalakay sa pangu-
nahing isla ng Taiwan. Nagpasya ang US na pakilusin ang kanilang hukbong pandagat
sa rehiyon patungong Taiwan Strait. Nanawagan sila sa Pilipinas para magsanib pwersa.
Tumanggi ang Pangulo na suportahan ang US.

Treatment 1

A few months have passed. China decided to launch an invasion on the main island of
Taiwan. The US decided to mobilize their naval forces in the region to the Taiwan Strait.
They called on the Philippines to join forces. The President agreed to support the US.

Lumipas ang ilang buwan. Nagpasya ang China na maglunsad ng pagsalakay sa pangu-
nahing isla ng Taiwan. Nagpasya ang US na pakilusin ang kanilang hukbong pandagat
sa rehiyon patungong Taiwan Strait. Nanawagan sila sa Pilipinas para magsanib pwersa.
Pumayag ang Pangulo na suportahan ang US.

Treatment 2

A few months have passed. China decided to launch an invasion on the main island of
Taiwan. The US decided to mobilize their naval forces in the region to the Taiwan Strait.
They called on the Philippines to join forces. The President agreed to support the US.
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In a statement, the President explained that it is necessary to help Taiwan, a democracy
like the Philippines.

Lumipas ang ilang buwan. Nagpasya ang China na maglunsad ng pagsalakay sa pangu-
nahing isla ng Taiwan. Nagpasya ang US na pakilusin ang kanilang hukbong pandagat
sa rehiyon patungong Taiwan Strait. Nanawagan sila sa Pilipinas para magsanib pwersa.
Pumayag ang Pangulo na suportahan ang US. Sa isang pahayag, ipinaliwanag ng Pangulo
na kailangang tulungan ang Taiwan, bilang isang demokrasya tulad ng Pilipinas.

Treatment 3

A few months have passed. China decided to launch an invasion on the main island of
Taiwan. The US decided to mobilize their naval forces in the region to the Taiwan Strait.
They called on the Philippines to join forces. The President agreed to support the US.
In a statement, the President explained that it is necessary to help Taiwan from the
perspective of national security.

Lumipas ang ilang buwan. Nagpasya ang China na maglunsad ng pagsalakay sa pangu-
nahing isla ng Taiwan. Nagpasya ang US na pakilusin ang kanilang hukbong pandagat
sa rehiyon patungong Taiwan Strait. Nanawagan sila sa Pilipinas para magsanib pwersa.
Pumayag ang Pangulo na suportahan ang US. Sa isang pahayag, ipinaliwanag ng Pangulo
na kailangang tulungan ang Taiwan mula sa pananaw ng pambansang seguridad.
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A.2 Sample information

A.3 Balance checks
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A.4 Regression analyses

A.4.1 Japan
Table A1l: OLS and Logit models - Japan
OLS OLS Logit Logit
Back In -0.046 -0.090 -0.060 -0.156
(0.079) (0.074) (0.164) (0.177)
Back In 4+ Democracy 0.040 -0.046 0.032 -0.092
(0.079) (0.073) (0.163) (0.176)
Back In 4+ Nat Security 0.073 -0.021 0.136 0.015
(0.079) (0.074) (0.164) (0.178)
Impact on Alliance 0.364*** 0.608***
(0.030) (0.077)
Nationalistic sentiment 0.124%** 0.213*
(0.034) (0.083)
Perception of threat - China -0.100 -0.354
(0.111) (0.269)
Feeling toward China 0.004%** -0.002
(0.001) (0.003)
Feeling toward Taiwan 0.001 0.012%**
(0.001) (0.003)
Internationalism -0.006 -0.263
(0.067) (0.162)
Num.Obs. 1198 1198 1198 1198

e p<O0.1,*p<0.05 * p<0.01, *** p < 0.001
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A.4.2 Philippines

Table A2: OLS and Logit models - Philippines

OLS OLS Logit Logit
Back In -0.117 -0.390%** -0.184 S0.7T1LHFR*
(0.093) (0.082) (0.164) (0.192)
Back In + Democracy 0.040 -0.213** 0.153 -0.332+
(0.092) (0.081) (0.163) (0.189)
Back In + Nat Security 0.109 -0.201* 0.177 -0.405*
(0.092) (0.081) (0.162) (0.189)
Impact on Alliance 0.460*** 0.894***
(0.028) (0.073)
Nationalistic sentiment 0.181*** 0.258***
(0.032) (0.076)
Perception of threat - China 0.044 0.076
(0.058) (0.133)
Feeling toward China -0.002 -0.004
(0.001) (0.002)
Feeling toward Taiwan 0.003+ 0.007+
(0.002) (0.004)
Internationalism -0.060 -0.242
(0.066) (0.155)
Num.Obs. 1200 1200 1200 1200

e p<0.1, *p <0.05 *p < 0.01, ** p < 0.001
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A.5 Equivalance tests
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