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Abstract

This thesis examines which determinants explain variation in military support for
Ukraine among European Union member states and how their explanatory power
changes over time. On the basis of burden-sharing literature, the research addresses the
gap regarding the temporal dynamics of support behaviour. Existing burden-sharing
research mainly conceptualises support behaviour as a static phenomenon, although
support for Ukraine developed within the context of a prolonged and dynamic crisis.
To address this issue, a theoretical framework and research design specifically tailored
to examine the temporal dynamics of burden-sharing behaviour is constructed.

Aligning with burden-sharing literature, an integrative theoretical framework is
developed that combines different explanatory conditions within a joint framework.
Building on theoretical arguments regarding states’ behaviour in crisis situations, ex-
pectations are formulated on how these conditions’ explanatory relevance evolves across
time. With respect to the method, this research applies a fuzzy-set Qualitative Com-
parative Analysis to identify configurations of conditions and differing pathways that
explain support and non-support to Ukraine. The temporal dynamic of burden-sharing
behaviour is analysed through the comparison of support levels in the periods 2022-
2023 and 2024-2025. The results identifying necessary and sufficient conditions or
configurations of conditions are complemented by two case studies providing further
insights on the main identified solution pathways.

The findings indicate that military support emerges from configurations of condi-
tions and through multiple pathways. Public support represents the most consistent
explanatory element and gains importance over time. Threat perception plays a par-
ticularly important role during the early phase, but its relevance declines slightly as the
conflict continues. Fiscal space contributes consistently to explaining support, while
being of central importance for explaining non-support in the early phase. Strategic
preferences gain explanatory relevance across time, while assumptions derived from
collective action theory are not supported by the findings.

The research contributes to burden-sharing literature by producing initial insights
about how the importance of determinants leading to support for Ukraine evolves over
time. It sets the pathway for further research examining the temporal dimension of
support behaviour in long-lasting crises, both from a theoretical and empirical view-

point.
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1 Introduction

Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine has shaken the international security order, lead-
ing a respectable number of countries to reconsider their defence strategy. In this
regard, the biggest concerns emerged in the European Union (EU), as this war not
only takes place in the direct neighbourhood of the EU, but is also perceived as an
attack on European values and identity (European Commission 2024). Consequently,
the European states have not only increased their national efforts to prepare for further
military aggression, but also further engaged in joint strategic considerations. Within
this context, the bilateral military support for Ukraine represents one of the core ele-
ments.

The allies of Ukraine have supplied the country with a considerable amount of
military tools in general (van den Boom & Truchlewski 2026, p. 2). Yet, the Ukrainian
government, as well as scholars, criticise that the size of provided support does not
cover the acute need to defend the country (Brzozowski 2024) and falls clearly under
levels of support provided in the light of former security crises (Bomprezzi et al. 2025,
p. 8). However, these discrepancies do not only exist between donor countries and
the recipient, but also between the supporting states themselves. Besides the long-
lasting debate between the European nations and the United States of America (USA)
about who is contributing to security burdens that also emerged in the case of Ukraine
(Trebesch et al. 2024), considerable disputes on the European continent developed as
well. Especially in the early phase of the war, discussions between the supporting EU
member states about the supply of certain elements emerged. Germany, for example,
refused for a long time to send long-range cruise missiles to Ukraine, although the
United Kingdom and France urged the country to participate in a joint approach in
2023 (Pugliering 2024).

This represents a broader pattern of uneven levels of support, which can be derived
from the empirics of the Ukraine Support Tracker (Trebesch et al. 2026). This extensive
database not only shows that the burden of supporting Ukraine is unevenly distributed,
but that these distribution patterns also evolve over time (Trebesch & Nishikawa 2026,
p. 6). Denmark, for example, developed from a moderate supporter of Ukraine at the
beginning to the leading provider of assistance in 2025, while Slovakia and Bulgaria
were central supporters after the outbreak of the war, but did not provide any support
in the years of 2024 and 2025 (Ibid.; Trebesch et al. 2026). Therefore, this research
aims to answer the question of what determinants explain the variation in military
support for Ukraine by EU Member States over time.

From the 1960s on, a body of literature emerged that examines states’ behaviour in



a burden-sharing context (Olson & Zeckhauser 1966). While this research was mainly
executed on NATO (e.g. Bennett et al. 1997, Auerswald 2004), other examinations
of coalitions like the United Nations peacekeeping missions (e.g. Bellamy & Williams
2013) or joint approaches by the EU (e.g. Mérand & Rayroux 2016; Haesebrouck
& Thiem 2018) gained relevance over time. Consequently, with the outbreak of the
Ukrainian war and the formation of a coalition of supporting countries, a new context
emerged in which burden-sharing dynamics are examined. The small number of studies
that have been published on this topic (Haesebrouck 2024; Massie & Tallova 2025a;
Massie & Tallova 2025b; van den Boom & Truchlewski 2026) focus on what determines
countries’ support behaviour to Ukraine. While this body of literature focusses on the
identification of determinants capturing the overall support, it lacks investigations into
the temporal dynamics on burden-sharing behaviour. So far, only one study by Massie
and Tallové (2025b) has examined the dynamic nature, splitting the examination period
into two phases and applying a regression model. Since their applied model explains the
support behaviour in the early phase relatively well, its explanatory power declines in
the later period. Bringing these findings and the outlined empirical observations about
changing support levels together, a clear research gap emerges which is addressed by
this research.

This study aims to complement the existing literature on burden sharing within the
context of the Ukrainian war by analysing changes in the importance of determinants
in the first four years of the war. Splitting the examination period into an early
phase, including the data from 2022 and 2023, and a late phase, covering 2024 and
2025, initial insights should be provided into the temporal dynamics of determinants.
From a theoretical perspective, an integrative approach is applied, bringing together
conditions from established theories into a joint framework. Based on theories on
states’ crisis response, hypotheses are formulated on how the relevance of determinants
is expected to develop. For assessing this topic, a research design built around the
method of Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA) is applied, since the complex and
diverse context of the research’s objective is expected to produce multiple and complex
ways leading to the outcome of supporting Ukraine. Besides the elementary steps of
QCA, namely the tests for necessary and sufficient conditions, case studies are applied
to understand the underlying logic of the identified mechanism leading to the outcome
better.

Based on these elements, this research proceeds as outlined in the following. At the
beginning, a review of relevant literature is given. This chapter is divided into the gen-
eral strand of literature examining states’ behaviour in a burden-sharing context and
the research executed specifically for the case of Ukraine. Then, the theoretical frame-
work is presented, in which five conditions are derived from specific theories, namely

collective action, balance of threat, public support, strategic preferences and budgetary



situation. According to the use of theory about states’ crisis response behaviour, hy-
potheses are formulated on how the outlined conditions are expected to evolve. In the
following fourth chapter, the research design is presented, which mainly aligns with the
chronology of steps executed using QCA, while additionally incorporating case studies.
Then, the results of the analysis are presented. According to QCA, the identification
of necessary and sufficient conditions stands at the centre of attention in this step.
Before going into depth with the case studies, the findings are tested through exten-
sive robustness checks. In the final section, these findings are discussed against the

background of the theoretical framework, and a conclusion is given.
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2 Literature Review

The following literature review provides an overview of the research field of burden-
sharing, to which this study contributes. This body of literature, focussing on the
distribution of shared burdens, mainly the burdens of security, emerged in the 1960s
analysing NATO. As a result, core theoretical assumptions and approaches that were
formulated doing research on NATO continue to be applied today. Therefore, the first
subchapter focuses on this dominant part of the literature, focussing on the develop-
ment of the research discipline and its key impact. As a transition section, a method-
ological review gives an overview of the methods applied by both the burden-sharing
literature on NATO and the support for Ukraine. The second subchapter examines the
literature most closely related to this research, analysing burden sharing in the context
of support for Ukraine. Since this conflict emerged recently, the research examining the
issue explicitly from a burden-sharing perspective remains limited. The review of the

existing contributions focuses on their methodological approaches and main findings.

2.1 Literature on Burden Sharing within NATO

This subchapter outlines the central theories and developments in burden-sharing lit-
erature on NATO. Its structure is guided by two reviews on this topic (Oma 2012;
Bogers et al. 2022), while emphasising issues of particular relevance for this research.
Following the structure of Oma (Ibid.), the subchapter is divided into sections about
influential perspectives, that are categorised as systemic and domestic conditions. The
systemic explanations conceptualise states as reactive actors which have to respond
to external challenges that arise from the international system, reflecting the rather
traditional view on state behaviour. The domestic dimension captures political, in-
stitutional or economic conditions within states to explain why countries contribute
differently to burden sharing. Domestic explanations partly emerged as a response to
the limitations of systemic approaches and are therefore outlined subsequently. To nar-
row down to which specific part of burden-sharing literature this work is contributing
to, the most relevant work of this specific body of literature is examined.

Then, the structured review by Bogers et al. (2022) is considered, that outlines to-
wards which different directions burden-sharing literature developed. Particular atten-
tion is given to the more specific body of literature that focuses on the determinants of
burden-sharing behaviour and to which this research contributes. For this, the roughly

chronological order of the mentioned review is followed. The subchapter closes with a
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short overview of the dominating methods used within burden-sharing literature.

2.1.1 Systemic Dimension

The starting point of the burden-sharing literature is the publication by Olson & Zeck-
hauser (1966). The initial objective of their research was to explain why the USA
bears the greatest burden within NATO, while smaller states contribute considerably
less, taking the relative numbers into account (Ibid., p. 1). The formative approach
they chose was to look at the issue through the lens of public goods theory (Ibid., p.
3). NATO'’s objective of providing security is conceptualised as a pure public good,
meaning that security is both non-rivalrous and non-excludable (Ibid.). Based on these
characteristics, the free-riding problem emerges, which the authors use to explain the
disproportionate distribution of burdens (Ibid., p. 31). Although this model lost some
of its explanatory power for developments in later decades (Kwon 1998, p. 37), its core
assumptions and rationalist logic endured and were further developed (Zyla 2016, p.
9; Bogers et al. 2022, p. 538).

The most notable extension of this initial approach is the application of the joint
products model by Sandler (1977) and his subsequent works (e.g. Sandler & Forbes
1980; Cornes & Sandler 1984; Cornes & Sandler 1996). As an alternative model, it
challenges the approach outlined by Olson and Zeckhauser (1966) by arguing that secu-
rity is not exclusively a public good, but can generate both public and private benefits
(Sandler & Forbes 1980, p. 426). Using rank correlations, Sandler and Forbes (Ibid.,
p. 437) compare the two collective action models and find that the joint products
model explains contribution patterns within NATO more effectively, especially in the
period from the late 60s onward (Ibid., p. 441). Although the two models concep-
tualise security differently, both have persisted and continue to be applied by recent
literature (e.g. Auerswald 2004; Haesebrouck 2024; Massie & Tallova 2025b). The
public goods model remains relevant due to its ability to explain persistent free-riding
problems, while the joint products model explains the variation in the extent of states’
contributions better. Furthermore, it is important to notice that within the literature
of burden sharing, the joint products model’s logic is applied in connection with the
later developed balance-of-threat argument by Walt (1987).

The third and final systemic variable (Oma 2012, p. 565) is derived from Glenn
Snyder’s model of alliance dependence (1984). He developed a theoretical model which
assumes that the more a state depends on a military alliance, the more it supports this
alliance to show its commitment. While Snyder himself did not execute an analysis
contributing to burden-sharing literature, other researchers used his theory. Most
notably, Bennett et al. (1994) adopted the approach and found in their case study

strong findings that Germany and Japan supported Operation Desert Storm mainly
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due to their dependent relationship to the USA (Ibid., p. 44). Further positive findings
in specific contexts (e.g., Ringsmose 2009, p. 91) reinforced the relevance of alliance
dependence theory (Oma 2012, p. 565), leading to its continued use in recent studies
(e.g., van den Boom & Truchlewski 2026, p. 4).

Outgoing from these original theoretical assumptions arguing for the importance of
the international dimension, literature on burden sharing developed in several direc-
tions. Bogers et al. (2022, p. 534) differentiate between three paradigms: research on
the distribution of defense burdens, research on the determinants for burden-sharing
behaviour, and research that aggregates the individual contributions of member states.
As this research clearly contributes to the paradigm examining the determinants of
behaviour, a review of important work in this area is provided. At the same time, the

emerging importance of domestic factors is outlined.

2.1.2 Domestic Dimension

The work of Kupchan (1988) is considered as the starting point of the paradigm fo-
cussing on determinants of behaviour (Bogers et al. 2022, p. 540). The case study
analyses the engagement of NATO in the Persian Gulf from 1979 onward and for-
mulates hypotheses that are based on the rationalist model of Olson & Zeckhauser
(1966). In addition, beyond setting the groundwork for research on the determinants
of state behaviour, this study is of particular interest as one of the first ones to consider
domestic factors as influential (Bennett et al. 1994; p. 45; Kupchan 1988, p. 326).
Until then, literature on burden-sharing neglected the potential impact of internal de-
velopments and depicted states as primarily shaped by the international system. In
this initial approach, public support is considered as the first condition representing
a domestic issue (Ibid.) He argues that governments in democratic societies have the
incentive to align with public opinion to gain electoral advantages (Ibid.). Accordingly,
it is suggested that states contribute to an alliance, if this contribution is backed by
the public. On the other hand, a constraint for sharing a burden exists when a lack of
public support is given (Ibid.).

Since this conceptualisation of the domestic dimension is rather limited, focussing
only on one factor, several approaches have attempted to build on this initial impulse
(Bogers et al. 2022, p. 540). Ultimately, it is the framework developed by Bennett et al.
(1994) that prevailed (Bogers et al. 2022, p. 540). In this framework, the authors make
the differentiation between externally and internally driven hypotheses, which reflect
the distinction between systemic and domestic variables used in this study. While
the externally driven ones consist of common approaches, namely collective action,
balance-of-threat, and alliance dependence, they formulated two hypotheses capturing

internal processes.
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For the first one, they depict a more complex interplay between the state and the
domestic society. They argue that political leaders are usually more aware of strategic
threats and responsive to alliance pressure, leading to the assumption that a govern-
ment is rather in favor of contributing to an alliance than society (Bennett et al. 1994,
p. 45-46. In how far political leaders have to consider, public opinion is expected to
depend on a state’s executive autonomy. If this is high, governments can overcome do-
mestic opposition more easily, while low autonomy leads to the public being a stronger
constraint (Ibid.). The second hypothesis, referred to as the bureaucratic politics hy-
pothesis, argues that a state’s level of support depends on its bureaucratic structure and
the organisation of decision-making processes. This is based on the assumption that
preferences of different groups are shaped by their institutional positions. A strong role
of the opposition representing the voters’ dislike of contributions may lead to greater
resistance regarding contributions, while a fundamental position of military officials
encourages engagement due to their incentive to promote the field they are working in
(Ibid., p. 47-48).

It is important to highlight that the main contribution of this research is not neces-
sarily the formulation of enduring hypotheses, as in the case of the systemic dimension,
but rather the illustration that domestic factors can influence burden-sharing behaviour
in multiple and often complex ways. Due to this broader understanding, which is not
based on specific hypotheses, the terms domestic dimension and internal processes are
used throughout the following sections to capture the wider range of domestic influ-
ences.

The review of burden sharing literature by Oma (2012) identifies the key contribu-
tion of the publication by Bennett et al. (1994) as the introduction of an integrative
framework, the first theory-based approach that considered both domestic and inter-
national factors jointly in a meaningful framework (Oma 2012, p. 568). With this
consideration, different ideas from competing schools of thoughts were brought to-
gether (Ibid.). Over the past two decades, these integrative approaches represent the
majority of applied models within burden-sharing literature (Bogers et al. 2022, p.
540).

This development has also opened the discussion on how the relationship between
systemic and domestic factors is theorised, with a variety of perspectives emerging. A
commonly applied approach conceptualises domestic factors as constraints on burden-
sharing behaviour (Kupchan 1988, p. 326; Haesebrouck 2025, p. 10). Accordingly,
internal processes are understood as factors limiting rather than driving states’ con-
tribution behaviour. Another frequently used conceptualisation treats domestic and
systemic variables as equally relevant explanatory conditions. Therefore, a clear dif-
ferentiation between the two dimensions is often not made (Auerswald 2004, p. 643;

Massie & Zyla 2018). Other, less prominent approaches define internal conditions as
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intervening variables in a neoclassical framework (Davidson 2011, p. 8) or embed them
within the broader conception of a two-level game (Thies 2003, p. 162).

Looking in more detail at insights from previous research on domestic factors, several
remarks can be made. First, in comparison to systemic variables, there are only a
few agreed hypotheses about the impact of internal conditions on a state’s support
behaviour (Oma 2012, p. 565). As a result, there is a greater variation in how the
domestic dimension is conceptualised and operationalised, especially compared to the
relatively uniform treatment of systemic variables (Oma 2012, p. 565). The practice
of incorporating multiple variables to operationalise the domestic dimension, as well
as theorising their interrelationships, continues to be widely applied in burden-sharing
research (e.g. Haesebrouck 2024, p. 10-11; van den Boom & Truchlewski 2026, p. 4-6).

Secondly, existing research provides meaningful insights into what these two types
of factors can explain. Oma (2012, p. 565) summarises that systemic factors are
more likely to explain whether a country participates in an alliance in the first place,
whereas domestic factors are better suited to explaining the extent and form of a state’s
contribution. The importance of the work by Bennett et al. (1994) in this regard is
highlighted by Oma (2012, p. 568). Analysing the contributions of major supporters
to Operation Desert Storm, their findings show that the behaviour of several is best
explained by domestic factors, in particular by the bureaucratic politics hypothesis
(Ibid.; Bennett et al. 1994, p. 73). In the case of Japan, for example, they conclude
that the weak institutional position of the Japanese Self-Defence Agency (Ibid., p.
65) and the strong influence of the political on foreign policy can explain Japan’s few
contributions. The outlined aspect suggesting that domestic factors are particularly
suitable for explaining different levels of contribution is of great relevance, since this

research is aiming to explain this diverging contribution in the case of Ukraine.

2.1.3 Review of Methods

The literature reviews by Oma (2012) and Bogers et al. (2022) do not provide an
overview of the methodological approaches typically applied in burden-sharing research.
Since the latter review offers a clear list of studies on the determinants of burden-
sharing behaviour, the methods of the publications mentioned there were examined.
The overall picture shows that a considerable variety of methods are applied, from
which the most dominant approaches will be outlined briefly. Through this, it can be
understood how the outlined findings were generated, and an indication is given which
approaches are most suitable.

The most common approach is the comparative case study, which is applied in sev-
eral ways. Most frequently, the largest contributors to a specific operation are analysed
(e.g. Bennett et al. 1994; Saideman & Auerswald 2012). In addition, most-different
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and most-similar systems designs are used to analyse countries’ general contributions to
NATO (e.g. Dicket et al. 2013; Petersson & Taxi 2013). More recently, the use of Qual-
itative Comparative Analysis (QCA) has gained importance, as it allows us to analyse
how combinations of different factors explain outcomes more effectively than consid-
ering them separately (Schneider & Wagemann 2012, p. 10). Examples can be found
both within the burden-sharing literature on NATO (e.g. Haesebrouck 2016a; Haese-
brouck 2016b) and the Ukrainian war (Haesebrouck 2024; Massie & Tallova 2025b).
These approaches are of central relevance, as they align closely with the objectives of
this research.

Furthermore, quantitative methods play an important role in identifying decisive
variables. However, due to data limitations, small-n or medium-n studies dominate,
while only a limited number of studies attempt large-n analysis (e.g. Duffield 1992;
Tago 2007). In research on support behaviour towards Ukraine, quantitative methods
are frequently applied (Massie & Tallova 2025a; van den Boom & Truchlewski 2026).
Although the available data includes only a limited number of cases, regression-based
approaches are executed because of the high quality of the data, while recognising
the methodological limitations associated with such medium-n settings. A somewhat
different objective is pursued by single-case studies, which also examine determinants
but focus more on understanding individual cases rather than identifying general causal
relationships (e.g. Maskalitinaité 2014; Massie 2016; Massie & Zyla 2018). Overall, the
literature shows that a range of methodological approaches has been used to analyse the
determinants of burden-sharing, often addressing different research objectives. Given
the objectives of this research and the available data, insights from comparative case
studies and QCA are of particular relevance.

This part of the literature review is closed by an interesting remark by the literature
review of Bogers et al. (2022). They highlight that parts of burden-sharing literature
are connected through the focus on specific operations or countries (Ibid, p. 541).
For example, great attention is given to the International Security Assistance Force
operating in Afghanistan between 2001 and 2014 and Operation Unified Protector,
which engaged in the context of the Libyan civil war in 2011 (Ibid.). A comparable body
of literature seems to emerge around the Russian war against Ukraine and the support
of third countries for Ukraine. Specific literature that examined the determinants of

this support is presented in the following subchapter.
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2.2 Literature on Burden Sharing in regard to the
Ukraine War

Now, the emerging literature specifically examining the determinants of support be-
haviour towards Ukraine is being reviewed. Four publications have been detected that
analyse the burden-sharing behaviour in this context (Haesebrouck 2024; Massie &
Tallova 2025a; Massie & Tallova 2025b; van den Boom & Truchlewski 2026). First,
it is outlined how far these publications follow the commonly applied theoretical as-
sumptions from the outlined tradition of burden-sharing literature. Further attention
is then given to the applied research designs and produced results, particularly against
the background of diverging findings and possible methodological limitations. The
subchapter concludes with identifying the research gap this study seeks to address and

formulating the research question.

2.2.1 Review of Theoretical Frameworks

Beginning with the theoretical choices, all four studies follow a broadly similar logic.
They all adopt the rationalist logic rooted from the burden-sharing literature on NATO.
In line with this, all studies employ an integrative framework combining several factors.
However, differences emerge regarding the specific variables used to operationalise the
two dimensions. Beginning with the systemic variables, some studies include all three
of the commonly outlined variables (Massie & Tallova 2025a, p. 18-23; van den Boom
& Truchlewski 2026, p. 4-6), while Haesebrouck (2024, p. 5-10) only considers the two
collective-action models. As noted above, the conceptualisation of the domestic context
is generally less uniform (Oma 2012, p. 565), which is reflected in a greater variety of
chosen variables. Nevertheless, within this specific body of literature, variation remains
relatively limited. All four studies suggest that a government’s foreign policies are
influenced by public opinion. This is based on the assumption that democratic regimes
contain the characteristics that governments are responsive to the public. Moreover,
the importance of government ideology is highlighted by all the mentioned studies.
It is argued that foreign actions, in particular those connected to military matters,
are shaped by ideological beliefs. Executive autonomy is also widely included as a
relevant factor, following the above outlined argument by Bennett et al. (1994, p.
45). Haesebrouck (2024, p. 10), however, replaces executive autonomy with budgetary
constraints as an alternative domestic factor, arguing that limited fiscal space reduces
states’ capacity for external expenditures.

As an additional remark, it has to be outlined that the studies differ in how the rela-
tionship between systemic and domestic factors is conceptualised. While Haesebrouck

(2024, p. 10) treats domestic variables primarily as constraints, van den Boom and
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Truchlewski (2026, p. 2) explicitly challenge this view and emphasise the independent
importance of domestic factors. Massie and Tallova (2025a; 2025b), by contrast, do not
differentiate between the two levels and treat all variables as analytically equivalent.
This last approach is also applied by this research and is therefore outlined in detail in

the research design chapter.

2.2.2 Review of Results

Turning to the results, a clearer picture emerges regarding the strengths and limitations
of these approaches. Haesebrouck (2024) identifies two pathways explaining military
support for Ukraine. One is the combined effect of military investment and public
support, the other one geographic proximity (Ibid., p. 20). These findings are partially
supported by Massie & Tallova (2025b), who identify four pathways leading to support
in their QCA, each consisting of multiple variables. Within these, geographic proximity
appears in all pathways, while public support and government ideology are present in
three of them (Ibid., p. 281). Overall, these results indicate that the outcome can be
explained relatively well by the joint effect of multiple variables, except for geographic
proximity in Haesebrouck (2024, p. 20). This suggests that approaches focusing on
configurations of variables could be suitable for analysing the determinants of support
for Ukraine.

Looking at the regression models, van den Boom & Truchlewski (2026) emphasise
that domestic factors possess substantially greater explanatory power than systemic
factors. They find statistically significant effects for all domestic variables included
in their model, namely public opinion, executive autonomy, and government ideology
(Ibid., p. 12). Two observations are particularly noteworthy. First, the effect of public
opinion is relatively strong, aligning with the findings discussed above. Second, the
effect of executive autonomy is reversed compared to theoretical expectations. A lower
autonomy is associated with higher levels of support (Ibid.), although Massie & Tallovéa
(2025a, p. 27-29) find opposite results in their research. The authors suggest that the
results may be explained by stronger parliamentary involvement increasing the political
legitimacy of support (van den Boom & Truchlewski 2026, p. 12). While they also find
a significant effect on geographic proximity, no significant results emerge for variables
capturing public goods or alliance dependence (Ibid., p. 11). Based on these findings,
a clear research gap could be identified, that is presented in the following along with

the formulation of the research question.

2.2.3 Research Gap and Research Question

Although the outlined results are comparatively strong, the data on military assistance

to Ukraine showed that the distribution of support among the EU member states
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changes considerably over time (Trebesch & Nishikawa 2026, p. 6). For example,
support from Eastern European countries declined, while Northern European countries
increased their contributions (Ibid.). This problem is tried to be addressed by Massie &
Tavola (2025a), who divide the examination period into two phases. While their applied
model explains the support for Ukraine in the first examination period relatively well,
the there identified conditions lose their explanatory power for the second term (Ibid., p.
28-29). This is an indication that the existing research may explain support behaviour
well in the early period of the war, but can not account for developments over time.
The authors of the Ukraine Support Tracker, which provide the data for the support
in Ukraine, highlight in their most recent publication the great changes in regard to
support for Ukraine, comparing 2025 with the average from 2022 to 2024 (Trebesch &
Nishikawa 2026, p. 8). This is of particular relevance, since the outlined research does
not cover the data from 2025. Further changes could be caused by the opt-out of the
USA, which decided to stop the military support for Ukraine in 2025 and therefore put
other supporters, mainly in Europe, under pressure (Ibid., p. 4).

Based on this, the research gap can be defined as the lack of knowledge about
whether the determinants for military support for Ukraine have changed over time.
Both the observable variation in support patterns (Ibid., p. 6) and the weaker results
reported by Massie & Tallovd (2025a, p. 28-29) for the second time period of their
model point towards the need for further research on this issue. Accordingly, the

research questions are formulated as follows:

What determinants explain the variation in military support for Ukraine by EU

Member States over time?

The identified gap is addressed by using a research design considering more explicitly
the temporal dimension and more recent data until the end of 2025. Building on these
considerations, the following section outlines the theoretical framework developed to

address this research question.
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3 Theoretical Framework

This chapter provides the theoretical framework for this research. First, the integra-
tive model is explained, whose core element is the combination of different theoretical
assumptions in a meaningful way. Aligning with the insights from the literature re-
view, it is outlined how the different systemic and domestic variables interact against
the background of the underlying rationalist theoretical assumptions. Then, the first
hypotheses are outlined on the basis of theoretical arguments that each suggest an
impact of a certain variable on the military support for Ukraine. Finally, the model of
state behaviour in crisis situations by Brecher (1979) is outlined. Based on this theory,
another set of hypotheses is formulated that formulate expectations of how the role of

the formulated variables will evolve over time.

3.1 Integrative Model

In line with the majority of burden-sharing literature (Zyla 2016, p. 6), this study fol-
lows a rationalist approach. States are therefore conceptualised as utility-maximising
actors that make foreign policy decisions weighing up costs and benefits (Ibid.). Burden
sharing is operationalised as an outcome that is analysed against the background of
deductive logic (Ibid.) and through an understanding of states as power and interest-
seeking actors (Ibid., p. 7). Building on this approach, the analysis adopts an inte-
grative model that incorporates several theoretical arguments in one framework. Since
these arguments emerge from different bodies of literature, limited differences exist
regarding the reasoning. However, the theories are widely applied within the rational-
ist school of thought in burden-sharing literature, ensuring that the key character of
the theoretical structure is consistent. While this integrative approach of combining
both dimensions represents the currently commonly used approach in the literature
(Boogers et al 2022, p. 540), certain differences exist when it comes to the specific
implementation. In this regard, this study follows the approach of Massie & Tallova
(2025b, p. 269-270), which is outlined in the following.

Burden-sharing behaviour is conceptualised as the result of an interplay of multiple
variables. This multicausal characteristic suggests that the level of military support for
Ukraine may result from different combinations of factors rather than a single cause,
although both options are seen as possible. Within this concept, no strict distinction
between systemic and domestic variables is made. Instead, both levels are treated as

equivalent (Ibid.). This is of particular relevance since the great majority of literature
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differentiates clearly between the domestic and systemic dimensions, subordinating the
role of domestic factors and restricting interactions between variables (van den Boom
& Truchlewski 2026, p. 2).

The chosen approach for this research enables variables from different dimensions
to influence the outcome in multiple ways. More particularly, it stresses equifinality,
meaning that an outcome can be achieved through different conditions and several
pathways. Moreover, all variables are understood as potential contributors to the
outcome that can function as capacities, incentives or constraints depending on the
context (Massie & Tallova 2025b, p. 269). These roles are not fixed and may vary
across cases and over time. Massie & Tallova (Ibid, p. 270) acknowledge that certain
factors may exert stronger effects than others, but a theoretical manifestation is not
done based on the high context-dependence.

This integrative approach represents a theoretical framework setting fewer restric-
tions on the interplay of variables. It is particularly suited to capture the dynamic and
complex nature of support for Ukraine, as it enables the analysis of EU member states’
behaviour across different conditions while respecting the importance of contextual
variation. This approach allows an analytical perspective which can be particularly
fruitful when it comes to examining the variation of burden-sharing across time. Based

on this framework, the hypotheses are created, which are outlined in the following.

3.2 Hypotheses

3.2.1 Collective Action

As outlined above, collective action theory was the first applied framework explaining
variation of states’ contribution within an alliance. It builds on the logic of collective
action by Monsur Olson (1965), which was later applied to examine states’ support be-
haviour within NATO (Olson & Zeckhauser 1966). Within this framework, security is
conceptualised as a public good, meaning that it is a non-rivalrous and non-excludable
good (Ibid. p. 3). This implies that the benefit of security cannot be withheld from
a member, regardless of their level of contribution, and that the consumption of the
benefit of security by one member does not reduce the benefit for another (Ibid., p.
31). This logic creates incentives for free-riding, as states, more likely those with fewer
capabilities, can benefit from the provision of security without contributing propor-
tionally.

Larger or more powerful states, on the other hand, have a greater incentive for secu-
rity (Hartley & Sandler 1999, p. 667). They cannot rely on smaller states” contribution
and therefore face stronger incentives to ensure the provision of the good (George &

Sandler 2022, p. 789). Other authors argue that the ambitions of greater powers are
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higher (Thies 2003, p. 72), and that they fear greater reputational costs (van den Boom
& Truchlewski 2026, p. 4), leading them to take initiative in ensuring security. Smaller
states being aware of this dynamic do not contribute since they realise that their con-
tributions do not matter that much, and they can not be excluded from benefiting
from security (George & Sandler 2022, p. 789). This behaviour is also referred to as
the exploitation hypothesis (Haesebrouck 2024, p. 6). In line with this argumentation,
the hypothesis is:

H1.1: The greater a state’s capabilities, the higher its level of support for Ukraine

3.2.2 Balance of Threat

Stephen Walt’s work The Origins of Alliances (1987) provides a meaningful contri-
bution to the question of why alliances form. His central argument is that states
ally in order to balance a threat they encounter (Ibid., p. 5). According to Walt,
the perception of threat is constructed by four factors: aggregate power, geographic
proximity, offensive power and aggressive intentions (Ibid., p. 22-26). Although Walt
acknowledges that states can, in the light of threat, also bandwagon with the threat-
ening power, he argues that it is more likely that states search for allies preventing the
subordination to the threat (Ibid., p. 5).

Following this logic, it is expected that the countries most exposed to a threat con-
tribute the most to the alliance. This argument has already been used by several case
studies (e.g. Bennet et al. 1994; Haesebrouck 2017). For the case of this research,
this means that the greater the perceived threat by Russia is, the greater a country
supports Ukraine. In operationalising Walt’s concept of threat, it is necessary to clarify
which of the four factors are most relevant. In this study, it is assumed that aggre-
gate power, offensive capabilities, and aggressive intentions affect EU member states
relatively uniformly and therefore do not provide meaningful variation for the research
objective. Geographic proximity, on the other hand, differs substantially across EU
member states and is therefore used as the main operationalisation of threat. This
approach was also chosen by other studies on this topic (Haesebrouck 2024, Massie
& Tavola 2025). Furthermore, the use of geographic proximity as a determinant is
not only plausible from a theoretical viewpoint, but also supported by the mentioned
studies on the support for Ukraine, which found significant results for the impact of
geographic proximity (Ibid.).

This argument can further be strengthened by considering that states perceiving
a greater threat, have an increased fear of abandonment (Snyder 1984, p. 466) and
therefore contribute stronger to the alliance in order to demonstrate their value (e.g.
Oma & Petersson 2019, p. 121). This reasoning is consistent with the logic of the

joint products model, a concept of collective action. According to this model, the
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provision of security generates both public and private benefits (Cornes & Sandler
1996), an approach that is especially important in the context of burden-sharing within
the NATO frequently applied (e.g. George & Sandler 2022).

H1.2: The closer a state is located to Russia, the higher its level of support for

Ukraine

3.2.3 Public Opinion

The impact of public opinion on policymaking itself is a huge body of literature. Its
majority shows that public opinion takes influence across policy fields (Burstein 2003,
p. 33). Furthermore, a remarkable share of this literature illustrates that public opinion
plays an important role in a state’s foreign policymaking (Ibid.). Although the specific
role of public opinion towards foreign policies is complete, both within the broader body
of literature (Baum & Potter 2008) and the one focussing on burden sharing (Kreps
2010, p. 191; Auerswald & Saideman 2014, p. 21), they agree on the theoretical
assumption that democratic regimes are responsive to their population (Haesebrouck
2019, p. 754). Governments of the democratic system depend on public support to
remain in office and are therefore in favour of aligning foreign policies with public
preferences (Ibid.). The execution of foreign policies against the will of the population

is therefore expected to be less likely (Ibid.). Accordingly, the hypothesis states:

H1.3: The greater the public support for supporting Ukraine, the higher a state’s level
of support for Ukraine

3.2.4 Strategic Preferences

As outlined in the balance-of-threat argument, states are conceptualised as entities that
generally pursue the objective of national security. However, multiple strategies exist
on how to ensure security. In practice, examinations of national security strategies
show that the understanding of pursuing state security has changed over time. While
security strategies traditionally focussed on military and diplomatic means, a broader
variety of approaches have been applied recently (Caudle 2009, p. 2). Within burden-
sharing literature, this strategic variation among allies is most often explained using
the theory of strategic culture (Oma 2012, p. 567).

Strategic culture approaches argue that states develop deeply rooted understandings
in regard to the use of military and non-military instruments for pursuing security ob-
jectives. Historical experiences, institutional traditions and collective beliefs shape how
political actors perceive security challenges and which responses are seen as legitimate
and effective. Consequently, states differ systematically regarding their approaches to

ensure security (Katzenstein 1996, p. 2-4). Burden-sharing literature mainly adopted
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this theory to explain states’ preferences to use military or non-military means in the
context of defence and security issues (e.g. Rasmussen 2005, p. 67; Noetzel & Schreer
2008, p. 219).

This approach is also adopted by this research, linking states’ preferences for the
use of military means for ensuring security to the military support for Ukraine. States,
in which military approaches are embedded in the strategic culture, are more likely
to support Ukraine, while states with a low focus on military means in their strategic
considerations, are expected to support Ukraine less. Accordingly, the hypothesis

states:

H1.4: The stronger a country’s preference for military approaches to security, the

higher its level of military support for Ukraine

3.2.5 Budgetary Situation

Budget conditions represent a domestic factor impacting a state’s ability to engage in
different policy sectors. Therefore, a state’s budget situation is generally expected to
have an impact on spending in the defence and security sector (Haesebrouck 2019, p.
13). This assumption is backed by existing research that indicates that the economic
situation influences the defence spending of a country. While economic declines can
constrain military expenditure (Christie 2019, p. 82), improving economic conditions
can lead to an increased investment in defence (Béraud-Sudreau & Giegerich 2018,
p. 53). However, much of this research is executed in the context of NATO burden
sharing (Becker 2019, p. 697), where spending decisions are made under relatively
stable conditions.

In contrast, the outbreak of the war in Ukraine generated an immediate demand for
military, financial, and humanitarian assistance. Meanwhile, many European states
have decided to increase the investments in their national military (Stockholm Inter-
national Peace Research Institute 2026). Furthermore, rising energy costs, the high oil
and gas dependence of some states and the challenges that emerged from accommo-
dating refugees, stressed the European states and their budgets further (Markuts &
Roberto 2025, p. 195-198). From a theoretical perspective, these aspects suggest that
a state’s budgetary situation impacts its capacity of providing support for Ukraine.
States with more fiscal flexibility are more able to encounter these challenges, while
states facing stronger budgetary constraints are more limited in their support. In line

with this, the hypothesis states:

H1.5: The greater a state’s fiscal flexibility, the higher its level of support for Ukraine
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3.3 States’ Behaviour in Crisis Situations

The following section introduces the temporal dimension of this research from a theo-
retical viewpoint building on literature on crisis response. It is designed to formulate
theoretical expectations regarding how the EU member states’ behaviour has changed
over time. Therefore, literature on state behaviour during an acute crisis, such as the
Russian invasion of Ukraine, is considered. In particular, it is outlined how crisis sit-
uations affect states’ decision-making processes and thereby influence the relevance of
specific determinants of support for Ukraine. It is argued that the mechanisms acti-
vated by the urgent need for crisis response lose explanatory power over time as the
situation normalises and the conflict shifts from an immediate emergency to an on-
going security challenge. As a consequence, long-term strategic planning and rational
considerations regain importance, changing which factors are most decisive for states’
support behaviour. This allows the formulation of expectations on how the relevance
of the outlined conditions develops over the course of the Ukraine war.

For this theoretical outline, the relevant work on states’ behaviour in crisis situa-
tions by Michael Brecher (1979) is considered. His extensive work on the topic, which
is also reflected in the monograph with Wilkenfeld (1997) used in this research, is re-
garded as one of the central theoretical conceptualisations within crisis research. The
core component of this work is the illustration of states’ behaviour and the underlying
mechanisms in different phases of a crisis. It demonstrates from a theoretical view-
point, which behavioural patterns states are expected to follow during the emergence,
peak or decline of a crisis (Ibid., p.31). This approach is particularly relevant for this
research, as it allows the assumption that states behave differently as a crisis evolves
and that the determinants of their behaviour may change over time. Moreover, Brecher
(1979) himself applied his theoretical considerations to analyse how states’ behavioural
patterns changed during both the outbreak of a crisis and the following decline. This
exemplifies further why the application of this theoretical framework for formulating
expectations regarding the temporal relevance of the outlined conditions is reasonable.
For this, both the Unified Model of Crisis by Brecher and Wilkenfield (Ibid., p. 31)
and the fundamental work by Brecher (1979) are considered.

According to Brecher and Wilkenfield (1997), a crisis situation exists when an acute
threat to basic values, a high probability of war and time pressure for taking a de-
cision is given (Ibid, p. 31). These conditions are expected to produce a maximum
level of stress for decision makers, leading to several changes in their behavioural pat-
terns (Ibid.). The overall structure of decision-making is expected to become more
centralised (Brecher 1979, p. 476), while the decision group is getting smaller (Ibid.).
The evaluation of information and the resulting policy responses move higher within

the hierarchy, leading to an increased involvement of senior decision makers (Brecher
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& Wilkenfield 1997, p. 36). On the international level, actors that are more strongly
affected by the crisis may increasingly seek support from greater powers (Ibid., p. 37).
Regarding the decisions themselves, it is assumed that choices are primarily shaped by
present circumstances, while long-term considerations lose importance (Ibid.). At the
peak of a crisis, decisions are more likely to be based on affective reasoning, whereas
a decline in stress leads to more rational and analytical decision-making processes
(Brecher 1979, p. 469). This also explains why policy choices in the context of crises
are more likely to be novel (Brecher & Wilkenfield 1997, p. 37).

To formulate hypotheses regarding how the explanatory relevance of the conditions
change over time, the outlined model is linked to the division of the examination
period into two phases. As the level of stress faced by a government represents the
fundamental driver of behavioural change, theoretical arguments regarding this aspect
are formulated for the two observed time periods. For the first phase, reaching from
the outbreak of the war in Ukraine until the end of 2023, a high stress level among the
EU member states is assumed. This assumption is based on the argument that the
three outlined defining indicators of crisis, namely perceived threat, probability of war
and time pressure, were particularly pronounced during the early phase of the conflict.
The second phase is conceptualised as a period in which the stress level is expected to
decline, as these indicators gradually weakened over the course of the war. Based on
this logic, expectations regarding the temporal relevance of the outlined conditions are
formulated.

The collective action argument is expected to have greater explanatory power in the
later period, assuming that stronger affected and less capable states do not rely on the
capabilities of greater states in the light of crisis considerations. This phenomenon of
free-riding represents a strategic consideration that is not expected to emerge during
the peak of the crisis, when decision-making is dominated by immediate reactions and
high stress levels. Instead, it is expected to become more relevant in the later phase of
the conflict, when the situation gradually normalises and smaller states can increasingly
rely on the efforts of more capable states. Accordingly, the importance of the collective
action argument is expected to be of less relevance in the early period and of greater

importance in the later phase. Therefore, the hypothesis states:

H2.1: Economic size has greater explanatory power for military support to Ukraine

during the later phase of the war than during the early phase.

The opposite development is assumed for the balance of threat argument. Due to
the continuation of the conflict over several years, the threat perceived by the states
is expected to decline as the situation gradually normalises. Revisiting the defining
criteria for crises, both the risk of being drawn into a war as well as the urgent need

for rapid response are expected to weaken over time. Consequently, the importance of
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the threat perception is expected to be high for the first examination period, and less

relevant for the later time. Accordingly, the hypothesis states:

H2.2: Geographic proximity has greater explanatory power for military support to

Ukraine during the early phase of the war than during the later phase.

Public support, on the other hand, is expected to gain explanatory power over time.
Due to the centralisation of decision-making and the stronger hierarchical organisation
during periods of high stress, it is less likely that public opinion is considered as a
decisive reference point. The argument that public opinion regains importance at a
later stage can be justified in several ways. Since governments are expected to act more
rationally as stress levels decline, strategic considerations in regard to satisfy domestic
demands are likely to increase. Furthermore, it can be argued, that public support for
government action is generally higher at the outbreak of a crisis than after the crisis
has become a prolonged situation. This represents a further dynamic, governments

might be responsive to. Therefore, the hypothesis states:

H2.3: Public support has greater explanatory power for military support to Ukraine

during the later phase of the war than during the early phase.

The importance of strategic preferences is expected to evolve as follows. Building
on strategic culture, this theoretical argument represents a highly path-dependent con-
ceptualisation of states’ behaviour. As outlined above, established decision-making
processes are most likely to be disrupted during periods of high stress. Therefore, an
urgent crisis situation is expected to lead countries to take novel decisions rather than
relying on established procedures. Against this background, the relevance of a coun-
try’s strategic culture is expected to be lower during the early phase of the Ukraine war,
as the new and threatening situation might lead governments to question their normal
behaviour. By contrast, these established patterns are expected to regain importance
as stress levels decline, which is assumed to occur during the later examination period.

Therefore, the hypothesis states:

H2.j: A state’s strategic preference for pursuing security by using military or
non-military means has greater explanatory power during the later phase of the war

than during the early phase.

The expectation about the evolving role of the budgetary situation is relatively
straightforward. As outlined, states are conceptualised as focusing primarily on present
circumstances at the peak of a crisis, while long-term planning loses importance. Acting
primarily on immediate concerns in crisis situations and neglecting long-term planning
is expected to lead a state to place less emphasis on aspects like the budgetary sit-

uation that demand forward-looking planning. However, strategic considerations are
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expected to regain relevance as overall stress levels decline. Based on the changing
decision-making logic throughout the crisis, it is therefore assumed that budgetary
considerations are not considered as much in the early period as in the later one of the

Ukraine war. Accordingly, the hypothesis states:

H2.5: A state’s fiscal space has greater explanatory power for military support to

Ukraine during the later phase of the war than during the early phase.
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4 Research Design

This chapter illustrates the research designs through outlining the following aspects. At
the beginning, an overview is given about the chosen method QCA. In this subchapter,
the method is introduced through giving an overview of its main principles and steps,
and why it was chosen for this research. After that, the chapter’s structure follows
the different steps of QCA. After explaining the case selection, the second subchapter
focusses on the central steps of operationalisation and calibration. As in the theory
section, this part is further divided by the applied conditions. Following this, the steps
for the actual analysis, including the necessity and sufficiency tests, are outlined. The
chapter closes by giving an overview of the robustness checks that are executed to
further inspect the validity of the results and the following case studies.

Overall, the work by Schneider & Wagemann (2012), a fundamental book on the
use of QCA, is followed for this research. For the execution of the analysis itself, R (R
Core Team 2024) and the therefore designed package “QCA” and guidelines by Adrian
Dusa (2019) are used. The methodical guidelines of the additional case studies are
based on the work by Schneider and Rohlfing (2013; 2016). Furthermore, additional

literature is considered for specific issues.

4.1 Qualitative Comparative Analysis

QCA is a comparative research method developed by Charles Ragin (1987) that is po-
sitioned between qualitative and quantitative methods (Schneider & Wagemann 2012,
p. 10). Ragin originally developed the method to combine set theoretic logic of small-N
studies with statistical approaches of large-N analyses (Ibid., p. 9). While statistical
methods often focus on the independent effect of single variables, QCA follows a config-
urational logic and aims to explain an outcome as a result of complex causal patterns
(Ibid., p. 10). The method is therefore particularly suitable for analysing complex
social and political phenomena where multiple configurations of variables may lead to
the same outcome.

Incorporating qualitative elements, QCA builds on set theory and Boolean algebra
(Ibid., p. 8). Cases are analysed against the background of their membership in
theoretically defined sets. This membership in sets can either be conceptualised binary,
as depicted in crisp-set QCA, or in graduations, as in fuzzy-set QCA (fsQCA) (Ibid., p.
16). The latter is chosen for this research as it allows a more nuanced representation

of the conditions (Ibid.) respecting the continuous distribution of chosen variables.
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The statistical dimension of QCA accounting for causal complexity (Ibid., p. 9) is
characterised by three elements. The first one is configurational causation, meaning
that an outcome can be produced jointly through a combination of conditions (Ibid.,
p 78). Closely related is the concept of equifinality, referring to the possibility that
multiple configurations can lead to the same outcome (Ibid.). Furthermore, QCA
assumes causal asymmetry, meaning that configurations explaining the presence of
an outcome are not identical to those explaining its absence. Consequently, different
pathways are expected to explain an outcome and its absence (Ibid.).

These principles capturing causal complexity are interconnected with and derived
from the concept of necessity and sufficiency. The identification of necessary and
sufficient conditions represents the central objective of QCA (Ibid.). A condition is
considered necessary if the outcome can not occur without it (Ibid., p. 75), whereas
a condition or combination of conditions is described as sufficient when its presence
consistently leads to the outcome (Ibid., p. 65-66).

Explaining the methodological choice, QCA was selected to be applied as it aligns
with the theoretical expectations and objectives outlined by this research. The study
aims to explain variation in EU member states’ military support over time by examining
different conditions. As outlined in the theoretical chapter, these conditions share some
central characteristics and are expected to jointly shape the outcome. QCA addresses
these theoretical expectations through its configurational logic. Additionally, such
configurational reasoning is present both in International Relations (IR) in general
and within burden-sharing literature in specific. In the case of IR being a part of the
social sciences, causal pathways are depicted as rather complex and emerging from the
interaction of multiple conditions (Ide & Mello 2022, p. 4). Within burden-sharing
literature, equifinality is explicitly recognised and adapted (Oma 2012, p. 568), building
on the influential publication by Auerswald (2004), whose findings suggest that states’
burden-sharing behaviour in the case of the Kosovo War can be better explained by
combining theoretical perspectives rather than relying on a single framework (Ibid. p.
657).

Furthermore, the outlined concept of equifinality aligns with the presented theoret-
ical framework. In the former chapter, assuming the impact of five different conditions
on military support for Ukraine was theoretically justified. Consequently, it is sus-
pected that countries supporting Ukraine on a similar level might be motivated by
different conditions or combinations of conditions. For example, countries located ge-
ographically close to Russia may support Ukraine due to the high threat perception,
while Western European States provide a comparable amount of military assistance
based on the exceptionally high support of the public or their economic capabilities.
QCA allows us to capture these multiple pathways on the basis of equifinality.

Finally, QCA is particularly suitable for medium-N research designs like this re-
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search. The combination of qualitative and quantitative elements is reasonable for this
approach for the following reasons. The set-theoretic approach is suitable in this con-
text, since the European Union represents a highly heterogeneous area considering the
conditions examined in this research. fsQCA captures this variety in specific through
keeping sensitivity towards the individual cases and their nuanced differences. At the
same time, the statistical characteristics of the method allow us to produce results
with higher external validity, an aspect which is important in the context of burden-
sharing literature, as it represents a cohesive body of literature aiming at the creation
of generalisable models to explain states’ behaviour within alliances.

Additionally, the number of cases considered by this research, namely the 27 EU
member states, speaks for the use of QCA from a methodical viewpoint. QCA is
typically applied for research considering ten to 50 cases, since a greater number of
cases makes it more difficult to understand the detailed context of individual cases,
while smaller selections do not allow meaningful comparison (Ide & Mello 2022, p. 9).
This is further supported by meta studies reviewing research using QCA showing that
most studies from social sciences cover twenty to thirty cases (Mello 2021, p. 41). Given
that this study examines the 27 cases, QCA represents an appropriate methodological
choice.

The central steps of a fSQCA follow a structured procedure and are outlined briefly
in this paragraph before being presented in detail throughout the chapter. The identifi-
cation of the research gap, the formulation of the research question and the theoretical
framework represent the preliminary work before applying QCA itself. In this process,
the cases and conditions are selected through the formulation of theoretical assump-
tions (Schneider & Wagemann 2012, p. 276-277). While initial reasons for the selection
of EU member states were already presented in the introduction and literature review,
a more detailed explanation is given further down. The selection of explanatory con-
ditions was outlined extensively in the theoretical framework chapter. Then, the next
step is the crucial process of operationalising and calibrating the data (Ibid., p. 277-
278). The calibration is central, as it determines the degree of set membership for each
case and its variables on which basis the analysis is executed. Based on the calibrated
data, results are produced in several steps. First, the necessary tests uncover whether
the outcome or non-outcome can not occur without specific conditions (Ibid., p. 278).
Then, moving to the sufficiency analysis, a truth table is constructed depicting all
possible combinations including the observed cases and the logical remainders, mean-
ing the combinations without a matching empirical observation (Ibid., p. 278-279).
Based on this table, the minimisation is executed, simplifying complex combinations
of conditions into a more parsimonious configuration, explaining the outcome (Ibid., p.
9; p. 279). The identified pathways reflect the sufficient conditions and combination

of conditions and are primarily evaluated through consistency and coverage measures
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(Ibid.). Finally, robustness checks, testing models based on alternative decisions, ex-
amine whether the identified findings remain stable (Ibid., p. 285). In addition, brief
case studies for the main solution terms are executed to gain further insights about the

mechanism leading to support or non-support (Schneider & Rohlfing 2016, p. 527).

4.2 Case Selection

At the beginning, the various reasons justifying the selection of EU member states
as cases are presented. Firstly, this research contributes to burden-sharing literature,
which typically examines contributions within the context of institutions and formalised
groups. Although foreign policy remains largely intergovernmental within the EU,
it provides an important framework for coordination among members (Keukeleire &
Delreux 2022, p. 30), an aspect that intensified in response to the Russian invasion of
Ukraine and therefore increased the incentives to act jointly (Riddervold & Rieker 2024,
p. 510-511). Against this background, the EU provides an institutional framework
which is typically used to examine burden sharing. Furthermore, Furopean leaders
stated that the Russian aggression is not only an attack on Ukraine, but also on
Europe, its value-based order and core principles like human rights and democracy
(European Commission 2024). This shared perception creates a common reference
point for analysing variation in member states’ support behaviour.

From a methodological perspective, EU member states represent cases combining
comparability with variation. While they share a common institutional and political
context, they differ substantially with regard to the explanatory conditions, such as
economic capacity, threat perception, and political factors. These aspects illustrate
clear advantages for the execution of case comparison research like this one. This
argument is further strengthened through the accessibility of reliable and comparable

data for EU member states that are of central importance using QCA.

4.3 Data, Operationalisation and Calibration

In the following, the operationalisation of conditions, the used databases and the cali-
bration choices are outlined following the guidelines by Schneider & Wagemann (2012,
p. 32-38). The operationalisation step explains how the theoretically developed con-
cepts of conditions are transferred to empirical measurements. As multiple possibilities
exist to capture the different conditions, a short justification for the chosen opera-
tionalisation is given. Closely connected to this is the selection of data sources, which
provide the empirical data used to grasp the underlying concept. While the selection

of databases is in some cases, like military support, rather straightforward, for other
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conditions, multiple options exist. Consequently, the selection of the chosen database
is justified.

The calibration represents the most crucial step within QCA, as it transforms em-
pirical observations into the set memberships, which form the fundamental basis of the
following analysis (Ibid., p. 32). The assignment of membership scores should follow
a combination of theoretical arguments and empirical observations (Ibid.). Since each
condition builds upon a different theoretical reasoning, the balance between theoretical
and empirical considerations differs across conditions. Therefore, the extent to which
calibration decisions are rather theoretically or empirically informed is outlined for
each variable.

Additionally, the step of calibration can be executed either directly or indirectly
using fSQCA. In direct calibration, the raw data of each variable is transformed into
fuzzy-set memberships ranging from 0 to 1 using a logistic function on the basis of three
qualitative anchors: full membership (1), full non-membership (0) and the crossover
point (0.5) (Ibid., p. 35). Using indirect calibration, the researcher assigns the set
membership directly to the cases (Ibid.). Since all selected variables are continuous
and allow the definition of qualitative anchors, direct calibration is applied. Against
this background operationalisation, data selection and calibration are presented jointly

for each condition in the following.

4.3.1 Military Support

The military support provided to Ukraine is operationalised through the most recent
data of the Ukraine Support Tracker by the Kiel Institute for the World Economy
(Trebesch et al. 2026). This database represents the clearly dominating source used
for capturing the support for Ukraine, due to its high quality (Haesebrouck 2024, p.
15-16). In this database, military support is captured through in-kind military aid,
including the provision of personal items, small-caliber weapons and heavy weapons,
as well as funding for military procurement (Trebesch et al. 2024b, p. 13-14). The
given support is put into relation to the state’s GDP in the according year. As the
Ukraine Support Tracker is not providing the specifically needed units of data, the
GDP data by Eurostat (2026) is used to calculate the share.

The calibration for this variable is of particular difference, since there are no clear
thresholds that can be derived from a theoretical argument. Based on this issue,
other studies on this topic using QCA took a data-informed approach to calibration
(Haesebrouck 2024, p. 16), which is also applied by this research. The upper anchor
is put at 0.3% of GDP, capturing exceptionally high levels of support relative to other
EU members. These are the states of the Baltic and Northern Europe. Full non-
membership is defined at 0%, representing the total absence of support by states like
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Austria or Hungary. The crossover point is set at 0.05%, distinguishing countries
providing only a marginal contribution from those engaging more substantially. This
differentiation is meaningful, as the data shows that countries do not cross this mark
of 0.05%, without a clear change in their military support behaviour. This calibration
captures not only crucial variation, but also reflects the generally low overall level of

military spending in the context of the war in Ukraine when compared to other conflicts
(Trebesch et al. 2026).

Cases < 0.1 Cases < 0.5 Cases > 0.5
Military Support 35 54 54

Table 1: Distribution of Calibrated Military Support Membership Scores

From Table 1, showing selected indicators that illustrate the distribution of the cal-
ibrated variable, two meaningful insights can be derived. The crossover point divides
the observed cases of all four years into two sets of the same size. This perfect distribu-
tion may be analytically valuable, as it enables the better differentiation between cases
with high and low set of membership. Notably, a large share of the countries below
the 0.5 threshold belongs to the group of very low supporting countries. More than
half of these cases score below 0.1, indicating the existence of a group of countries that
provide very little or no military support for Ukraine. In the process of interpreting
and testing the results with alternative models, particular attention is given to this

aspect, since this considerable group might have a significant impact on the results.

4.3.2 Geographic Proximity

Geographic proximity is used to operationalise the balance-of-threat argument. In ex-
isting research on Europe’s support behaviour to Ukraine, this variable was frequently
applied, but measured differently (Massie & Tallova 2025b, p. 275; van den Boom
& Truchlewski 2026, p. 8). For this research, the approach of Haesebrouck (2024, p.
16) was chosen, which measures the closest distance between countries’ borders, based
on the principle of minimum-distance (Gleditsch & Ward 2001). The Russian exclave
Kaliningrad is excluded, as it does not represent the main military threat by Russia,
considering the capacity and perceived threat by the European states. The data is
aggregated through conducting the distance calculations with QGIS (2026), a carto-
graphic information software, also used by other studies (van den Boom & Truchlewski
2026, p. 8).

Facing the same problem of a missing clear theoretical indication for the calibration,
the calibration of data is executed data-informed. Full membership is assigned to coun-

tries sharing a direct border with Russia, meaning a distance value of 0. The crossover

34



point is put at 850km, distinguishing geographically closer states like Hungary or Slo-
vakia that also share a border with Ukraine from those countries located more distant
to both Russia and the place of war. Full non-membership is set at 2000km, capturing
countries with minimal geographic exposure to the conflict, including Spain, Portugal
and Ireland. The outlined thresholds lead to meaningful differentiation, with countries
above the crossover point being exposed to the threat due to their shared borders with
the conflict area, while countries with low membership scores are characterised by a

greater geographic distance from the states involved.

4.3.3 Gross Domestic Product

The collective action argument, which builds on concepts such as free riding and the
importance of capability, is commonly operationalised through a country’s gross do-
mestic product (GDP). This also applies to the literature of burden sharing, where
GDP is often used as an indicator of a state’s overall economic capacity. While some
studies employ more specific measures that capture military capability, GDP is chosen
for this analysis due to its relative stability over time, which is later outlined. Consid-
ering the significant and great changes in defence policies following Russia’s invasion
of Ukraine, which are expected to make defence capability a highly dynamic measure,
GDP provides a more stable and comparable indicator across the observed period. For
this, the data of Eurostat (2026) was used, namely the nominal GDP at current market
prices, reflecting the commonly used measurement for economic capability.

The calibration is informed by the distribution of GDP among EU member states
and is operationalised as each country’s share of the EU’s total GDP. This approach
captures a country’s relative economic weight within the EU and is therefore consistent
with the burden-sharing perspective. The used data shows relatively clear patterns
of distribution, making this approach particularly suitable, as the upper and lower
anchors can be clearly set to capture the group of countries with the greatest and
smallest economies.

The anchor for full membership is set at 10% of the EU’s overall GDP and is reached
by the three big economies, Italy, France and Germany, which jointly account for more
than half of the EU’s GDP. The threshold for full exclusion is set at 0,25%, which
captures the clearly smallest economies within the EU, namely Cyprus, Latvia, Estonia
and Malta. The crossover point is set at 2%, marking the transition from smaller to
more economically substantial member states. This calibration ensures a consistent
set of membership across the years, which is only crossed by Romania through its
significant growth in the first years of this examination period.

Table 2 illustrates the mentioned characteristic of stability of the calibrated GDP

condition. This indicates that states’ economic capabilities remain highly stable over
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Year Cases > 0.5 Cases < 0.5

2022 11 16
2023 11 16
2024 11 16
2025 12 15

Table 2: Distribution of Calibrated GDP Membership Scores by Year

time, which limits the explanatory power when it comes to explaining the temporal
variation of military support for Ukraine. Nevertheless, the condition is retained,
as economic capability remains highly theoretically relevant and can contribute to

explaining cross-country variation.

4.3.4 Public Support

Public support for military assistance to Ukraine is operationalised using the data
from the Eurobarometer (2026), which surveys public opinion across EU member states
twice a year. Since summer 2022, the survey includes the question “The EU has taken
a series of actions as a response to Russia’s invasion of Ukraine. To what extent you
agree or disagree with each of these actions taken. Financing the purchase and supply
of military equipment to Ukraine?” To measure public support for this research, the
response categories “totally agree” and “tend to agree” are combined, a categorisation
that is also used by the Eurobarometer. For each country and examination period of
this research, the mean of the surveys is calculated. In sum, the data from the Standard
Eurobarometer Surveys 97-104 were considered (Eurobarometer 2026).

For the calibration, 50% is used as the crossover point, as it represents the distinction
between minority and majority support. This calibration decision is also consistent
with the empirical distribution of the data, as only a few countries like Austria, Italy
or Malta are located close to the crossover point. The upper anchor for full membership
is put at 66%, approximating a two-thirds majority, which indicates a broad societal
backing. The threshold for non-membership is set at 33%, reflecting low levels of public

support since less than a third supports providing assistance.

Median Share > 0.5 Share < 0.5 Share 0.45—0.55
Public Support 0.888 71.3% 27.8% 3.7%

Table 3: Distribution of Calibrated Public Support Membership Scores

Table 3 illustrates some insightful descriptive statistics about the calibrated public
support variable. The median and the share of cases having a higher value than 0.5

reflect the membership score on public support with the given calibration. This is not
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necessarily a problem, but has to be considered when examining the results, since the
distinction between support and non-support countries emerges as more difficult with
these high membership scores. Particular attention is given to this issue when the

robustness checks with alternative calibrations are executed.

4.3.5 Defence Spending

Whether a state prefers the use of military means to ensure security is operationalised
through how much a country spends on military defence in % of the state’s GDP. This
value reflects the relative importance assigned to military defence and indicates how
central military approaches are in a nation’s security strategy. The data are taken
from the annual report by the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute about
military expenditure (Stockholm International Peace Research Institute 2026a), a com-
monly used source for tracking defence spending. This variable includes all current
capital expenditures on a state’s armed forces, government agencies and paramilitary
forces engaged in defence projects, and military space activities.

In alignment with the burden-sharing literature, the calibration of this variable is
executed based on the spending guidelines by NATO. This can be further justified
through highlighting that the great majority of the EU member states are part of
NATO and therefore orient themselves to the NATO guidelines. The crossover point
is set at 2%, which was the spending goal desired by NATO until 2025 and therefore
applied as a reference point for the majority of the examination period (NATO 2026).
The anchor for full inclusion is put at 3.5%, which represents the new spending objective
formulated by NATO for core defence (Ibid.). Although this goal is to be achieved in
2035, some of the examined countries have heavily increased their defence spending
since 2022 and therefore already fulfil that benchmark. Full non-membership is set
at 1%, since it represents a mark showing no willingness to invest in the military,

especially after the invasion of Ukraine.

4.3.6 Fiscal Capacity

There are multiple ways to operationalise the fiscal flexibility of a state. This study
follows the conceptualisation by Haesebrouck (2022), who identifies government debt
and the budget balance as the main determinants (Ibid., p. 13-14). While government
debt captures the long-term fiscal position, the budget balance reflects short-term fiscal
pressure. The debt level is captured through the general government gross debt, while
the budget balance is reflected through the overall balance, measuring the difference
between government revenues and expenditures. Both variables are captured in percent
of the state’s GDP and taken from the yearly overview by the International Monetary
Fund (2026a; 2026b).
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The calibration is based on the fiscal benchmarks established in the Maastricht
Treaty (Treaty on European Union 1992), which continue to serve as reference points
for EU member states’ budgetary objectives. For government debt, 60% of GDP is used
as the crossover point, reflecting the Maastricht reference value. Full non-membership
is set at 40%, indicating comparatively low levels of debt among EU member states.
Full membership is set at 100%, capturing countries with consistently high levels of
debt. For the budget balance, the Maastricht threshold of -3% of GDP is used as the
crossover point. Full non-membership is set at 0 percent, indicating a balanced budget
and the absence of deficit pressure. Full membership is set at -5%, representing deficit
levels that are widely beyond the Maastricht threshold and only reached by certain
countries (Ibid.).

After the calibration, both variables are merged into a single condition to keep a
justifiable conditions-to-cases ratio. Haesebrouck (2024, p. 18) argues that fiscal con-
straints only arise when both high debt and deficit pressure are present. Subsequently,
fiscal flexibility is given when one of the two determinants is not restrictive. The logic,
that the two variables have a joint impact, is adopted in the process of combination,

taking the minimum membership score of both variables for the final condition.

4.4 Analysis Procedure

The first results produced are those from the necessity test. The necessity analysis
examines whether a condition needs to be present for an outcome to occur. Within
QCA, this is done by evaluating whether the set membership scores of the outcome are
consistently a subset of the membership scores of a conditions (Ibid., p. 76). For the
execution of this analysis step, the guidelines for conducting necessity tests applying
QCA in R by Dusa (2019, p. 99-118) are followed. The then produced results are
examined against the background of two measurements: consistency and the relevance
of necessity (RoN). The more important one is consistency, indicating how reliable
a condition or a configuration of conditions lead to the outcome (Ibid., p. 18). A
considerably high consistency must be achieved by a condition to be considered as
necessary. Following commonly used approaches, the threshold for consistency is put
at 0.9 (Schneider & Wagemann 2012, p. 278). However, conditions may be displayed
as necessary simply because they are present in a lot of cases (Ibid., p. 236). To
encounter this problem of trivial results, the RoN value is considered. To ensure the
necessity of a condition, a threshold is put at 0.6, in line with the literature (Mattke
et al. 2022, p. 566). Additionally, coverage, reflecting how much of the cases’ outcome
is explained by a specific condition or configuration (Schneider & Wagemann 2012, p.
18), is also examined to gain insights about how many cases are covered, although no

strict threshold is applied. Aligning with the assumption of causal asymmetry, both the
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presence and absence of each condition are tested to analyse the direction of necessity.

The next step is the analysis of sufficient conditions, which is also executed with the
QCA package in R and the guidelines by Dusa (2019, p. 125-196). This step builds
on the construction of the truth table, which lists all possible configurations. As this
research incorporates five conditions, 32 different configurations are possible, which
implies that logical remainders, configurations that are not observed empirically, will
be present. How these remainders are treated is outlined in the following step.

Logical minimisation is of central importance as it represents the process through
which the observations from the truth table are simplified, and sufficient results are
produced. This step can be executed in three different ways that differ regarding their
treatment of the logical remainders. The conservative minimisation exclusively consid-
ers the observed cases and rejects logical remainders (Ibid., p. 163). The parsimonious
approach, on the other hand, includes all logical remainders (Ibid., p. 172). Between
these two solution types, the intermediate minimisation is positioned. In this case, only
logical remainders are considered that align with the directional expectations (Ibid.,
p. 183). For this research, the intermediate solution was chosen. The inclusion of
logical remainders consistent with theoretical expectations can be justified by the fact
that these expectations are derived from burden-sharing literature, where they have
been developed and empirically examined over decades. Consequently, they represent
theoretically grounded assumptions that are transferred in this research to the context
of the Ukrainian War.

Also, in the case of minimisation, a consistency threshold is set to ensure reliable
results. According to Schneider & Wagemann (2012, p. 279) this threshold should
be set at least at 0.75. For this research, a threshold of 0.8 is applied to increase
the robustness of the findings. Additionally, a threshold for the frequency, meaning
the number of empirical cases representing the same configuration (Ibid., p. 153), is
often applied. The decision for that correlates heavily with the number of observations.
Since this research does not work on a large-n database, a frequency threshold of 1 can
be justified, as also often applied by comparable research (Mattke et al. 2022, p. 567).

Based on this process, sufficient results are developed, which are then evaluated
on the key measures of consistency and coverage. Coverage is further split into raw
coverage, indicating how much of an outcome is explained by a specific pathway, and
unique coverage, capturing cases that are exclusively explained by one pathway. This
evaluation is, except for unique coverage, done for both the single solution terms and
the overall solution, capturing the reliability and empirical relevance of the results.
Additionally, the proportional reduction in inconsistency (PRI) value is considered,
ensuring that a configuration is not both sufficient for the presence and absence of an
outcome (Schneider & Wagemann 2012, p. 242). As a last step, a separate analy-

sis is executed with the same conditions, but the negated outcome accounts for the
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asymmetry assumption. For this, the same procedure is applied.

For also consider the individual cases and evaluating how far they can be explained
by the identified solution, sufficiency plots are depicted and analysed. Sufficiency plots
illustrate the membership scores of cases in the sufficiency configuration, which is the
solution, and the empirically observed solution. In these graphs, a diagonal is depicted
representing a perfect fit between expected and observed values (x = y) (Ibid., p. 67).
It is of particular importance for two reasons. Firstly, it illustrates how closely the
solution matches the empirical observations. Cases located close to a diagonal are rela-
tively well explained by the expectation of the sufficiency solutions, while the countries
positioned further away reflect greater discrepancies between expected and observed
membership scores. Secondly, it displays which cases violate the sufficiency expecta-
tion. This applies to countries located below the diagonal (x j y), where the solution
predict stronger membership in the outcome than is empirically observed (Ibid.). Cases
above the diagonal (x j y), by contrast, are not perfectly explained by the solution, but
do not violate the sufficiency assumptions (Ibid.). These cases indicate that additional
variation may be explained by factors not captured by the model. Additionally, two
lines illustrating the 0.5 threshold are depicted in the graph. This is of particular inter-
est for the y-axis, as it represents the calibrated crossover point and therefore illustrates

how far the solution may be influenced by cases moving around that threshold.

4.5 Robustness Checks

For testing the robustness of results produced using QCA, a variety of approaches.
This research follows the framework proposed by Schneider and Wagemann (2012), who
outline three central ways to assess robustness: changing calibration thresholds (Ibid.,
p. 287-291), changing consistency thresholds (Ibid., p. 291-293) and dropping or adding
cases (Ibid., p. 293-294). Since numerous possibilities exist to modify the outlined
elements, a reduction to the most meaningful adjustments is necessary. Therefore, the
following section outlines which robustness checks are conducted in this research and
provides the reasoning behind these choices.

As outlined previously, calibration is the most fundamental step within QCA, as it
determines the grouping of observed cases into sets on which the subsequent analysis
is built. Accordingly, modifications of calibration are also of particular importance
when checking results for their robustness. In general, one alternative calibration is
tested for every condition. Due to its greater importance based on defining whether a
case belongs to the outcome or not, two alternatives are tested for the calibration of
the outcome variable. Furthermore, every change of calibration is tested individually,
following the examples given by Schneider and Wagemann (Ibid., p. 287-291). They
argue that QCA, as a set-theoretic method, is highly sensitive to these adjustments
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and therefore only small changes should be considered (Ibid., p. 289). This results in
seven modified models, in which one variable is calibrated differently.

To assess robustness, calibration thresholds are adjusted within a theoretically plau-
sible range while also considering the empirical distribution of the data. Thresholds
are moderately adapted where the original calibration produced highly concentrated
set memberships, allowing an assessment of whether findings remain stable under al-
ternative yet empirically plausible specifications. The tables showing some descriptive
statistics in the former subchapter reflect some of these potential shortcomings of the
original calibration that should be tested through the robustness checks. Particular
attention is given to the recalibration of crossover points, as they separate the cases in
being in or out of a set and therefore represent the most influential calibration decision
(Ibid., p. 287).

Regarding the consistency threshold, more straightforward options exist: lowering
and increasing the threshold. Due to the use of logical remainders for the solution
through the intermediate solution, the impact of the modifications on the results can
not be clearly predicted. Nevertheless, lowering the threshold leads more often to
lower consistency, but higher coverage, while increasing the threshold is more likely to
cause higher consistency and lower coverage (Ibid., p. 291). For this research, the two
alternative thresholds are put at 0.75 and 0.85. 0.75 represents a reasonable choice, as it
represents the minimum threshold for consistency that should be considered to identify
sufficient conditions (Ibid., p. 279). Consequently, the higher consistency threshold is
set at 0.85, ensuring comparability by applying the same adjustment of 0.05 around
the original threshold of 0.8.

For the adjustment of considered cases, first results and empirical evidence must be
awaited (Ibid., p. 293). Based on the produced results, it will be outlined which cases
are excluded to test the robustness and why. As outlined above, several additional ap-
proaches exist to assess the robustness of results. However, the selected modifications
represent a reasonable approach to analysing whether the identified findings reflect
stable empirical patterns rather than specific modelling decisions. Consistencies, cov-
erage values, and changes in identified pathways are therefore outlined and discussed

evaluating the robustness of the produced results.

4.6 Case Studies

The methodical guidelines for adding case studies to gain a further understanding of the
results produced by QCA are derived from the relevant work on this topic by Schneider
and Rohlfing (2013; 2016). According to the authors, the application of case studies in
addition to QCA follows two main goals: the analysis of causal mechanisms underlying

the identified configuration leading to the outcome through the examination of well
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explained cases and the analysis of deviant cases to understand why they do not fit the
solution (Schneider & Rohlfing 2016, p. 527). With respect to the produced findings
that are outlined in the following, both of these focus points appear to be reasonable.
However, the examination of causal mechanisms is of greater interest to this research,
as it focusses on considered variables and therefore provides greater insights into the
research’s main objective, namely the evolution of determinants’ role in supporting
behaviour. For this approach, a case is to be selected which is contributing to the
outcome and is well explained by the solution, which means that it should be located
in the upper right corner of the sufficiency plot (Ibid. 2013, p. 581). As a general rule
for selecting a case, the authors recommend choosing the cases farthest to the right and
closest to the diagonal (Ibid. 2016, p. 548).Furthermore, Schneider and Rohlfing (Ibid,
p. 537) emphasise the selection of unique cases, meaning cases that are members of only
one of the overall solutions’ pathways. Such cases are preferred because they allow a
clearer identification of the causal mechanisms associated with a specific solution term
without overlap from alternative explanatory pathways (Ibid.). If the most suitable
cases are part of more than one solution term, the one pathway is chosen by which
the case is explained the best. Overall, the now outlined research design presents a
meaningful framework to assess the research question through a suitable methodical

approach.

4.7 Use of Artificial Intelligence

In the process of conducting this research, artificial intelligence (AI) was considered as
a supplementary tool in some of the research’s processes. The first application of Al
happened during the step of collecting sources and looking for relevant literature. Tools
like Perplexity (PerplexityAl 2026) and Google Scholar Labs (Google 2026) were used
as supplementary tools to browse for sources. For the case of extensive publications
and the search for specific information, ChatGPT (OpenAl, 2026) was considered to
scan documents. Furthermore, the tool’s capability to detect language errors was used
in the later process of checking the final product. In regard to the use of Al in the
context of academic research, the following guidelines were respected. Firstly, every
information given by Al-tools were carefully cross-checked ensuring the reliability of the
information. Second, none of the information displayed in this research was produced
by Al It was used as a supplementary tool, on which bases the researcher developed
the study. Following the principles of the use of Al by the Aalborg Univserity (Aalborg
University, n.d.), Al tools were applied to a limited degree throughout this study and

their use was communicated transparently.
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5 Analysis

The produced results are presented according to the following structure. First, the ne-
cessity tests are outlined. Then, the findings from the sufficiency results are displayed,
showing which configurations and pathways are leading countries to support or not
support Ukraine. A further look is then given to in how far the identified solutions
explain the observed cases by examining the connected sufficiency plots. In the fol-
lowing step, the results are tested through several robustness checks and finally, two
case studies are executed for generating a deeper insight of the mechanism behind the

dominant pathways.

5.1 Necessity Tests

The presentation of the results begins with the analysis of the necessary conditions.

Configuration Consistency PRI RCoverage
1 Public Support 0.886 0.436 0.563
2 ~GDP 0.715 0.611 0.569

Table 4: Necessity Results: Support/Early Phase
Note: Only cases with a consistency value > 0.7 are displayed. This applies to all tables illustrating

the necessity results.

Configuration Consistency PRI RCoverage
1 Public Support 0.956 0.610 0.646
2 Defence Spending 0.737 0.754 0.658

Table 5: Necessity Results: Support/Late Phase

The results for the positive outcome of support show that public support is the
only condition fulfilling the defined consistency threshold of 0.9 in at least one of
the two phases. While the consistency value lies just below the threshold for the
early phase, it reaches a value of 0.956 exceeding the threshold for the later period.
The same development can be observed for the RoN-value. The defined threshold
of 0.6 is not reached by the public support variable in the first period, while it is
slightly above the minimum in the later phase. Based on these results, public support

is considered as a necessary condition for EU member states’ support behaviour in
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2024 and 2025, indicating that high levels of support are generally associated with
the presence of public support. It should be noted that the RoN-value, although
exceeding the threshold, remains comparably low. This can be explained through the
widespread high public support across cases, as already illustrated in Table 3, reducing
the distinction that can be made between cases with high and low levels of support.
Nevertheless, the RoN-value still exceeds the commonly applied threshold, indicating
public support’s empirical relevance as a necessary condition for high levels of support

in the later phase of the war.

Configuration Consistency PRI  RCoverage
1 Public Support 0.733 0.410 0.515
2 ~Geographic Proximity 0.756 0.761 0.733
3 ~Fiscal Space 0.853 0.642 0.694
4 ~Defence Spending 0.858 0.575 0.658

Table 6: Necessity Results: Non-Support/Early Phase

Configuration Consistency PRI~ RCoverage
1 ~Fiscal Space 0.785 0.692 0.721
2 ~Defence Spending 0.704 0.810 0.777

Table 7: Necessity Results: Non-Support/Late Phase

The results for the negative outcome suggest that none of the variables can be con-
sidered necessary in either of the two time periods. It is notable that both a constrained
fiscal situation and low levels of defence spending reach consistency values above 0.85,
being close but remaining below the threshold. Furthermore, the consistency values
for these two variables are considerably higher than those observed for the positive
outcome. This suggests that the absence of fiscal capacity and defence spending is
more strongly associated with non-support than the presence of these factors is with
support. In contrast, the absence of public support displays comparatively limited
explanatory power for non-support. These findings provide initial evidence for causal
asymmetry, indicating that the factors associated with support do not simply func-
tion in the opposite direction for non-support, an aspect that is also considered in the

following sufficiency analysis.
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5.2 Sufficiency Tests

The presentation of the sufficiency tests follows the same structure as the analysis
for necessary conditions, beginning with the configurations that explain high levels of

support and thereafter examining the explanations for non-support.

Configuration Consistency PRI~ RCoverage UCoverage
1.1 ps *gp *ds 0.874 0.813 0.426 0.277
1.2 ps *gp *gdp *fs 0.941 0.861 0.236 0.087

0.874 0.803 0.513

Table 8: Sufficiency Results: Support/Early Phase
Note: PS = Public Support, FS = Fiscal Space, DS = Defence Spending, GP = Geographic
Proximity. The abbreviations apply to all following truth tables.

Table 8 illustrates the solutions terms leading to supporting Ukraine in the early
period. For the early period, two configurations are identified, both including public
support and geographic proximity in combination with additional variables. The first
pathway (1.1) combines public support, geographic proximity and defence spending.
The consistency value of 0.874 lies clearly above the threshold and a notable share
of the outcome is explained by this solution term. Moreover, the unique coverage
of 0.277 indicates that a considerable number of cases can be explained uniquely by
this pathway. The second configuration (1.2) consists of public support, geographic
proximity, GDP and fiscal space. While the consistency of this pathway is at a very high
level, only a small share of the outcome is explained by this combination of conditions.
This can be derived from both the lower raw coverage and unique coverage. This
indicates that only a small subset of supporting countries is explained by this pathway.

Comparing both pathways, it becomes evident that public support and geographic
proximity represent central elements, as they appear in both configurations. This core
is complemented by additional conditions. While the inclusion of defence spending
highlights the impact of strategic culture, the incorporation of GDP and fiscal space
in the second pathway reflects the importance of a country’s capability to provide
support. The overall solution reaches a consistency of 0.874 and a high PRI-value,

while covering 51,3% of the observed outcome, indicating a robust explanatory model.
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Configuration Consistency PRI~ RCoverage UCoverage

2.1 ps *gp *~gdp * ds 0.862 0.800 0.485 0.156
2.2 ps *gp Fgdp *fs 0.952 0.910 0.213 0.012
2.3 ps *fs *ds 0.931 0.899 0.458 0.086

0.885 0.834 0.626

Table 9: Sufficiency Results: Support/Late Phase

The sufficiency analysis for the later phase (Table 9) provides a similar solution,
whose main difference lies in the existence of one additional pathway. The second so-
lution term (2.2) represents the same configuration as term 1.2 from the early phase,
with only slight variation in the solution parameters. Most notably, the unique cover-
age further declines. Configuration 2.1 represents a modified version of solution term
1.1. The explanation, including public support, defence spending, and geographic prox-
imity to Russia, explains support now in the case of for economically smaller countries.
Also, in this case, the parameters vary only slightly. While the raw coverage increases,
the unique coverage declines, which can, as in the case of configuration 2.2, partly be
explained by the existence of a third solution term in the later phase. The combina-
tion of public support, fiscal flexibility and defence spending provides an additional
explanation (2.3) for the support for Ukraine. For this pathway, consistency and raw
coverage are on a high level, while the unique coverage remains lower.

Evaluating the different pathways jointly, public support reflects the only consistent
variable being part of every configuration. Geographic proximity, defence spending
and fiscal space appear to be equally important, as a combination of these conditions
complement the configurations. Notably, mixed findings are reported for the economic
size. While the high GDP contributes to the outcome in the second solution term (2.2),
small economies contribute to supporting Ukraine against the theoretical expectations
considering the first configuration (2.1). This suggests that economic size affects the
outcome not in a consistent way, but rather contributes differently depending on the
context. Overall, the solution for the latter period shows a high consistency of 0.885,
while reaching a raw coverage of 0.626 and a high PRI-value. Consequently, the model
represents a solid explanation for the support in Ukraine in the later phase.

Based on these two sufficiency analyses, the determinants for the support over time
can be examined. The overall results show that the models explain support behaviour
better in the later phase than in the early period. All parameters of the complete
solution improve in the analysis of the years 2024 and 2025. Moreover, the solutions’
complexity increases over time, as an additional solution term (2.3) emerges and one
existing configuration incorporates an additional condition. Examining the develop-

ment of the individual variables, the most direct observation is that public support
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is part of all solution terms across both periods. This aligns with the result of the
necessity tests, highlighting the persistent importance of public support for the pro-
vision of assistance to Ukraine. Furthermore, the importance of geographic proximity
declines slightly over time. While geographic proximity to Russia formed part of every
configuration in the early phase, one strong solution term emerged in the later pe-
riod without geographic proximity. Moreover, defence spending and fiscal space have
a greater share in the solution in terms of the later period than in the early phase.
While defence spending is part of the solution terms with higher coverage, fiscal space

is included in the configurations with an exceptionally high consistency.

Configuration Consistency PRI~ RCoverage UCoverage
3.1 ~ps *~fs 0.847 0.784 0.356 0.076
3.2 ~gp *~fs 0.806 0.726 0.660 0.380

0.795 0.722 0.736

Table 10: Sufficiency Results: Non-Support/Early Phase

The results explaining non-support by EU member states show clearly different pat-
terns. In the early phase, as depicted by Table 10, two solution terms leading to the
absence of military support are identified. The first solution term (3.1) consists of low
public support and limited fiscal space. A consistency of 0.847 and a raw coverage
of 0.356 is displayed, while the unique coverage is relatively low, which might be ex-
plained through a greater overlap with the second configuration (3.2). This pathway
combines limited fiscal space with greater geographic distance to Russia. The consis-
tency reaches a value of 0.806, while a clearly larger share of the outcome is explained
by this solution. Both the raw and unique coverage depict considerably high results.
Comparing both pathways, limited fiscal space reflects the central condition being part
of both conditions. This indicates that fiscal constraints represent an important factor
leading EU member states to reject supporting Ukraine. The overall solution repre-
sents a lower consistency of 0.795, while the coverage reaches a higher level of 0.736,

while the PRI-value remains acceptable.

Configuration Consistency PRI~ RCoverage UCoverage
4.1 ~ps 0.946 0.928 0.596 0.141
4.2 ~gp * ~fs 0.811 0.728 0.567 0.102
4.3 ~gdp * ~ds 0.808 0.722 0.513 0.068

0.787 0.719 0.861

Table 11: Sufficiency Results: Non-Support/Late Phase
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In the later phase, non-support is explained by different configurations. Most no-
tably, missing support by the public represents on its own a solution term (4.1). Across
all the measurements, this solution term delivers exceptionally high results, suggest-
ing that this pathway provides a highly consistent explanation for non-support and
can be applied to numerous cases. Only the unique coverage, being 0.141, depicts a
moderate result. The second solution term (4.2) indicates that the greater distance to
Russia in combination with fiscal constraints leads member states to reject supporting
Ukraine. This pathway incorporates the same conditions as configuration 3.2. from the
examination of the early period. The same outcome is expected by the third solution
term (4.3), capturing smaller economies with low levels of defence spending. These two
configurations display relatively similar solution parameters. Both pathways are just
above the consistency threshold, while reaching high values of raw coverage, namely
0.567 and 0.513. However, the unique coverage remains relatively low. The fact that all
three pathways score high on raw coverage, but rather low on unique coverage leads to
the suggestion that they are strongly overlapping. In sum, the overall solution demon-
strates that a large share of cases can be explained, while the consistency remains on
a low level considering that the threshold is put at 0.8.

Comparing the results for non-support across both periods, several notable develop-
ments can be observed. Overall, consistency and PRI-values remain relatively stable,
while the raw coverage increases. Consequently, the support behaviour of EU mem-
ber states is slightly better explained by the model in 2024 and 2025, similar to the
analysis of support, although not as clearly as in this case. Another similarity can
be identified considering the explanatory structure of the solutions. The change from
two to three solution terms with a broader range of variables represents an increase in
complexity. Changes in the relevance of individual determinants can also be observed.
Budgetary constraints are present in both solution terms during the early period, but
only appear in one out of three configurations in the later phase, suggesting a declining
relevance over time that does not completely align with the theoretical assumptions.
Public support, on the other hand, develops in line with the theoretical assumptions,
gaining importance in the later period. The emergence of low public support as a single
solution term represents a particularly strong finding. Furthermore, the conditions of
small economic size and low defence spending, that were not present in the pathways
in the early period, emerged as one configuration in the later phase. This shows that
the two conditions developed from being of no explanatory importance to constituting
a robust pathway.

Comparing the explanations for support and non-support, three key differences are
highlighted. Firstly, the identified solutions differ substantially. Both the configura-
tions themselves and the relative importance of individual conditions vary across out-

comes, emphasising an asymmetrical relationship between support and non-support
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for Ukraine. Secondly, the solutions terms explaining non-support are generally less
complex than those explaining support. This stronger reduction of variables indicates
that single conditions and less complex configurations have greater explanatory power
for non-support. On the contrary, the provision of military support for Ukraine ap-
pears to depend on a more complex interplay of conditions. Finally, the consistency of
the non-support solutions is considerably lower, while the coverage is in total higher.
While the consistency of both support models is close to 0.9, the two solutions explain-
ing non-support lay just below 0.8. On the other hand, the overall coverage of the
non-support models is around 0.2 points higher than the corresponding explanation
for support. The implications of this difference are further examined in the following

section through the analysis of two exemplary sufficiency plots.

5.3 Sufficiency Plots

Moving towards a closer examination of the cases, each one sufficient plot is generated
for support and non-support. They show the expected membership in support or non-
support by the solution on the x-axis and the observed outcome on the y-axis for the
later period. Consequently, they depict how closely individual cases correspond to
the subset relation implied by the identified solution and provide visual insights into

whether the sufficiency expectation is violated.
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Figure 1: Sufficiency Plot: Support/Late Phase

Figure 1, illustrating the sufficiency results explaining support in the years 2024 and
2025, indicates that the identified solution aligns comparatively well with the empirical
observations. First, only a limited number of cases clearly violate sufficient expecta-
tions. The observed support by Estonia and Croatia in 2024, as well as Slovakia’s
and Romania’s support in 2025, represent the clear deviations below the diagonal.
Moreover, a closer examination of these cases provides additional insights about this
deviation. In the cases of Estonia and Romania, for example, the observed support
in this one specific year deviates from the broader support pattern displayed by these
countries across the examined period. This may at least partially explain the difference
between the solution’s expectation and empirical observation. Ergo, contradictions are
rather rare and do not challenge the overall sufficiency results fundamentally.

Cases showing a strong alignment between solution and observation are mainly lo-
cated at both ends of the diagonal. Countries like Austria, Malta or Cyprus, which
provide no military assistance, are captured precisely by the model. The same applies
for the strongest supporters of Ukraine in the later phase, namely Latvia, Lithuania

or Denmark. This pattern leads to the assumption that countries showing clear deter-
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mination in their support behaviour are captured well by the solution, while countries
in between these support levels reflect greater variation regarding the solution’s ex-
pectation. Notably, a considerable share of these countries provide greater military
assistance to Ukraine than the solution’s membership scores suggest.

From these cases, several are located close to the y-axis, reflecting that these coun-
tries support Ukraine on a moderate level, although the sufficiency solution expects a
very low level of support. Notably, a group of countries is located close to the crossover
line. This suggests that part of the observed deviation may be explained by countries
moving around the calibration threshold over time, leading to changing set member-
ships and consequently differences between solution and observation. This is supported
by the cases of France and Czechia, which represent the two cases moving around the
crossover point of the outcome and that are also located in this area of the graph. How-
ever, apart from Luxembourg, no country consistently positions there in both 2024 and
2025. Therefore, no clear systematic pattern can be derived from this observation. A
different picture emerges when examining a second group of cases above the diagonal.
In the upper right corner, several countries are depicted with full membership while the
solution expects a moderate participation. Notably, this group consists of the Nordic
member states and the Netherlands, which are consistently located in that area in both
examination years. This clear pattern suggests that the variation might be explained
by a further variable.

Overall, the insights derived from the sufficiency plot suggest that the identified
solution provides a convincing explanation for the support behaviour by EU member
states to Ukraine in 2024 and 2025. The sufficiency assumption is only violated by
a small number of observations, while a large number of cases support the identified
sufficient configurations. The high share of countries clearly located above the diagonal
suggests that the solution does not account for higher levels of assistance and that these

cases might be explained by additional variables.
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Figure 2: Sufficiency Plot: Non-Support/Late Phase

The sufficiency plot for the later period and negated outcome depicts a different pat-
tern (Figure 2). At first sight, the non-support plot appears to be a relatively mirrored
version of the support plot. This should not be interpreted as indicating a similar causal
mechanism. The identified solution terms differ substantially across both outcomes,
illustrating a clear asymmetric relationship between support and non-support. Exam-
ining the plot in greater detail, the first notable aspect is that a great share of countries
is located below the sufficiency diagonal. While this applies to some countries only in
one year, countries like Germany, Belgium or Sweden are clearly below the diagonal in
both years. These observations indicate deviations from the sufficiency pathways, as
the solution predicts high membership in non-support, although these countries sup-
port Ukraine in fact. It is notable that a great share of these not accurately explained
cases are Central European states. Furthermore, as in the case of the sufficiency plot
for the positive outcome, the same block of countries moving around the crossover line
is less precisely predicted by the solution. This supports the formulated claim, that
the close calibration might be a partial explanation for this deviation.

Nevertheless, several cases are explained well by the solution. Again, this mainly
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applies to the cases located at both ends of the diagonal, which are the same countries
as depicted in the former plot. This further indicates that the solution captures cases
with considerably high and low levels of non-support precisely. Moreover, the number
of cases closely located to the diagonal is slightly higher than in the sufficiency plot for
support, but on a comparable level. Notably, a considerable share of Western European
countries is well explained by the solution, an aspect that is further examined in the
case studies. Additionally, there are only a few cases clearly located over the diagonal,
namely Ireland and Poland in both years. Overall, this plot shows that the sufficient
results for non-support must be treated carefully, as a considerable number of cases
clearly violate the produced results.

Reconsidering the overall sufficiency results presented earlier, the differences between
the two plots might be derived from the different levels of consistency and coverage.
The support solutions provided a higher consistency with a rather moderate coverage,
which is visible in the limited number of cases violating the sufficiency expectation
(Figure 1). The solutions for non-support can be seen in the few cases that violate
the sufficiency logic lying under the diagonal. The non-support solution, on the other
hand, displays lower consistency but broader coverage, leading to a wider explanation

of cases while producing lower precision for some observations (Figure 2).

5.4 Robustness Checks

This section presents the robustness checks executed to assess the validity and con-
sistency of the outlined findings. It aims to evaluate whether the identified pathways
remain similar under alternative modelling decisions. Following the outlined method-
ological approach for that (Chapter 4.5), alternative calibrations, consistency thresh-
olds and case selections are applied and examined chronologically. Against the back-
ground of the research question, particular attention is given to the stability of the
different conditions and configurations over time. Since the outlined approach for this
step produces a great number of results, they are reported in Appendix B. Notable
insights from these models are presented in the following.

First, the results from the seven models with adjusted calibration illustrate that
the original results from the early period remain relatively stable, while the produced
findings for the later phase undergo some changes. The first adjustment of the outcome
variable (Table B.1, B.2), as well as the change of calibration for geographic proxim-
ity (Table B.7, B.8) the GDP (Table B.11, B.12), show that the composition of the
solution terms is stable in the first period, while it’s changing in the second period.
An exception from this represents the recalibration of fiscal space, leading as the only
adjustment to the opposite results (Table B.9, B.10). While the findings for the late

period do not change, the solution for the earlier phase gains an additional solution
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term. This indicates that the original results for the early period are relatively robust,
as the adjustments of calibration lead to no or only limited changes in the composi-
tion of configurations. Although the changing results of the later phase are not that
fundamental, it is notable that they change in six out of seven adjustments.

Furthermore, the robustness checks show that the results across the different cali-
brations vary. There is only one pattern that can be identified, representing the same
configuration of conditions throughout the solution emerging from two models based
on alternative calibration (Table B.1, B.2, B.11, B.12). This interesting change of con-
figurations in the late phase can also be observed when excluding the non-supporting
countries (Table B.20) and similarly when lowering the consistency threshold (Table
B.13). Accordingly, this solution represents a relevant alternative solution and is there-
fore presented in the following, referred to as the primary alternative solution.

While the solution remains stable in the early period, the outcome is explained by
four solution pathways in the later phase. Three of these configurations incorporate
public support and defence spending as the central conditions, which are complemented
by fiscal space in one pathway and by the presence or absence of geographic proximity
and economic size in the remaining two pathways. The last pathway consists of high
public support, a greater economy and fiscal flexibility. With the information of this
relevant alternative model, the role of the different conditions and their combinations
across the variations are revised.

Overall, a relatively stable relationship can be observed when comparing the alter-
native solutions to the original. Across all models, public support remains part of every
solution term, while GDP has a subordinated role in sum. Fiscal space reflects consis-
tent results as well, being part of a considerable number of solution terms. A slightly
different conclusion emerges observing defence spending and geographic proximity in
the later phase, where, as outlined, the results vary more. Across multiple alternative
models, that both reduce and increase the amount of considered variables, it can be
observed that the importance of defence spending for explaining the outcome increases,
while the one of geographic proximity declines (Table B.2, B.12, B.14). In detail, this
is derived from the observation that defence spending is part of more solutions when
the amount of solution terms increases, which are at the same time as the solution
terms with higher consistency. On the contrary, geographic proximity is part of fewer
configurations than in the early phase (Table B.2, B.12, B.14). Additionally, one path-
way resulting from two alternative models finds sufficient results for a configuration
including the absence of geographic proximity (Table B.2, B.12).

Furthermore, it is noticeable that in the great majority of the alternative models,
consistency and coverage interact in the logic of a trade-off. When consistency declines,
coverage is rising and when consistency increases, coverage falls. This is of particular

importance, since some of the results produced for the robustness check seem to solve
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the issue of lower coverage in the original results. This is best exemplified through
examining the solution provided through the change of calibration for public support
(Table B.5, B.6). The coverage increases heavily in both periods, but notably stronger
in the early period, while consistency is lowered by around 0.05. In combination with
the further reduction of variables, this solution appears to provide a clearly better
explanation for the support for Ukraine. To check the suggested higher quality of this
solution, sufficiency plots were generated in addition (Figure B.1, B.2). However, these
plots reveal similar results to the original solution, with a lot of cases lying far above the
sufficiency diagonal in the support model, and a lot of cases below the diagonal in the
non-support model. This shows that, despite the variation regarding consistency and
coverage, a profound consistency is given when it comes to the specific case explanation.

The results from changing consistency thresholds (Tables B.15-18) stay in line with
the original findings. Although some pathways change slightly, the core findings from
the analysis are supported. Public support remains part of every configuration, ap-
pearing mainly in combination with geographic proximity in the early period and with
a greater variety of variables in the later phase. Analysing the two examination peri-
ods, it can be observed that the support behaviour in the later period is, as well as in
the case of the original results, consistently better explained than in the early phase.
Furthermore, the formulated expectations on the impact of changing the consistency
thresholds are also fulfilled. Lowering the threshold leads to an increase in coverage
and decline in consistency, while a higher threshold produces the opposite.

To understand the results emerging from a different case selection, it is first ex-
plained which cases are excluded. Two alternative compositions of cases were chosen
to be tested. The first group of excluded countries consists of constant non-supporters,
meaning countries that did not provide military support for Ukraine in at least three
out of four years. This group, including countries like Austria, Hungary and Cyprus,
represents a cohesive body of cases showing persistent non-support behaviour. Their
exclusion allows assessing whether identified pathways are strongly driven by these
cases. The second alternative excludes Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Denmark, coun-
tries that are characterised by exceptionally high levels of military support in relation
to other countries and therefore constitute influential cases in the analysis. Across the
examination period, the four countries aligned strongly with the solution’s expecta-
tion. Excluding them allows to evaluate whether they impact the solution comparably
strongly as potential outliers.

Beginning with the exclusion of the consistent non-supporters (Table B.19, B.20),
it can be observed that while the main characteristics remain for the early period, the
results change for the later phase. The primary alternative solution emerges whose
implications have already been discussed. Although the exclusion of this group of

countries represents a remarkable reduction of the model, no fundamental effects on
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the results can be observed, speaking for a certain robustness of the original model.
Excluding the exceptionally highly contributing countries produces different results
(Table B.21, B.22). Again, the explanation model for the early period remains rather
stable, while the solution for the later phase changes slightly. But most notably, the
coverage declines strongly in both models. This suggests that although the sufficiency
solutions are not heavily influenced by these countries, the empirical relevance of the
findings is strongly influenced by these cases. Consequently, it can be said that this
model’s explanatory power slightly depends on the high contributing countries, since
the results lose a considerable degree of coverage without them. Why these countries are
that well explained by the solution and what mechanism lay behind that, is examined

in the following subchapter, executing two case studies.

5.5 Case Studies

As outlined in the research design chapter, the additional case studies are executed to
gain further insight behind the causal mechanism of the consistent pathways. With
respect to the results, for both the models explaining support and non-support, the
most relevant pathway is taken for the application of a case study. For each case, an
explanation is given why this case was chosen and which countries correlate with the
solution pathway the particular case study evaluates further. Following that, the case

studies are executed.

5.5.1 Lithuania

The first case study gives further insights about the mechanisms behind the dominating
pathway for support, which is composed of a combination of high public support, high
levels of defence spending and geographic proximity to Russia (Table 8). For the
later phase, a small economy is considered as an additional condition (Table 9). This
configuration constantly explains the support levels of the Baltic States, as well as
Poland’s behaviour in the early phase and Finland’s and Romania’s support in the
later period. Against this background, Lithuania was chosen for the following case
study, as it exemplifies the solution term’s explanation as one of the Baltic States the
best and shows the most constant support behaviour from these countries.

The case study begins with a closer examination of the condition of geographic prox-
imity. Kojala and Kersanskas (2015) outline in their analysis of Lithuania’s security
strategy, that the country’s threat perception is determined by two factors: the geopo-
litical circumstances and the historical experiences (Ibid. p. 172-174). According to
the first aspect, Lithuania perceives Russia as a great threat due to its increasingly

aggressive behaviour over years in combination with Lithuania’s exposed geographic

26



location, bordering Russia, its exclave Kaliningrad and Belarus. As the second aspect,
the historical background of Lithuania being part of the Soviet Union is shaping its
threat perception towards Russia (Ibid.). Due to the years of being ruled by a com-
munist regime, a strong connection to human rights and a democratic state model was
established (Seselgyté 2010, p. 25). This leads to an increased threat perception by
countries like Russia that do not respect these concepts. Additionally, a general antag-
onism towards specifically Russia was established, seeing the country as an aggressive
player threatening Lithuania’s independence (Seselgyté 2010, p. 25).

With respect to public support, Lithuania represents the country with the most
persistent approval by the public over time. While the public support in all Eastern
European countries that provided high levels of support for Ukraine declined over
time, the Lithuanian public remains relatively stable in their views (Trebesch et al.
2026). Therefore, the country remains the biggest supporter in that region in 2025
when it comes to the public’s opinion (Ibid.). This development and its importance are
examined in several ways. Firstly, the Lithuanian public is satisfied with the integration
process that the considerable number of Ukrainian refugees underwent (Simonis 2026).
An aspect whose importance can be best understood in comparison to Poland, where
the rising dissatisfaction with Ukrainian refugees led to an overall sceptical attitude,
which also impacted the country’s amount of military support (Ibid.). Furthermore,
Lithuania’s public approval of European values and principles is considerably high,
leading to great support for providing military assistance, since Ukrainian defence is
seen as a protection of Europe (Ibid.). Additionally, a strong anti-Russian unity within
the population results in strong support for the provision of military equipment (Ibid.).

Finally, the extensive defence spending indicating a strong focus on security issues
is examined in detail. In the case of Lithuania, it is notable that the development
of stronger attention on defence emerges linearly with further aggression by Russia
(Kojala & Kersanskas 2015, p. 175, Dudziriska 2023). This is in so far interesting,
as it indicates a strong linkage between the threat argument and a state’s priority
for security. Although this linkage can be observed in the case of several countries,
often the origin of the threat perception differs, as also later outlined in the case
analysis of Italy. It is primarily for the countries explained by this pathway that
defence spending is linked to Russia’s behaviour. Furthermore, Lithuania does not
only increase its defence spending to provide security. Since it is a comparatively small
country, Lithuania also puts remarkable efforts into alliance initiatives. The country
is pushing for further engagement by the USA and NATO, as well as supporting joint
European approaches (Ibid.). This approach differs from the ones followed by larger
countries like Poland, that focus on the establishment of their own military capabilities
(Ibid.). This is also a possible explanation why the configuration incorporates small

economies as an additional condition in the later phase.

57



The given case study has given further insights about the solution term, suggest-
ing that high levels of public support, defence spending and geographic proximity are
leading to extensive support for Ukraine. Following the principle of configurational
causation, it was illustrated that the conditions are highly influenced by each other,
with the high threat perception that is caused by the geographic proximity to Rus-
sia, acting as a catalyst for the other conditions within the configuration. Moreover,
the analysis uncovered specific mechanics that are not respected by the theoretical

expectations, for example, the alliance behaviour dimension.

5.5.2 Italy

For the case study on the pathway combining the absence of geographic proximity
with limited fiscal space leading to low levels of support (Table 10, 11), Italy was
selected because it represents an illustrative case for this solution. The country’s non-
support for Ukraine is nearly fully explained by the solution model and shares central
characteristics with other cases explained by this pathway. While Spain, Portugal
and Austria are consistently explained by this configuration across both periods, the
support behaviour of Belgium and France is only correctly explained in two of the four
years. Nevertheless, these countries represent a relatively cohesive group of Western
European States, which can be well exemplified through examining the case of Italy in
further detail.

Beginning with the condition of geographic proximity, several ways exist to ex-
plain why Russia is perceived as a comparatively limited threat by the Italian public
and politicians. While historical ties between Italy and Russia as well as each gov-
ernment’s ideological factors may play a role (Miraglia 2025), these aspects are not
directly captured by the operationalisation of threat used in this thesis, which focusses
on geographic proximity. In this context, the literature particularly emphasises Italy’s
geographic position in the south of Europe and the resulting strategic priorities. Italy’s
position in the Mediterranean Sea directs the country’s attention to security threats
emerging from that region. Consequently, its strategic priorities lie in the “Enlarged
Mediterranean” (Vignoli & Coticchia, p. 6), a concept long used by Italian officials to
describe a broader Mediterranean area relevant to Italy’s security interests (Coticchia
& Mazziotti di Celso, p. 650). Within this framework, migration represents the main
challenge to the nation’s security. Since major migration routes across the Mediter-
ranean affect Italy directly, ruling governments have put significant security efforts into
this region (Gaole & Trame 2025). Moreover, Italy’s high energy dependence further
increases the strategic importance of the Mediterranean, as disruption of supply routes
could intensify economic troubles (Ibid.). Concerns about rising terrorism and instabil-

ity in North Africa and the Middle East further intensifies Italy’s focus on this region
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(Ibid.). Notably, this prioritisation of security concerns is not only shared by Italian
authorities, but also by the public (Borsari 2025).

The argument Italian governments perceive the outlined challenges emerging from
the south is supported by research on Italy’s strategic adjustments following the in-
vasion of Ukraine. While it might be suspected that Russia’s invasion drags Italy’s
main attention and leads to a fundamental change of priorities, research on this issue
indicates the opposite. Coticchia and Mazziotti di Celso (2023) argue that the war
in Ukraine made Italy more sensitive to increasing challenges from the south (Ibid.,
p. 650). This development is linked to Russia’s growing importance in the Enlarged
Mediterranean over the last years. Russia increased its presence both at sea and on the
ground, for example in the Red Sea and the Sahel region (Ibid., p. 651-652). More-
over, a destabilisation of this region leading to an increase in migration and terrorism
is feared (Ibid.) As a consequence, Italy increased its engagement in the region, mainly
through the Mattei plan, that outlines the strategic guidelines for protective measures
in the Mediterranean area (Ibid, p. 653). Therefore, the explanation does not only
lie in a comparatively lower perception of the Russian threat itself, but also in the
dominance of alternative security concerns shaped by Italy’s geographic position. This
argument can also be transferred to other Western European countries explained by
this pathway, such as Spain, Portugal, or France.

Regarding the role of limited fiscal space, the Italian case is comparatively straight-
forward. Throughout all four years of observation, Italy’s general debt was above 130%
of the country’s GDP, clearly exceeding the calibration threshold categorising countries
as being in high debt. Within the EU, only Greece recorded higher levels of debt. In
the context of the budget deficit, Italy is also among the countries with the highest
imbalance of expenses and income. Although Italy lowered its deficit level considerably
in 2024 and 2025, it still remains under the crossover point set at -3% of GDP.

These fiscal constraints led to a cautious approach by Italy towards providing sup-
port requiring financial expenditures. This dynamic is well exemplified by the country’s
behaviour at the European level. Throughout the war period, the EU became the cen-
tral provider of financial assistance to Ukraine, representing the broad majority of
member states’ financial contributions (Trebesch & Nishikawa, p. 5). In this context,
Italy repeatedly emphasised its need for repayment of loans (Amante & Fonte 2026) and
stressed that support measures should not impact countries’ budget flexibility (Ibid.).
Moreover, initiatives arguing for more cautious fiscal approaches were often executed
jointly by countries with high levels of debt, for example France (Smith-Meyer 2025).

The relationship between fiscal constraints and support behaviour is further inten-
sified by Italy’s economic difficulties. Already before the war in Ukraine, the country
was suffering years of weak economic growth (Eurostat 2026) and was then compara-
tively strongly affected by the economic aftermath of the COVID-19 crisis (Bruno &
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Fazio 2023, p. 274). The invasion of Ukraine created further economic pressure due
to Italy’s high dependence on Russian gas imports (Ibid., p. 266). Rising inflation
in combination with social insecurity put further stress on the Italian authorities, as
domestic claims for economic relief intensified over time (Ibid. 274-275). It is impor-
tant to mention that these characteristics are not unique to Italy. Notably, the five
countries that are fully or partially explained by this pathway belong, behind Greece,
to the countries with the highest average debt in the years from 2022 to 2025. Overall,
the Italian case illustrates how geographic location shapes threat perception and, in
combination with constrained fiscal capacity as part of broader economic difficulties,
leads to lower levels of military support for Ukraine. Accordingly, the case provides a

detailed illustration of the identified solution pathway.

5.6 Concluding Comparison

To summarise this chapter and account for the dynamic character of support behaviour,

a short comparison of the main insights from the two examination periods is given

(Table 12).

Dimension Early Phase (2022-2023) Late Phase (2024-2025)
Necessary Condition None Public Support

Dominant Support Public Support + Geographic = Public Support + Mix of
Logic Proximity Conditions

Dominant Non-Support Limited Fiscal Space Mixed Pathways

Logic

Consistency (Support /  0.874 / 0.795 0.885 / 0.787

Non-Support)

Coverage (Support / 0.513 / 0.736 0.626 / 0.861

Non-Support)

Configurational More simplified configurations More complex configurations
Causation

Equifinality Two pathways in each model = Three pathways in each model

Table 12: Comparison of Main Findings across Time

While no necessary conditions could be identified for the early period, public support
emerges as a necessary condition in the later phase. Furthermore, the sufficiency results
illustrate that the dominant support logic diversified across time and that both support
and non-support for Ukraine could be explained by clearer and more concentrated sets
of conditions in the early phase. The key measurements, namely consistency and
coverage, further indicate that the applied model explains support and non-support
better in 2024 and 2025. With respect to the core principles of QCA, the findings
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show that a stronger reduction of conditions took place in the early phase, while the
later phase is characterised by more complex configurations. Additionally, across both
explanation models, one additional pathway leading to the outcome emerges over time,
indicating that a greater variety of condition sets lead countries to support or not
support Ukraine. This brief comparison not only summarises the most important
empirical findings regarding the temporal dimension, but also serves as a transition to
the following discussion, which takes a closer look at the individual conditions and the

related theoretical arguments, before discussing the results further.
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6 Discussion

In the following, the outlined results are discussed. The chapter begins by compar-
ing the findings with the theoretical expectations, through which the hypotheses are
assessed. For each condition, the empirical findings are discussed alongside the theo-
retical expectations. Afterwards, the implications of the findings regarding the applied
method of states’ behaviour in crisis situations is outlined. This condition-specific ex-
amination then ends with embedding the findings in the results of existing literature. In
the next step, further attention is given to the extent to which the research accounted
for QCA’s core principles, focussing on configurational causation and equifinality and
how they are reflected in the results. Then, the strengths and limitations of the pro-
duced findings are discussed. Finally, the indications of this study for further research
are outlined.

Table 13 shows whether the formulated hypotheses are rejected or accepted, giving
orientation for the following section, in which the findings are brought together with
the theoretical arguments. The strongest evidence for the influence of a determinant
was clearly identified for public support, representing a necessary condition in the later
phase and being part of every configuration of the sufficiency analysis for the positive
outcome. These findings confirm the theoretical expectation that the foreign policy of
democratic countries is influenced by domestic factors like the support of the public.
The convincing results point out that, in the case of support for Ukraine, governments
are facing strong incentives to align their foreign policy with the preferences of the
public. The results explaining non-outcome in the later phase, where low public sup-
port is a solution term on its own, suggest further that rejection by the public has even
greater impact on the formulation of governments’ foreign policy strategies. In addi-
tion, the theoretical argument of public support becoming more decisive over time is
also supported by the findings. While governments may have implemented measures in
response to the crisis in a more centralised decision-making process, domestic political
considerations appear to regain importance. This development to a rather foresee-
ing and strategic approach is underlined by the public support variable becoming a

necessary condition in the later period.
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Theory Condition Hypothesis Result

Collective Action GDP H1.1 Rejected
Theory
Balance of Threat Geographic H1.2 Accepted
Theory Proximity
Public Support Public Support H1.3 Accepted
Strategic Preferences  Defence Spending H1.4 Accepted
Budgetary Situation  Fiscal Space H1.5 Accepted
States’ Behaviour in GDP H2.1 Rejected
Crisis Situations
Geographic H2.2 Accepted
Proximity
Public Support H2.3 Accepted
Defence Spending H2.4 Accepted
Fiscal Space H2.5 Rejected

Table 13: Overview about the Results regarding the Hypotheses

The threat perception similarly reflects an important explanatory variable, particu-
larly during the early phase of the war, where threat constitutes the core together with
public support. Consequently, the balance of threat theory claiming that perceived
security risks increase a state’s willingness to engage in joint initiatives is supported.
In the light of the Ukrainian war, countries more exposed to the threat tend to en-
counter the Russian aggression through a stronger commitment to the alliance and its
objectives. The case study on Lithuania further emphasised the impact threat percep-
tion can have regarding alliance behaviour in specific. Italy’s case, on the other hand,
showed that greater geographic distance shapes the perception of which threats are
the most urgent. The findings across both examination periods support the assump-
tion that the role of threat perception declines over time. The indications from the
sufficiency analysis, which are further backed by the robustness checks, illustrate that
through time the situation normalises and the perceived risks decline. Although still
of great importance, the peak of the crisis is overcome and geographic proximity does
not drive the level of contribution as much forward as in the beginning.

That a country’s fiscal possibilities might impact its support for Ukraine was theo-

retically outlined and in the following further supported by the results. The findings, in
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which the fiscal space does not play a dominant but consistent role, show that the EU
member states tend to support Ukraine when they have the capability to do so. This
underlies that financial space enables countries to absorb the economic costs that are
connected to contributions related to burden sharing in a war context. Furthermore,
the strong results from the non-support analysis, as well as the case study on Italy,
show that this variable functions rather as a constraint than as a driver for support.
However, the assumption that economic considerations develop into more decisive de-
terminants has to be rejected. While the condition’s importance slightly increased for
explaining support, it clearly declined in the model aiming for non-support. Against
this background, no clear evidence was found supporting the theoretical argument
that the observed countries’ decision-making processes follow stronger strategic and
long-term considerations with time.

The results further assign defence spending a meaningful role in explaining the
outcome of supporting Ukraine, as the variable is constantly part of the configurations
with higher coverage. Going back to the theory, these findings support the assumption
that states prioritising security issues show a greater willingness to engage in defence-
related actions and to bear the associated costs. Notably, defence spending has only
limited relevance for explaining non-support, which indicates that the conditions is
rather a driver of support than a constraint. Considering the sufficiency results as well
as the primary alternative solution from the robustness checks, the dynamic hypotheses
on strategic preferences can also be accepted. As stress declines over time, governments
go back to a more rational and foreseeing approach of foreign policy formulation, leading
to a greater impact on their strategic preferences including security policies.

Finally, both arguments derived from collective action theory cannot be validated
against the background of the findings. The inconsistent and contradictory results
do not suggest that smaller states free ride on the greater capabilities of the bigger
economies within the EU. Consequently, no particular decline of importance, as ex-
pected by the theory, can be observed.

While the implications of the findings for the individual hypotheses were discussed
above, the following section examines how the overall pattern of results relates to
the applied theoretical framework regarding the temporal development of states’ be-
haviour in crisis situations. Since the therefore applied theoretical framework was not
originally developed to explain burden-sharing behaviour, conclusions regarding the
underlying theory must be drawn with caution. The findings therefore primarily allow
to draw conclusions on the theoretical arguments derived from the framework rather
than a direct evaluation of the theory itself. Nevertheless, considerable support can be
identified for the theoretical expectations derived from the conceptualisation of states’
behaviour in crisis situations by Brecher (1979) and Brecher and Wilkenfield (1997).

The identified temporal developments suggest that the factors influencing governments’
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behaviour change as crises evolve from acute emergencies to prolonged conflict situ-
ations. The declining relevance of threat perception and the increasing importance
of public support and strategic preferences indicate that immediate security concerns
become less dominant over time, while broader strategic and domestic considerations
gain relevance. These developments are consistent with the theoretical expectation
that high stress levels lead to more reactive forms of decision-making, while declining
stress allows governments to place greater emphasis on strategic and forward-looking
considerations in policy formulation.

The unclear results regarding the evolution of fiscal space rather indicate certain
limitations in how the hypothesis was derived from the theory than questioning the
theory itself. Since the applied conceptualisation of states’ behaviour in crisis situ-
ations is not specifically tailored to the examination of burden sharing, conclusions
regarding the underlying theory must be drawn carefully. Rather than rejecting the
theoretical framework, these findings are understood as an indication for further theo-
retical engagement with states’ behaviour in prolonged crises. Nevertheless, the overall
findings suggest that burden-sharing behaviour should not be conceptualised as a static
phenomenon. Instead, the explanatory relevance of determinants appears to develop
across different phases of a crisis. Consequently, the research highlights the impor-
tance of considering temporal dimensions when examining burden sharing and alliance
behaviour in prolonged crises.

Embedding these condition-specific results into the overall findings on burden shar-
ing in the case of the Ukraine war, it must be noted that the studies on this topic only
cover the time period until 2023 or 2024 (van den Boom & Truchlewski 2026, p. 3).
Therefore, the results can primarily be compared for the first examined period. How-
ever, the findings for this phase mainly align. The strong results indicating a decisive
role for the balance of threat theory and public support are backed by all studies, ex-
cept one that does not identify explanatory power for public support (Massie & Tallova
2025, p. 27). With respect to public support, it must be highlighted that the findings
of this research are comparably strong, identifying the variable as a necessary condition
in the later phase. Furthermore, no support for the collective action argument is iden-
tified, which also reflects findings from previous research. Moreover, defence spending
is suggested by other research to influence a country to support Ukraine. Nevertheless,
it must be highlighted that defence spending is used for the operationalisation of dif-
ferent theoretical concepts within the burden-sharing research. Finally, the budgetary
situation was only considered by one study, which does not find any evidence for its
importance. Consequently, the theoretical argument behind the budgetary situation
can neither be verified nor neglected considering the overall research.

Taking these findings together, conclusions can be drawn on the assumptions on

which basis QCA was selected as the applied method. The analysis shows that burden-

65



sharing behaviour in the case of Ukraine cannot be captured through a single expla-
nation, but through multiple pathways. This principle of equifinality represents that
EU member states are driven by different combinations of determinants. Moreover,
the importance of equifinality seems to increase across time, as both support and non-
support are in the later phase explained by more solution terms than in the early
period. Also, the principle of configurational causation is well illustrated across the
sufficiency pathways. It is shown that support for Ukraine is not explained through iso-
lated determinants, but instead emerges from an interplay of factors, covering different
dimensions like motivation, capability, strategy or domestic influence.

Overall, the key decisions taken regarding the research design can be justified consid-
ering the produced results. As outlined, QCA’s core elements, namely configurational
causation, equifinality and causal asymmetry, are reflected well by the results. While
the main insights align with the findings from existing literature, this research’s main
contribution lies in the approach of including a temporal dimension. The identified
solutions terms provide consistent and innovative insights about how decisive certain
determinants were regarding the support for Ukraine by EU member states across
time. Although some small changes could be observed, the extensive robustness checks
underlined the reliability of the results. The central mechanisms behind the continu-
ous pathways were then further examined in the case studies, producing a convincing
depth based on this mixed-method approach. Besides the significant and novel em-
pirical insights this research produced, the composition of theoretical elements into an
integrative framework worked out in a convincing way. This cannot only be derived
from the convincing logic and the quality of the results, but also by the insights the
findings give back to the theory. Although not all hypotheses could be accepted, the
not expected results give insights about the shortcomings or open questions regarding
the associated theories.

Despite the outlined strengths of this research, some limitations also exist. Looking
at the data, the low coverage and relatively wide spread within both solution plots
reflects a shortcoming. The presented model is not capable of explaining a great num-
ber of cases correctly. In particular, the insights of the analysis examining the positive
outcome remain limited in its case coverage. This aspect is also depicted in the robust-
ness checks, showing that the exclusion of the high supporting countries significantly
lowers the model’s coverage. This has some serious implications for the examination
over the two time periods. The central insights about the development over time are
focussed on the determinants and their joint impact leading to an outcome. Due to
the relatively low explanation of coverage, it was therefore not possible to examine
in detail how the support logic of cases changed across time. The support behaviour
by the majority of countries is not explained through switching pathways, but rather

by continuous configuration. This also led to the case studies on Lithuania and Italy,
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which are explained through the same or a very similar configuration in both periods.

Considering the broader implications of this research, the changing role of the de-
terminants for supporting Ukraine is at the centre of attention. Within burden-sharing
literature, the great majority of research is applying models that follow a rather static
understanding and do not account for the dynamic nature of states’ behaviour. Of
course, this has not to be respected for short-term events which are often examined
within burden-sharing literature, but for long-lasting contexts, considering the tem-
poral dimension is crucial. In this regard, room for improvement is given within the
literature on burden-sharing, both in theoretical terms and the actual empirical exam-
ination.

With regard to future research, a straightforward next step would be to observe
whether the identified developments regarding the importance of determinants persist
over time. This means, for example, to analyse whether the threat perception continues
to get less decisive, whether this development stops or the importance increases again.
Creating further results on this topic and expanding the considered time period might
also create opportunities for theory building. Although Brecher’s conceptualisation of
crisis response represented a meaningful framework, the development of state behaviour
in the context of prolonged crises could be examined in greater detail. Such an approach
may not only contribute to burden-sharing research but could also provide valuable
insight into policy behaviour beyond this specific context.

Furthermore, additional research could be executed on the two conditions and linked
theories that did not represent the expected results. As outlined, in the context the
Ukraine war, a greater economic size does not lead to an increase in support. The
theory of collective action appears not to apply in this situation. Since this argumen-
tation is derived from the burden-sharing literature on NATO, a possible explanation
based on the differing contexts can be given. While the Ukrainian war represented a
rapidly emerging crisis, in which countries were forced to react immediately to a con-
crete war situation, the burden-sharing behaviour within NATO emerged under rather
stable conditions. The lower level of stress in this situation could be a possible factor
explaining countries’ strategic choice for free riding. It could also be argued, that in
comparison to the cases examined in the context of NATO, the threat perception is
significantly higher, which leads small and strongly affected countries to act on its own.

The fiscal space represents the second variable that could be examined in greater de-
tail. So far, less attention was given to this factor, both within broader burden-sharing
literature and the specific literature on the Ukrainian war. However, strong results
were found regarding the impact of this condition, especially explaining non-support.
Furthermore, the unexpected development of the condition’s importance across time
can be examined in further detail. A possible explanation for the results could be the

suggestion that the effect on support levels is stronger at the beginning, because the
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direct action is closely linked to creating debts. In the long run, however, states can re-
arrange how the national budget is distributed and therefore spend less money in areas

with lower priority to enable expensive military contributions to support Ukraine.
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7 Conclusion

This research examined which determinants explain the variation in military support
for Ukraine among EU member states and how their importance developed over time.
Building on burden-sharing literature, five explanatory conditions were derived from
established theories and integrated into a theoretical framework outlining their as-
sumed influence on support behaviour and their anticipated development across time.
The latter aspect represented the central contribution of this research, as it directly
addresses the research gap concerning the explanation of changing support behaviour
among EU member states throughout the ongoing war in Ukraine.

The findings illustrate that the military support for Ukraine results from an in-
terplay of multiple factors rather than isolated factors and can be explained through
multiple pathways. During the early phase, military support emerged through the con-
junction of public support, threat perception, and defence spending, or through the
conjunction of public support, threat perception, fiscal space, and economic capabili-
ties. While these pathways remained comparatively stable across time, an additional
element emerged in the later phase, as the conjunction of public support, threat per-
ception, defence spending, and limited economic capabilities constituted one pathway
explaining support behaviour. Furthermore, an additional pathway emerged through
the conjunction of public support, defence spending, and fiscal space.

The framework also revealed multiple causal paths towards non-support for Ukraine.
During the early phase, non-support emerged through the conjunction of low fiscal
space and low public support, as well as through the conjunction of low fiscal space
and limited threat perception. While these pathways remained partially stable over
time, low public support emerged as an individual pathway explaining non-support
during the later phase. Furthermore, an additional pathway emerged through the
conjunction of low defence spending and limited economic capabilities. Regarding
theoretical expectations, the majority of hypotheses were supported by the findings.
Both hypotheses concerning public support, balance of threat and strategic preferences
were accepted, while the expected temporal development of fiscal space could not
be validated. Moreover, both hypotheses derived from collective action theory were
rejected.

Against this background, the research question can be answered as follows. Sup-
port for Ukraine is not explained by single determinants, but rather by configurations
of conditions. Furthermore, support behaviour is explained through several pathways
that evolve across time. Within this model based on configurational causation and

equifinality, several conditions emerge as particularly important. Public support illus-
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trates the central determinant, as it is part of every identified support configuration.
During the early phase, public support and threat perception jointly constitute the
core of support behaviour, which is complemented either by defence spending or by
capability-related factors such as fiscal space and economic capabilities. In the later
phase, threat perception, strategic preferences, and fiscal space represent additional
conditions contributing to support behaviour through their interaction with public
support and each other. Consequently, the importance of threat perception declines
over time, while the relevance of defence spending increases. In the case of fiscal space,
another picture emerges. While its importance for explaining support increases over
time, its relevance in the solution for non-support declines. Based on this, ambivalent
results, no clear indication is given regarding fiscal space’s role across time.

With respect to the theoretical arguments, the following conclusions could be de-
rived from the findings. The balance of threat theory, as well as the argument about
strategic preferences and democratic governments being responsive to public opinion,
can be accepted. The importance of a state’s budgetary situation is also backed by
the results, while no evidence is found for the collective action theory. Considering the
temporal dimension, notable evidence was found for the arguments derived from the
theoretical conceptualisation of states’ behaviour in crisis situation by Brecher (1979).
The declining relevance of threat perception and the increasing importance of public
support and strategic preferences suggest that the factors influencing governments’ be-
haviour change as crises evolve from acute emergencies to prolonged conflict situations.
The observed developments align with the expectation that periods in which states face
higher stress levels due to an emerging threat are connected to a stronger focus on im-
mediate security concerns, whereas declining crisis pressure allows broader domestic
and strategic considerations to gain importance. The ambiguous findings regarding
fiscal space are more likely to indicate limitations in how the theoretical assumptions
were translated into hypotheses rather than questioning the underlying theory itself.

Overall, the research design proved suitable for addressing the research objective.
The configurational approach captured central elements of QCA, namely configura-
tional causation, equifinality, and causal asymmetry, which were reflected well by the
findings. While the main insights broadly align with existing literature, the central
contribution of this research lies in incorporating a temporal dimension, providing in-
novative insights into how the importance of determinants develops across time. Fur-
thermore, the robustness checks and mixed-method approach combining QCA and case
studies strengthen the reliability and analytical depth of the findings. Finally, the in-
tegrative theoretical framework not only produced convincing explanatory results but
also generated insights regarding existing theoretical assumptions and their limitations.

Despite the outlined strengths, some limitations should be acknowledged. The com-

paratively low coverage and the wider dispersion within the solution plots indicate
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that the model is not capable of explaining support behaviour equally well across all
cases. This limitation is further reflected in the robustness checks, where the exclu-
sion of highly supporting countries substantially reduced the explanatory coverage of
the model. Consequently, while the research provides convincing insights regarding
determinants and their joint impact on support behaviour, its ability to capture in
detail how countries’ support logics changed across time remains limited. Instead of
widespread shifts between pathways, support behaviour was more frequently charac-
terised by continuity in configurations across both periods, which is further reflected
in the case studies.

Future research could focus on the determinants and theoretical approaches that
did not produce the expected findings. Greater economic size did not increase support
for Ukraine as suggested by collective action theory, indicating that this theoretical
perspective may apply differently in rapidly evolving crisis situations than under more
stable burden-sharing contexts such as NATO. Fiscal space represents a second deter-
minant needing further examination, both because of the unexpected results and the
comparatively limited attention in existing literature. More broadly, future research
could examine whether the identified developments regarding determinants’ impor-
tance persist over time. Extending the observation period may contribute to theory
development regarding burden-sharing behaviour during prolonged crises. Further-
more, although Brecher’s conceptualisation of crisis response represented a meaningful
framework, the development of state behaviour during long-lasting crises could be ex-
amined in greater detail, potentially providing insights beyond burden-sharing research.

This research showed that many ways lead countries to support Ukraine and many
ways lead countries to not support Ukraine. These pathways are characterised by
a complex composition of conditions and a dynamic nature, leading to fundamental
changes across time. Understanding this temporal dimension and how countries’ be-
haviour is determined in the light of long-lasting crises, is important for the strategic
considerations by the EU and its member states regarding the Ukraine war. The con-
flict might continue for several years and urges the Union to work closely together to
encounter the Russian aggression and defend the European identity and values. Within
this process, burden sharing and how it develops across time reflects a crucial dimen-
sion, as it can either strengthen or undermine the EU’s collective capacity to respond

to external threats and defend itself.
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Table A.2: Truth Table: Support/Late Phase
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Table A.3: Truth Table: Non-Support/Early Phase
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Table A.4: Truth Table: Non-Support/Late Phase
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B Robustness Checks

Alternative Calibration

Configuration Consistency PRI RCoverage UCoverage
1 ps *gp *ds 0.880 0.821 0.413 0.268
2 ps *gp Fagdp *fs 0.946 0.874 0.229 0.084

0.879 0.811 0.497

Table B.1: First Alternative Calibration for Military Support Early Phase

Configuration Consistency PRI~ RCoverage UCoverage
1 ps *gdp * fs 0.877 0.803 0.296 0.049
2 ps *fs *ds 0.941 0.915 0.445 0.033
3 ps *¥r~gp *gdp *ds 0.862 0.699 0.337 0.092
4 ps *gp * ~gdp * ds 0.871 0.813 0.471 0.109

0.839 0.760 0.737

Table B.2: First Alternative Calibration for Military Support Late Phase

Configuration Consistency PRI~ RCoverage UCoverage
1 ps *gp *ds 0.863 0.780 0.451 0.292
2 ps *gp Fagdp *fs 0.932 0.813 0.251 0.091

0.862 0.766 0.542

Table B.3: Second Alternative Calibration for Military Support Early Phase
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Configuration Consistency PRI~ RCoverage UCoverage
ps * fs *ds 0.915 0.866 0.490 0.089
ps * gp * ~gdp * ds 0.838 0.749 0.513 0.160
ps *gp *gdp * fs 0.946 0.879 0.231 0.013

0.861 0.786 0.663

Table B.4: Second Alternative Calibration for Military Support Late Phase

Configuration Consistency PRI~ RCoverage UCoverage
1 ps *gp 0.886 0.829 0.581 0.183
2 ps *fs 0.836 0.761 0.522 0.123
0.817 0.742 0.705
Table B.5: Alternative Calibration Public Support Early Phase
Configuration Consistency PRI~ RCoverage UCoverage
ps * gdp 0.804 0.675 0.464 0.126
ps *gp * ds 0.908 0.858 0.519 0.070
ps * fs *ds 0.961 0.944 0.439 0.029
0.849 0.780 0.727
Table B.6: Alternative Calibration Public Support Late Phase
Configuration Consistency PRI~ RCoverage UCoverage
1 ps *gp *ds 0.877 0.820 0.384 0.247
2 ps *gp Fgdp *fs 0.931 0.842 0.191 0.054

0.870 0.805 0.438

Table B.7: Alternative Calibration gp Early Phase
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Configuration Consistency PRI~ RCoverage UCoverage

ps * gp * ds 0.856 0789  0.504 0.176
ps * fs * ds 0.931 0899 0458 0.130
ps *gp *gdp * fs 0.949 0.897 0.170 0.007

0.870 0.813 0.640

Table B.8: Alternative Calibration gp Late Phase

Configuration Consistency PRI~ RCoverage UCoverage
ps *gp *gdp * fs 0.912 0.808 0.261 0.091
ps *gp * gdp * ds 0.856 0.704 0.228 0.058
ps *gp *fs *ds 0.980 0.969 0.338 0.168

0.885 0.812 0.487

Table B.9: Alternative Calibration Fiscal Space Early Phase

Configuration Consistency PRI~ RCoverage UCoverage
ps * fs *ds 0.905 0.867 0.503 0.093
ps *gp * ~gdp * ds 0.862 0.800 0.485 0.118
ps *gp *gdp * fs 0.848 0.746 0.227 0.012

0.867 0.810 0.634

Table B.10: Alternative Calibration Fiscal Space Late Phase

Configuration Consistency PRI~ RCoverage UCoverage
1 ps *gp *ds 0.874 0.813 0.426 0.292
2 ps *gp *agdp *fs 0.939 0.846 0.200 0.066

0.871 0.801 0.492

Table B.11: Alternative Calibration GDP Early Phase
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Configuration Consistency PRI~ RCoverage UCoverage

1 ps *gdp *fs 0.876 0.794 0.272 0.044
2 ps *fs *ds 0.931 0.899 0.458 0.044
3 ps *¥r~gp *gdp *ds 0.850 0.661 0.311 0.083
4 ps *gp * ~gdp * ds 0.864 0.805 0.492 0.119

0.823 0.744 0.745

Table B.12: Alternative Calibration GDP Late Phase

Configuration Consistency PRI~ RCoverage UCoverage
1 ps *gp *gdp * fs 0.941 0.861 0.236 0.049
2 ps *gp *gdp *ds 0.840 0.658 0.278 0.090
3 ps *gp *fs *ds 0.963 0.937 0.339 0.152
4 ps *gdp *fs *ds 0.970 0.921 0.196 0.009

0.876 0.795 0.487

Table B.13: Alternative Calibration Defence Spending Early Phase

Configuration Consistency PRI~ RCoverage UCoverage
1 ps *fs *ds 0.921 0.887 0.496 0.162
2 ps *gp F~gdp *ds 0.854 0.788 0.494 0.160

0.879 0.830 0.656

Table B.14: Alternative Calibration Defence Spending Late Phase

Alternative Consistency Thresholds

Configuration Consistency PRI~ RCoverage UCoverage
1 ps *gp *gdp * fs 0.941 0.861 0.236 0.087
2 ps *gp *fs *ds 0.982 0.971 0.281 0.132

0.954 0.920 0.368

Table B.15: Higher Consistency Threshold Early Phase
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Configuration Consistency PRI~ RCoverage UCoverage
1 ps *fs *ds 0.931 0.899 0.458 0.256
2 ps *gp Fgdp *fs 0.952 0.910 0.213 0.012
0.928 0.894 0.470
Table B.16: Higher Consistency Threshold Late Phase
Configuration Consistency PRI~ RCoverage UCoverage
1 ps*fs 0.796 0.706 0.541 0.260
2 ps *gp *ds 0.874 0.813 0.426 0.145
0.779 0.688 0.686
Table B.17: Lower Consistency Threshold Early Phase
Configuration Consistency PRI~ RCoverage UCoverage
1 ps *gp *ds 0.829 0.747 0.569 0.088
2 ps *gdp *fs 0.858 0.778 0.301 0.047
3 ps *gdp *ds 0.790 0.632 0.423 0.065
4 ps *fs *ds 0.931 0.899 0.458 0.029
0.793 0.702 0.762
Table B.18: Lower Consistency Threshold Late Phase
Different Case Selection
Configuration Consistency PRI~ RCoverage UCoverage
1 ps*fs 0.890 0.838 0.555 0.268
2 ps *gp *ds 0.930 0.896 0.436 0.150
0.880 0.825 0.705

Table B.19: Exclusion Non Supporting Countries Early Phase
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Configuration Consistency PRI~ RCoverage UCoverage
1 ps *gdp *fs 0.978 0.967 0.282 0.033
2 ps *fs *ds 0.933 0.905 0.460 0.034
3 ps *¥r~gp *gdp *ds 0.841 0.677 0.333 0.086
4 ps *gp * ~gdp * ds 0.877 0.824 0.488 0.116
0.859 0.796 0.741
Table B.20: Exclusion Non Supporting Countries Late Phase
Configuration Consistency PRI~ RCoverage UCoverage
1 ps *gp *gdp *fs 0.928 0.796 0.270 0.107
2 ps *gp *gdp *ds 0.835 0.627 0.276 0.113
0.841 0.645 0.383
Table B.21: Exclusion High Supporting Countries Early Phase
Configuration Consistency PRI~ RCoverage UCoverage
1 ps*fs *ds 0.906 0.818 0.323 0.105
2 ps *gp Fagdp *fs 0.938 0.866 0.235 0.017

0.902 0.809 0.340

Table B.22: Exclusion High Supporting Countries Late Phase
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Alternative sufficiency plots
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Figure B.1: Sufficiency Plot: Support/Late Phase
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Figure B.2: Sufficiency Plot: Non-Support/Late Phase
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