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e deaths of three U.S. soldiers in Iraq on Monday brought to a fotal of 91 the number of military personnel

killed tn hostile action there since President Bush declared on May 1 that major combat was over.
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§  Casualties and Consensus

cal generic U.S. military intervention.3 [t shows that, as the hypo-
thetical costs in lives increase, fewer respondents find the number of
deaths in the intervention to be acceptable. The median respondent
{at the 50th percentile) found 100 1.5, deaths due 1o hostile action to
be the acceptable limit in casualties.

The figure is of questionable use to us, however: It offers no context
whatsoever in terins of the intervention’s objectives or prospects for

RANOMARZZS-T 1

1 would llke 10 get soma Idea of what you think “too much loas of
life” in In a military Intervention. What would be ths rough figure
you would use as an acceptable numbaer of LS. deatha?

100
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01 100 10,000
Acceplable number of U.S deaths {logarithmic scale)

1.000.000

SOURCE: Amaericans Talk Issuss, June 23-July 1. 1951
NOTE: See Table A 1 in the appendix lor tha data from Lhis quastion

Figure 2.1—Support as a Function of U.S. Battle Deaths

31he reader should note that the figure, the first of many such figures, uses a loga-
rithmic scale for the x-axis, which suggests muore sensitivity to early casualties than
later ones. Mueller (1973} found that the logarithms of casualties in the Korean and
Vietnam wirs were better predictors of support than the riw casualties because the
declineg in support was steeper in the earlier part of the wars and slower foward the
end. and speculated that this was typical of suppart for such fimited and distam wars.
As will be seen in the case studies, it appears that this intuition was well-lounded; the
log of the casuabties seems to explain rather well the declining support for many other
operations. See Mueller (1973}, pp. 35-37 and 266

'
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success or of any other characteristic that describes 1he' US s.iakes
that are engaged. In fact, there have been many U.s. mthlary.uucr—
ventions, some of which were found to be unacceptable with far
fewer than 100 deaths, and some of which were found to be accept-

military interventions?

Figure 2.2 plots observed support for a number of actual military
conflicts—and prospective support for one other {the Gulf War)—as
a function of casualties.?

The figure leads to two important insights. First, the-fate of decli
as a function of casualties ¥aries dramatically from operation 10

operation. For example, judged by the two time series and the other
data for the war, support hardly declined in the Second World War,
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NOTE: Tha wording of the quastions and the data for the figure are documented
i the appandix.

Figure 2.2—Support as a Function of U.S. Batile Deaths for the
Cases Analyzed
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41 ke veader will note that the casualty data are presented on d_lug E:‘l.d:_(!tl(! ][‘l:vm:l:\d
comparison of the cases; this undersiates the differences in the slopes of the low-
high-casualty operations.

.
able with far more—what are the patterns in the data for actual U.5. U



11 Casualties and Consensus

while support declined rather precipitously in Somalia, losing about
30 percentage points for each increase by a factor of ten in deaths
due to hostile action.

Second, the figure does not suggest a high Eo]er;x,“ace for casualties in
the past a%wﬁﬂsm% example, the curve
for the Gu 3, Tepresenting prospective support given various
hypothesized casualty levels, does not look terribly different from
observed support as a function of casualties in Korea {1950~-1953) or
Vietnam (1965-1973).5 Similarly, the intervention in Somalia (1992~
1994) does not look all that different from the Dominican interven-
tion (1965)—both showed rather steeper rates of decline as casualties
grew. Lebanon (1982-1984) is an interesting case in which only a
hard-core minority ever supported the operation.5 There is clearly
something at work here that bears closer examination.

v ———— et

L Ly

A S:E:I\}PLE WEIGHING OF ENDS AND MEANS

The relationship between support and casualties can perhaps best be
understood by thinking in terms of a simple model of ends and
means in which leaders and members of the public determine their
support on the basis of a few simple considerations:?

o The perceived benefits of the intervention. The greater the per-
ceived stakes or interests and the more important the principles
being promoted or the objectives being sought are, the higher
the probability is that the intervention will be supported ¥

51 hose cancerned about the comparison of data on prospective and ohserved sapport
will be relieved to learn that not only were gquestions on prospective support as i
funclion of casualties in the Vietnam War fairly good predictors uf ohserved support.
but the data Tor the Gulf War on prospective support as a function of casualties may
actually have nnderestinmated the public's olerance for casualties in that war. his will
e described in much greater detail fater in this chapter

G yhe slight increase in support is a temporary “rally” following Presiders Heagan's
delense ol Lehanon policy in the wake of the bombing of the Marine barracks in
feirut.

Thgilstein (1974), lentleson (1992). Kagay (19492), Mueller (1973 and 1934} Khirevas and
O Connor 11895}, and Hichman (1995) reach broadly compatible findings

Byne clarity of the stakes, interests, or nhjectives cian often be an importan! detenni-
nant of suppart, akthough this is in faat sumewhat more complicated than most real-
ize  I'o be sure, clarity in the objectives of a military operation has become sumething

Ihe Bases of Support 11

Furthermore, under certain circumstances, changes in objective
or mission can, in theary, either decrease or increase the per-
ceived benefits?

«  The prospects for success. The higher the probability that the
intervention will successfully achieve its objectives, the higher
the probability is that the intervention will be supported.

O +  Prospective and actual cosis. The higher the prospective and

(]

actual costs, the lower the probability is that the intervention will
be supported. This is because of the increasing Costs themselves
and the fact that higher-than-expected costs can signal that an
operation is going worse than expected.!?

«  Changing expectations. Initial expectations provide an anchor or
frame for evaluating subsequent developments, and events that
shatter this frame in a dramatic fashion (e.g., the Chinese entry
into Korea, the Tet offensive of early 1968) can lead to a revision
of the ends-means calculus.!? Initial expectations—about
benefits, prospects for success, costs, and support from lead-
ers—may prove to have been unrealistic or overly sanguine. In
such a case, the situation can diverge from the initial expecta-

of a litmus test for support [rom political leaders. A fallure 10 articulate clear objec-
sives or 4 disconnection between the declaratory tor original) und perceived objectives
[us in Somalia) can result in high levels of criticism from politicsd leaders and in confu-
sion snd declining support in the public. Thus, uncertainty abaut the stakes, interests.
or ubjectives rmay tead 10 a tack of clarity about the benefits of an intervention; to the
extent that this uncertainty results in a discounting or undervaluation of the expected
henefits, support will usually fall Bat such a Jack of preciston about the stakes may
also increase support, if that ambiguiry results in drawing in supporters who expect
either greater or different henefits Criticisms that I'resident Bush should have clari-
fied whether the United States was going ta war for the oil, the nuclear weapons, ar the
atrngities are apposite: The apparent credibility of each justification probably can.
tribusted 10 the overalt high levels of support by drawing support from amung different
groups  Fad the president settled un just one justification. support would likely have
been lower

Y the Korean War, for example, reunification of the Korean peninsuls offered more
benefits than a refurn to the status quo ante.

Wy agree with Mueller (1973, pp 62-64) that castaltios are a good compuosite indicatur
al the intensity and costs of an vperatien and that, in many cases. the public nwy
rensabn unaware of the precise number of battie deaths. As will be seen, however, the
pulilie opinion data that are available olten show i public that has a reasonibly accu-
rate grasp of the number of dearhs that have been incurred

Hmichael Kagay (1992, pp. 1 11-§ 12} deseribes the importance of expectativns—in his
word, contingencies—in the Gulf Ware
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tions, and cognitive dissonance, anxiety, or an urge to reevaluate
the balancing of ends and means may resuit. When events turn
out better than expected, of course, there is little reason for
anxiety and much reason to applaud the outcome '

o The nature and depth of support for the intervention among the
other actors. Political leaders and members of the public are
mutually influencing and constraining, and the broader and
deeper the support of the other actors, the higher the probability
is that an actor (e.g., member of the public, Congress) will sup-
port the intervention.?

in short, support can be thought of as a constant rebalancing of the
benefits and prospects for success against the likely and actual
costs—and a determination of whether the outcome is judged worth
the costs—all informed By leaders and experts.!? As new cvents
occur or objective conditions change, they are interpreted by politi-
cal leaders and experts, and the ends and means are reevaluated.
Such a model, engendering both normative and pragmatic consid-
erations, clearly has a great deal of intuitive appeal, but why should
we believe that this is what is at work?

First, as a practical matter, U.S. military operations are typicaily
explained and justified both in normative terms—stressing the
importance of the principles and interests that are al stake—and
pragmatic terms-—stressing the good prospects and reasonable costs
of the intervention. Such a framework captures both the
“gperational code” of political leaders and the enduring concerns of
the public.

2yrady (1931)

Bggr example. members of the public rely extensively upon opinion leaders {the
president, cungressional and other leaders, and experts) o interpret and clarnify evenis
and choices and to inform their own opinions on the intervention The president. on
the other hand, gauges the attitudes of the public and Congress 1o determine what
policies are pulitically feasible  Members of Congress and the media) may gauge the
receptiveness of the public 1o oppusition arsguments, The role of leadership and con-
sensus or dissensus among teaders will be examined in Chapter Four

lpgecumentation of other efforts o refate support for U8 military operations (o
ather Tactors can be fpund in Russets and Nincic (1976}, Jentleson (1992), Klarevas and
O ' Connor (19495}, and Richman (1495}

~
4

| he Bases of Support 13

second, a focus on the particular objectives of the operation and the
perceptions of the principles and interests that are engaged estab-
lishes a connection between the objectives of a given operation and
the larger purposes it is promoting.'> A focus on principles {the
mantra of the idealist school of American foreign policy) and inter-
ests (the mantra of the realists) offers a degree of simplification with-
put unduly sacrificing analytic power. Because each school is more
closely associated with a particular ideology and party (idealism with
liberalism and the Democratic party, realism with conservatism and
the Republican party), this focus also offers a sensible framework for
examining subgroups that are likely to differ in their evaluations of a
military operation. '8

Third, such a framework is convenient for the simple reason that
public opinion data are usually available For example, a wealth of
available data that describes elite and public views on foreign policy
goals and vital interests evidences a high degree of stability over time
in public and leadership perceptions, a high degree of consistency
between opinion teaders and members of the mass public, and an
observed relationship between benefits and support for military
operations 17

What follows then describes the cases through the lens of this simple
metaphor of an ends-means calculus. As will be seen, the factors

Bjenileson (1992), for example, notes typically tower levels of support for elloris 10
“remuke” the governments of other countries than to “restrain” undesirable external
apgression.  This is consistent with data from the Chicago Council on Foreign
Relations (CCIR) surveys that show that, typically, only about one in three views the
foreipn-pulicy prat of promoting demucracy as very impuortant

1 1e above framework in no way suppests that all members of the public evaluate
benefits, prospects, and costs—or fullow leaders—in an identical fashien  Indeed. as
will be seen, a preat deal of evidence suggests that they do not.

175 simple correlation analysis of the quadrennial surveys of the 1470-1594 COFR
revealed high survey-to-survey correlations for hoth the public and the leaders
Ninciv (1992) makes a somewhat similar ohservation regarding the continuity uver
time in these data Simitarly high correlations were found besween the public and the
feadurs in any given survey year  While members of the public are less inclined than
leaders to see ANy countries as vital interests or fureipn-policy goals as being very
important, hoth groups’ overall sirictnres or rankings of vital interests and foreign
policy goals were highly cotretated  See Russets and Nincie (1976) and Rielly (¥345),
Richman (19895} also includes benelits in Bis ~eatcubus” ol support; Klarevas and
O'Connur (1994) find that the “justilications” ollfered and the expected and actual
costs are important in suppott
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that can affect support for wars and military operations have
changed little in many important respects in the last 50 years.
WORLD WAR I}

Following Pear! Harbor and the U.S. declaration of war, public sup-
port for the Second World War remained high over the course of the
war, as can be seen in Figure 2.3.10

Perceived Stakes and Benefits

.

In the Second World War~—§the good war”><the public had an excel-
lent cause. Of course, Japan's-attac ear]l Harbor and Germany's
declaration of war on the United States contributed greatly to
support for U S. entry into the war. But support also derived from
~ the shared perception of important stakes and vast benefits of elimi-
( nating a grave threat to U.S. security and from optimism that the out-
-~ come would be a decisive victory and punishment of the Axis
powers. For many, the aims of defeating fascism and constructing
international organizations to better assure peace meant the war also
promoted a number of important liberal internationalist princi-
ples. 19

EaaY

Although the importance of the stakes had become clear to most of
the public even before the war, it may actually have increased over

&

18pata on the Second World War are from Cantril and Strunk (1951}, Campbell and
Cain {1965), Erskine {1970}, and Gallup (1972). Good analyses of public apinion data
on the war can be found n Canitril (1947}, Page and Shapiro (1992), and O'Nelll (1993).
One of the reviewers of this report suggested that comparisons of the Second World
War with more recent operations must rest on a fragile foundation because of the
thinness of the data on World War 11, and because the war represented a transitional
period In the country's international role. While both polints are well taken, | have
decided to leave this case study in the report, to show that even these public opinion
data from an earlier exa are entirely consistent with a model of ends and means, as just
described. Page and Shaplro (1992) also examine the Second World War and the
Korean and Vietnam wars and find "2 rational public” responding to objective condi-
tions and events, and leadership.

}95eventy-fuur percent had heard the phrase "United Nations” in July 1942, and 64
percent approved of the creation of a new league of natlons afier the war. NORC, July
I, 1942,
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Figure 2.3—Support for the Second World War

the course of the war. By March 1942, the Office of Public Opinion
Research (OPOR) found that 70 percent thought that, if Germany and
Japan won the war, they would “keep their armies over here to police
the United States”; by July 1942, OPOR found that 88 percent thought
this outcome likely. Eighty-seven percent thought that if Germany
won the war, it "would kill some of our business and political lead-
ers,” and 91 percent thought that “most of us would have to work for
the Nazis instead of ourselves.”20

Further contributing to support for the war was a desire for punish-
ment as a consequence of the Japanese sneak attack on Pearl Harbor;
such atrocities as the Bataan death march, reports of the Japanese
torture of U.S. prisoners of war, and Germany's holocaust; and the
ferocious fighting in such battles as Guadalcanal, Tarawa, Saipan,

2003p0R, March 26, 1942, and July 15, 1942. See Cantrll and Strunk (1347).
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peleliu, Iwo Jima, and Okinawa 2! Finally, the Allies’ determination
to seek an unconditional surrender rather than settling for a negoti-
ated settlement offered the sort of victory most wanted: Support for
unconditional surrender ranged from about 75 to 84 percent, and
majorities favored severe punishment of the malefactors.2¢ Finally,
for many the prospects of a postwar world organization of United
Nations promised a more effective collective security system than
had prevailed in the pre-war years. In short, a host of strategic and
moral arguments lay behind the U.S. prosecution of the war.23

Prospects for Success

Also important in sustaining support, however, were the good (and
improving) prospects for success. While victory may not have been
in much doubt, expectations regarding the likely duration of the war
were somewhat unstable and seemed to respond to events on the
battlefield.24 For example, those expecting a war of a year or less
increased over the summer of 1943 (following successes in Tunisia
and Sicily), fell over the winter of 1943, and then picked up again
following Anzio in the spring and summer of 1944. By the fall of
1944-—after the fall of Rome, the invasion of Normandy, and the lib-
eration of Paris—fully 90 percent of those polled expected war with
Germany to last a year or less.®

21 a1l of these factors contiibuted to the demonization of the Japanese and to a belief
in their treachery and savagery. Dower (1887}, p. 33.

22NORC, February 1944; AIPO, January 31, 1945, and February 20, 1945; and Fortune,
june 1945, Nevertheless, Mueller {1973, p. 63) reporis that 20 percent in early 1944
fwhen Hitler stili held France) responded in the alfirmative when asked: “If Hitler
offered peace now 1o all countries on the basis of not going any further but teaving
matters a5 they now are, would you favor or oppose such a peace?” By late 1944, 88
percent felt that Japanese leaders should be punished, with torture and death the
preferred punishment AIPO, November 17-22, 1944, In mid-1945, 45 percent
thought Gestapo agents and storm troopers should meet a similar fate  AIPO, May 18-
23, 1945

23Nevertheless, Mueller (1973, pp . 63-64) reports that only 53 percent in June 1942 felt
they had a clear idea of what the war was abowt, although this percentage increased.

2410 July 1942, ALPO found that 87 percent of those palled thought that the Allles
would win the war, and 66 percent expected a decisive victory AIPO, July 29, 1942.

25410 and NORC.

U
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Expected and Actual Costs

Most expected a more costly war than the Great War had been,
although in the first two years of the war, losses generally accumu-
lated at a slow,but steady rate: A little over 50,000 of the 294,000 bat-
tle deaths that the United States suffered in the war were incurred
before 1944.26 The public opinion data from the Second World War
furthermore show early evidence of public concern about U.S. casu-
altiezs, with most wanting more information about the toll of the
war.27

The Allied reliance on strategic bombing was in part an attempt to
avoid the massive casualties experienced during the First World War.
In fact, the public seemed cross-pressured between support for an
airpower-dominant strategy and a desire to put U.S. ground forces
on the European continent because of doubts that airpower alone
would yield success.28 By the late spring of 1945, a majority of the
public thought that a deliberative approach to concluding the war in
the Pacific would result in fewer casualties and expressed a preler-

ZBFurry-ﬁve percent of thase AIPO polled in June 1941 expected more soldiers and
sailors killed in another world war than in the first, while 31 percent expected fewer,
AIPQ, June 26-July 1, 1941, in Gallup {1972), p. 289. The greatest losses of the Second
World War in fact occurred In the European theater int 1944, a year that included oper-
ations in Anzlo, Nermandy, northern France, and the Battle of the Buige.

27por example, when asked how they wanted the government to handle news of U.5

losses, 73 percent of those NORC polted in December 1941 said that they wanted the
government to "release news about such losses as soon as they are confirmed, so long
as the news doesi’t actually help the enemy.” NORC, December 24, 1941, Fifty-three
percent of those NORC polled in October 1943 gave at least qualified approval for
publishing "even stories and pictures showing how American soldiers are suflering
and dying* NORC, October 2, 1943. And 56 percens of those AIPO polled in January
1944 said newspapers and newsreels "with men dead or wounded on battlefields”
should be shown. AIPO, January 6-11, 1944, Nevertheless, the October 2, 1843 NORC
poll revealed that only about 10 percent said that they had actually seen pictures of
G.I.s suffering. i

28NoRC's August 13, 1942 poll asked respondents "[d]uring the next two or three
months, do you think the Allies should concentrate on increasing thelr bombing
attacks on Germany, or do you think they should try to land troops somewhere in
Burope to attack Germany?" Forty-one percent wanted to Increase bombing, while 39
percent wanted to land troops. The rather low support for an alrpower-dominant
strategy may have been due to doubts that airpower alone would result in the defeat of
Germany NORC's October 6, 1942 poll found that 60 percent believed that the Allies
would have to invade the continent 1o defeat Germany, while 26 percent thought
Germany could be defeated by increastng air attacks alone.
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ence for such a casualty-minimizing strategy 2% Viewingitasa tool
for quickly concluding the war without an invasion of Japan, thereby
saving U S. lives, majorities also supported the use of the new atomic
bomb 3 A majority of the public also generally was aware of the final
toll of the war: In October 1945, 87 percent correctly stated that the
war had been more costly than the First World War, and the median
respondent AIPO polled correctly estimated that the United States
had suffered berween 300,000 and 500,000 deaths in the war !

Concluston

While not entirely free of domestic discord, the Second World War
was “good"” in very many senses of the word—il involved a bipartisan
consensus about vital interests, a moral cause, and the benefits of
defeating Germany and Japan—and the consequences of failing to

defeat them 3? It also evidenced,continued optimism about viclory>

O L e T
16 support for casualty-mmim:thﬁa However, other
—faciors mediated or tempered this concern, leading to rather robust

There was demonstrable concernaboutcasualtiés in the war, leading

ngorry-!hree percent of those Fortune polted in June 1945 thought that "taking mare
time” would resuli in fewer casualties than "conquering in a hurry ” Fortune. June
1945 Seventy-nine percent of those Gallup polied in May 1445 preferred “taking time
and saving lives” over "ending the war quickly despite casualties” or "ending the war
quickly and saving lives " AIPO, May 15. 1945 And 58 percent said that the United
Siates should wait until the navy and air force “had beaten them down and starved
them out” before invading the main lapanese homeland AIPO, June 27, 1945

30when Fortune asked how they felt about the use of the atomic bomb in September
19485, 54 percent said "we should have used two bnmbs on cities, just as we did,” while
another 23 percent said "we should have quickly used many more of them before
Japan had a chance to surrender ™ Only 5 percemnt said that the United States should
not have used them at all, while 14 percent thought that a demonstratiun should have
been conducted hefore dropping such a bomb on a city Mueller (1573, p. 172,

3 a1p0. October 17. 1945 and U § Department of Defense data In fact, the fatter was
a reasonably accurate estimate—the actual number was whour 407,000, including
about 292,000 batte-related deaths and about 115,000 uther deaths While 38 percent
said that the number of killed and wounded had been more than what they had
expected when the war was started, anuther 42 percent said that the war had been less
costly than had heen expected

F2gop Mueller (1973), pp 63. 65; and Stein (1980). pp. 40-47

334 aiso led 1o ocrasional criticism when the death toll did not seam o be justified by
a purticular gain in territory e g, Tarawal
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‘ f\r_\) support in the face of the increasing toll in war dead 3* For most, the

ends and means remained in balance.

THE KOREAN WAR

John Miteller's War, Presidents and Public Opinion (Mueller, 1973)
provides the definitive analysis of public opinion data for the Korean
and Vietnam“wars.*® His analysis emphasized close attention to
differences in q%sgon wording and to the importance of the context
and timing of public:gpinion poiling questions.37 Figure 2.4 presents
data on trends in suppaort for the war.38 |t shows a rally in support
following Inchon in Sep\t‘er__nber 1950, a sharp decline following the
entry of the Chinese into the war in November of that year, and a
slight recovery over the spring of 1951, where it bottomed out,
declining more gradually thereafter ¥ Once the front lines were
restabilized at the 38th parallel antltruce talks had begun, a drawn-
out stalemate punctuated by occasiopal combat characterized the
situation on the ground. \‘-\

R iy i i i
One estimate of the decline In support as a function of casualties was about two
percentage poinrs for each increase by a factor of ten in batde deaths

Bindeed. to 1he extent that there were disagreements among political leaders over the
war, lhgy seein mostly to have been over mobilization. treatment ol fabor, and other
domestic aspects of the war  See O'Neili {1983).

381 addition to Mueller {1473}, good sources of public oplnaion data for the war are
Gallup (1472}, NORC. and the Roper Center's POLL database. Good analyses ol the
public upinion data on Korea are found in Mueller {1873). Delknap and Campbell
{1951-14952), and Page and Shapiro (1992}

37 . . . : .
For example. in terms of the presidential policy at the time or of drinmatic develop-
ments on the battlefield or in political circles.

3””3(} lahels refer to the percentage taking a "pro” posirion on the public opinion
questiong fuund in Fable 3.1 of Mueller (1973}, pp 45-47 Question wordings (or the
[n}u' series are as follows  Series A {AIPO): Do you think the United S1ates made a
mistake in going inte the war in Korea. or not?” Series B (NORC): “Du you think the
iinnqd States was right or wrong in sending American tronps to stop the Communist
invasion 0f South Karea?" Series ({INORCY: "As things stand now, do you feel that the
war in Korea has been fwas) worth fiphting, or not?" Series 1) (Minnesota polly:

Louking back over the Korean War since it started Jast June tin June tnst year, fast
year, two years ago, in June ol 1950) would you say now that you feel the United States
{we} did the right thing in sending American forces o Korea?”

Wypes .

1he increase in support in late 1952 may have been due to President Eisenhower's
ek_:r.lmn and his visit o Korea in December of thit year; Eisenhower had promised 1o
bring the war to an erd.
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Tabie 2.3

Prospective Casualty Tolerance in Vietnam

Asked of a sample of leaders from Son Jose, Calif, In Sumier 1965: At
what point do you believe the U 5. objeciives are not worth the cost in

casualiies?
Responding
{purcent}

Not worth the foss of injury of a single American 2
L ast year's casualty rate— 1 C0/muonth T
Last year's casualty rate adjusted to increased troop

strength—250/ month 22
fhe Korean War rate—4.380/month 28
World War I rate for the U.5.—24,230/month i
SONURCE: Vath {1965) ‘
Asked of a national sample: Would you approve of con‘imiﬁ-u_h—lwg‘—l-t_w_ﬁgim;g' "1’\’)
if it meant several hundred American soldiers would be killed every week?

Responding
{percent)
g ¢
Approve RL - { v}
Disapprove EL ’} v
Don't know i F

SOURCE: NORC No 876-5 (February 1316}
NOTE: Percentages are of categorizable responses

like rates that fewer than four in ten had earlier indicated a willing-
ness to accept-~an overall casualty rate in the thousands, with sev-
eral hundred dying each week. I is striking that, by some measures
of support, only four in ten of those polled counted themselves as
supporters of the war by the time the costs reached these levels b2

Lorell et al. {1985) provide confirmatory evidence that the war’s costs
had become too high for all but a minority. After reviewinga number
ol other studies that associated casualties with declining support for
the Vietnam War, they reported public opinion data from the Harris
organization that showed that casualties, especially war dead, had
increasingly become the single most troubling aspect of the Vietnam

S2A1r0, March and April 1960 polis
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War 53 By March 1969, the number of battle-related deaths had risen
to over 34,000—the final toll of the Korean War—and ncarly two out
of three said they would have opposed the U S, entry into the war il
they had known the costs of that conflict 54

Conclusion

~~In Vietnam, the increasing costs came to be judged by majorities as
eing incommensurate with the expected benefits of the war and its
prospects for success.5 As in World War If and Korea, however, the
role of casualties in eroding support appears to have been mediated;
or regulated by changing perceptions of the stakes or interests,
progress in the war, and divisions among leaders.%% Like Korea, in
spite of growing misgivings on the part of leaders and the public
about the growing costs of the war, presidents Johnson and Nixon
were able to maintain grudging support for continuing the war until

N B30 July 1967. 31 percent volunteered “loss of aur young men,” “casualties,” "loss of
lves.” or “kitling” as the mast troubling aspect uf the war. and by March BHR—jusl
after the Tet olfensive—that percentage had risen to 44 percent Dy comparisen, unly
12 percent in the July 1967 polt were miost troubled that nin erroupgh Progress was
being made. By March 1960. 2 percent found the limitations on the war (o be the muost
troubling aspect of the war. and 18 percent were most rroubled by “roo much politics.”
“no progress.” “its not a declared war,” “why are we fighting?,” or “all other
responses " See also Mueller (1973). Milstein (1974}, and Kernell (1978}

B4y Murch 1969, Harris Survey No 1926 asked: I we had known the Vietam war

; wils going 1o invalve the costs, the American casualties, and would fast so tong, wouhd
ym have favored or opposed the 1 8. going into the war back in 19617" Twenty-six
percent saidl they would have favored U S entry into the war. while B3 percent were
opposed. and H percent were niot sure

B arefl etal (1955, p 28) concluded:

[he evidence presenied above shows a steong Jink in bith the Korean arnd
Vietnam wars between casualtles and the course of public opinton regarding
the war  Although there is no altegether satisfactory way to disentangle the
elfvets of casulties from the elfects of ather factors with which casualties nuy
be associated. the link is nol surprising. Common sense fells us that Americins
dum't tike 1o see their fathers and sons dying. cspecially in lomyg wars fotght over
unclear of Himited objectives in distant corners of the world
fithy e stope of the decline in support as a funciion of bantle deaths ranged from - 1L
1o -19 5, depending on the question used. Although he estimated the selationship
Berween support and 1otal casualties (killed. hospitatized. wotnded. and missingl,
Mueller (1971} found a comparalide result—support declined by ahowt 15 points fur
each increase by a fugtor of ten in casualties
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a negotiated settlement could be achieved, 5o long as the costs were
minimized. This outcome will be explained in the next chapter.

THE GULF WAR

There are many parallels between the Gulf War and the Korean War.
The Guif War began dramatically like Korea, with Iraq’s invasion of
Kuwait in August 199057 The war involved important stakes,
although none nearly as compelling as the containment of glabal
communism. It also resulted in bipartisan support for the initial
deployment of U.S. troops, in spite of the potential for combat,
Unlike Korea, however, the Gulf War was a remarkable and swift suc-
cess, achieving its objectives at costs far lower than most had
expected. As can be seen in the Figure 2.6, it enjoyed high levels of
support from the public.

Perceived Stakes and Benefits

Zaller {1992) has noted that the mobilization of mass support in the
Gulf crisis was impressive in that it was accomplished without refer-
ence to a communist threat—the standard justification for the use of
troops for the preceding 40 years—and that most people expected
the war to be costly in American lives.58

There was, however, broad agreement that the United States had
important interests in the Gulf59 The United States was also

6716hn Mueller's Policy and Opinton in the Gulf War (1994) provides a compilation
and careful analysis of public opinion data on the Gulf War. As he did In his 1973
book, Mueller examines the impact of question wording, the eptions that were offered
to the respondent, the timing of the pol}, and other factors on public attitudes woward
the Gulf War. The analysis presented here is broadly consistent with Mueller's analy-
sis, but expands on the question of the willingness of the public to tolerate casualties

Most of the public opinion data on the Guif War used here can be found in the
appendixes of Muetler (1994).

GB7aller (1992), p. 269
Gthe question CCFR asked was:

Many people believe that the United States has a vital interest in certain areas of
the world and not in other areas  That is, certain countries of the world are
important to the U.8. for political, economic or securlty reasons. 1 am going fo
read a list of countries. For each, 1ell me whether you feel the U 5. does or does
not have a vital interest in that country ... .
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taken from Mueller (1894}, Tables 26-31.

Figure 2.6—Approval for Startin

g War or Ground War,

January-February 1981

arguably promoting a number of foreign policy goals or principles in

the Gulf that majorities of the public
important.’0 Majorities of the public a

generally thought were very
ccordingly found a number of

‘The November 1930 CCER survey found that 83

percent of those polled believed that

the United States had a vital interest in Saudi Arabia, while 77 percent believed the
Unlted States had such an interest in Kuwalt. There is a high degree of consistency in
these data over time: 77 percent of those polied in 1986 and 1982 indicated that the
United States had a vital interest in Saudl Arabia The equivalent percentages {or the
leaders were somewhat higher: 88 and 93 percent, respectively.

Othe question CCFR asked was:

1 am going to read a list of possible foreign policy goals that the United States
might have. For each one please say whether you think that It should be a very
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good reasons for U.S. involvement in the Gull, as can be seen from
the illustrative polling results presented in Tabie 2.4.

Although there was support for a defensive deployment, support for
going to war was somewhat more complex and ultimately devolved
into two questions. The first was what policy to pursue to force Iraq
to quit Kuwait: whether sanctions were likely to be effective at forc-

ing an Iragi withdrawal or whether force would ultimately be:

required to achieve this objective. The second was whether sanc-
tions were likely to work and, if not, whether the situation was
important enough to warrant the risks and costs of war.

Growing support for a prospective war in the Guif seems in part to
have been the result of a declining belief that sanctions alone would
achieve an Iraqgi withdrawal, which precipitated both declining sup-
port for continued reliance onssanctions, and an increasing belief
that war was likely.”! That is, the leadership debate had legitimated
only one alternative policy option to war—sanctions—and as the

important foreign policy goal of the United States, a somewhat important for-
eign policy goal, or not an Important goal atall. Howabout .. ..

The falt 1990 CCFR study found the following percentages believing that each goal was
very important: “defending our allies’ security” (61 percent); "preventing the spread
of nuclear weapons” (59 percent); “protecting weaker nations against foreign agpres-
sion” (57 percent); and "promoting and defending human rights in other countries”
(58 percent).

7IMuelier (1994, p- 58) argues that there is {ittle evidence of a rise in support for war
during the debalte period:

Overall, then, Bush did not get war because he was able to swing public {or
Congressional} opinion toward war—though, conceivably, he was able to arrest
a deterioration of support for war

While the evidence Is not unequivocal, an exnmination of the tables in Mueller (1994)
that contain time series for the period suggests an average six-point increase in sup-
port for war from late Novermnber 10 the days prior to the war. Five of the seven series
examined showed an increase of more than three peints over this period, while ene
increased by three points. Public opinion data showing a declining beliel in the effi-
cacy of sanctions Is found in Mueller (1994}, Tables 67, 68, and 71, Declining support
for reliance on sanctions is found in Tables 72-74, 76, 76-06, 88, and 90. Increasing
belief that war was likely can be seen in Tables 229-233 and 235.
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Table 2.4

Percentage Saying Each Reason is a Good Reason for Getting :
Involved in Middle East Conflict -

Please tell me if each of the following are good reasons oF poor reasnns for
“pétting involved 1 -thils (Middie East).confilc TRetel

Apree
{percent)
To deter further aggression by Irag 70
To protect the oil supply in the Middle East ) 70
To force Irag to remove its troops from Kuwait 73
To protect Saudi Arabia from Irag 67
To remove Saddam Hussein from power . 63

SOURCE: TimefCNN (August 23, 1990).

prospects and support for that policy declined, the public was only
left with the option of war.”%

Table 2.5 presents data on the various reasons that justified offensive
action for majorities of the public—and those that did not.” As can
be seen, the prevention of an lragi chemical, biological, and nuclear
capability figured quite prominently in the public’s willingness to use
force.” Also believed by majorities to be good reasons for going to
war, however, were restoring the Kuwaiti government, preventing an
Iragi economic threat to the United States, and preventing an hraqi

72Reiying on a cross-tabulation of data from a December 6-9, 1950 Gallup poll, Kagay
{1992} found that 37 percent of Americans took a consistently hard line, favoring war
over no war and force over continued sanctions, while another 30 percent took a con-
sistently nonmilitary line over war and continued sanctions over force. This seems to
have leit the remaining one-third ultimately basing thelr judgment on the credibility
of the arguments that were offered by political leaders, which would have been evalu-
ated in part on the basis of partisan and ideological leanings  As was noted earlier,
much of the rally ultimately came from the movement of those who supported sanc-
tions to support for war. See Kagay (1892}, p. 108,

737 he result of this poll is illugtrative only, but reasonably representative of the vast
array of public opinion data on the subject, although other poils offered different
options with different wording, which resulied in somewhat different resulis.

TThe fall 1990 CCFR survey found that 59 percent considered "preventing the spread
of nuclear weapons” o be a very important U.S. foreign policy goal; by 1994, the per-
centage was up to 82 percent.



14 Casualties and Consensus

Table 2.5

Good Reasons for Going to War, Pecember 1990

I'm going to read you SOME reasens people give for going to war apainst
iraq. Please tell me whether you think each is a good reason for the U S.
to go to war against Irag or whether it is not a good reason 10 go to war,

Agree
{percest}

To prevent Saddam Hussein from threatening the area

with chemical and blological weapons 78
To prevent Saddam Hussein from developing nuclear

weapons 70
fo resiore the former government of Kuwait to

power GO
l'o prevent traq from controlling larger share of Mideast

oil and threstening the U.5. economy 60
To prevent Iraq from ultimately attacking Israel 57
To lower oil prices : 31

SOURCE: Gallup (Decemnber 6-7. 1530}

attack on Israel. By contrast, only three in ten saw going to war to
lower oil prices as a good reason—(ew justified going to the war In
crass economic terms.”

Support for military action was also associated with a growing !iiar?y
of grievances against lraq: taking western hostages, atrocities in
Kuwait, development of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruc-
tion, and so on. For many, Saddam's self-demonizing behavior gave
some credibility to President Bush's comparison of the Iraqi leader
with Hitler. In fact, once the war began, the overthrow of Saddam
came to be the preferred objective, an outlcome that seemed all but
inevitable by the end of the war.

In the event, once the air campaign began, there was a large rally in
public support for the war, with nearly eight out of ten consistently

E——————_L

T5%uch a finding is not unusudl—different levels of suppart are often offered for djf-
feremt justifications or when differers objectives lor an :)pc.rmim.l are prupu_scr.l the
picture that emerges is that there are highly diflerentiated views in the public ru}:anb
ing the circumstances in which force is justified and the aims that are sufficiently
important to justify the costs and risks

The Nases of Support 35

supporting the war. 7 By the end of the war, few expected Saddam to
remain in power, and fewer still were opposed to the war—it had
been concluded more quickly and at lower cost than most had
expected.

The Question of Costs

There scemed to be little doubt among members of the public that
the United States would beat Irag; the major questions were about
the costs and risks of the operation and whether they were worth
bearing. Few would argue that the Gulf War engaged the sorts of
stakes that either the Korean or the Vietnam wars did, and fewer still
would argue that the benefits of the war justified Korea- or Vietnam-
like costs. With prewar predictions ranging as high as 30,000 battle
deaths, the potential costs were clearly approaching Korea- or
Vietnam-like numbers.”? Was the accomplishment ol the objectives
seen as worth such high costs?

The willingness to accept casualties in the Gulf War was higher than
most understood, but as Muelfer (1994) has shown, willingness var-
ied based upon question wording, timing, and the justifications that
were offered. As in the willingness to go to war that was discussed
carlier, some arguments that were offered seemed to majorities to be
worth risking American lives, while others did not. Table 2.6 again
shows an aversion to "blood for oil” but a willingness 1o accept the
risk of losses to uphold the principle that countries should not get
away with aggression.

e Brody {1991, pp 45-78) and Burbach (1995) for recent excellent trearments of
the “rally round the fag” effect. Support for the war probably increased in partasa
result of the rally effect that often follows high-visibility military actions  Panel dina
show that the ratly was largely due to the movenent of those who supported contn-
ued reliince on sanclions to active support for the war  Kagay {1992) examined panel
data from the 1990-1991 Natanal Election Studies (NESY of the Survey Research
Conter (SRC) at the Duiversity of Michigan and found that 44 percent of thuse polled
had supported mititary action hoth before and after the war had begun, while 24 per-
cent of those who wanted 1o rely on sanctions before the war had moved w support
fur the war onee it had begun - Only 2 percent moved from suppurting the wir (o pre-
ferring sanctions  NES, fanuary 5-7, 1991 and January 17-18. 19431

Ty Fanuary A0-February 3. 1991, poll by [CR/Operation Read Security and the
Vietnam Veterans of Ameriea Foundation found that 67 percent were aware of
Pentagon estimate thit had predicted that 10,000 Amertcans would be kiled il a
grownd war were started
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Table 2.6
Worth the Loss of Lives? August 1930

Thore are times when it Is worth the country making sacrifices ip bloud
and money 1o achieve a more important return Do you feel it is warth
the luss of American }ives and billions of dollars in this present {Mideast)
crisis tg

—_nake sure American oil supplies in the Middle East are not cut off by:\
military power such as Yrag—or not?

tespunding

(percent}
Worth it ':'t
Not worth it 52
Pon't know ‘ 4

_serve notice on Iraq and other aggressor nations that they cannot mil- l
tarily invade and take over othar nations and get away with it—or not?

Responding
{percent)
Waorth it hf
Not worth it .s:;
Pon't know e o

SOURCE: Harris (August [7-21. 1990}

There are two simple ways of understanding the relationship
between casualty expectations and support, each of which leads to
somewhat different insights 7® The first is to look at questions that
asked respondents whether they would support the war if it would
result in a certain number of casualties.

Figure 2 7 traces the results of a number of questions in v.vhich
respondents were asked whether they would support the war if cer-
tain numbers of battle deaths resulted.” The figure shows a dccll_ne
in prospective support as the number of hypothetical casualties
increases but that the rate at which prospective support declined as a

T8iwhile there is some ambipuity in these data, those presented here are representa-
tive of must of the poliing dats on the question
T4 he wording ol the questions can be found in Mueller {1994)

},) ""‘ ‘-]
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Figure 2.7—Uncertainty in the Public's Prospective Casualty Tolerance

function of casualties was roughly constant across different polling
questions—although the y-intercept varies, the slopes are roughly
the same.80 Three of the prewar polls suggest that, at about 1,000
U.S. battle deaths, hal{ of the respondents would have continued
supporting the war; three polls suggest that, at 16,000 battle deaths,
perhaps nearly four in ten might have remained as supporters.

The second approach to understanding the public's willingness to
accepl casualties is examining cross-tabulations of questions on
casualty expectations and support to see whether those who sup-
ported the war expected low or high casualties; if a plurality or
majority supported the war even at high prospective casualty levels,
that would suggest that low casualties were not a determining factor
in support. The next two tables do just this.

B0phy estimated slopes ranged from -9 25 to ~150 We can uf course never know
whether these curves would have been pood predictorss of support il cosualties in the
Gulf War had continued to mount into the thousands or tens ol thousanads. but the
rather cunsistent slopes are suggestive The reader will recall. furthermore, that
polling questions from the Vieinam War that asked sbowt prospective willingness 10
tolerate Korea-like casualty rates roughly corresponded to the levels of support when
Vietnam casualty rates approximated those in Korea



a8 Casualties and Consensus

Table 2.7 shows that a plurality of those polled believed that the Gulf
situation was worth going to war and that, at every level of expected
war dead from 3,000 to 40,000, those believing the situation was
worth going to war outnumbered those who did not. Even among
the 45 percent of those who were unable or unwilling to estimate the
likely casualties, a plurality thought the situation was worth going to
war.

Table 2.8 shows similar data collected shortly after the air war began.
Eighty percent of respondents approved of the decision to go to war
with Iraq, and supporters outnumbered opponents at every level of
expected casualties into the tens of thousands by a margin of three to
one or better. In neither case does support for the war seem (o have
been conditional on very low casualties 8!

Table2.7
Casualty Expectations by Whether Situation Was Worth War

E All in alt, Is the current situation In the Mideast worth going to war over, ot not? ]

Yes No

Percentape of total sample 47 44

[ How many Amerlcans do you think would be killed before the war was over{ i

Percentage of Yes No

Fotal Sample {percent}) {percent)
<1,000 61 45 51
21,000 but <3,000 69 44 14
23,000 but <5,000 20 G4 3
25,000 but <10.000 41 fi4 33
10,000 but <15,000 46 51 a3
215,000 but <20,060 2] 55 14
220,600 but <30.000 65 44 44
230,000 but <40,000 37 5t 42
240.000 but <50,000 28 4(} 53
250,060 154 4} 53
Don't krow or refused Lo answer 449 46 41

SOURCE: Gallup {January 3-6, 1391}

Bl his appears to e a robust finding, alse turning up in other polls.
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Table2.8
Casualty Expectations by Approval of Decision 1o Go 10 War

Do you approve or disapprave of the United States’ declslon te go to war with
Irag in order to drive the Jragis out of Euwalt?

Approve Disapprove

Percentage of tolal sample L] 15

Now that the U.S, has taken military action agalnst Irag, do you think that the
number of Amerlcana kdlled and Infured will be.,..

Percentage of Agree Disagree

Total Sample (percent) {percent}
Iess than 100 117 86 5
Several hundred 243 90 7
Up to a thousand . 160 92 7
Several thousand 7 86 12
Yens of thousands 4.7 70 21
Don't know or refused to answer 147 79 12

SOURCE: Gallup {January 17-20) 1891

In spite of this apparent willingness to accept more than what most
would consider to be “low" casualties, majorities of the public sup-
ported a host of efforts to minimize casualties. For example, majori-
ties supported the use of diplomacy, economic sanctions (until their
success came into doubt), the use of force if U.S. hostages were being
killed, and a prolonged air war B2

Wt arris/NPIVs December 16-13, 1996 poll found that 61 percent believed that "a
diplomatic settlement providing Saddam Husseln spme face-saving way to get out of
Kuwait, such as giving him a smal} part of Kuwalt with access to the Persian Guif”
would be an "honorable way to aveid American casualties.” When the question was
asked again in their January 10-14. 1991 poll, 53 percent thought it would be an hon-
vrable conclusion  Nevertheless, when Harris/NPR's February 21-24. 1991 poll
showed that 75 percent preferred a ground invasion 1o get rid of Saddam Hussein
“gven if thut involved heavy 115 ecasualties™ over the Russian proposal, in which Irag
would have lelt Kuwait but Saddam would have remained in power. While 85 percent
of those Time/CNN polled on August 23, 1994 lavored military action il raq started
killing hostages, only 54 percent favored military action 1o release the hostages.
Harris/NPR's February A-10, 1991 poli found that 87 percent thought that “heavy
bombings of Kuwait and Iraq will be capable of weakening the iraqi ground forces so
that your casualties in a ground invasion will be much Jower™ and 74 percent were
withing to risk a longer war if it would result in lower casuahiies. Nevertheless, Gallup's
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was quickly given tangible evidence of success.U9 It was not until
January, however, that General Noriega was finally taken into
custody.

Costs

The bulk of U.5. combat deaths—21 of the 23 deaths that were
incurred—were incurred in the first day of combat. Judging from the
data in Figure 2.8, il casualties had mounted and Noriega had not
been captured, majorities might not have felt the operation to have
been worth its costs in U.S. lives. As it was, of course, Noriega was
captured without substantially higher casualties, and rather than the
55-65 percent support the intervention might have received if
Noriega had been captured with higher losses, Panama was consis-
tently supported by eight out of ten.

Conclusion

The invasion of Panama ultimately enjoyed very high levels of sup-
port, of course, because it achieved quickly and at low cost objectives
that were considered 1o be reasonably important by most political
leaders and a majority of the public.

SOMALIA

Somalia was an intervention that promised vast humanitarian ben-
efits and high prospects for success at little or no cost in U.S. lives
and, accordingly, benefited from bipartisan congressional support.
I{ was also an intervention in which U.5 combat and other forces
were engaged for over a year.%

BgSixty-‘ four percent of those ABC News polled on December 21, 1984 thought that the
action had been more of a success than a luilure. The retatively low petcentage is
prohably due to the fact that many weje withholding judgment until it was clear
whether Noriega would be captured

¢y her cases where U5 ground combat forces were engaged for a few months or
tonger inchede the Dominican Republic (1965) and Lebanon (1982-1404). U5 forces
were In the Dominican Republic from late April 1965 1o late September 1966 and in
Lebarion from August 1982 to February 1984 See DASD {EM&P) (1993), p E-1, and
Clodfelter (1992, pp. 1075-1077)
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Figure 2.8-——Support for Panama With and Without Casualties Mentioned

Perceived Benefits and Prospects

Although very few perceived a vital interest in Somalia, three out of
four initially supported the operation because of the vast humanitar-
ian benefits of saving hundreds of thousands ol Somali lives.3! In
fact, until the disintegration of the security situation over the sum-
mer and early fall of 1993, the operation generally lived up to expec-
tations, and bipartisan support—or permissiveness——held.

?IIZCI:H surveys have found that cominating warkd hunger is typieally viewed as a very
important foreign policy goal by majosities of those polied: 83 percent in 1906 and 56
percent in 1994
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The initial objectives had essentially been accomplished by the time
of the transition to United Nations control in May 1993, probably
yielding most of the benefits that were expected from the operation.
At that time, a broader mission of supporting political reconciliation
among warring factions—dubbed "nation building”—was pursued,
and Aidid resisted the disarmarment of his clan, evidently in the belief
that he was being isolated from the political reconciliation process.
The result was increasing violence over the summer, beginning with
an attack in June 1993 that killed more than twenty Pakistani peace-
keepers. By late June 1993, public support had failen to about 50

percent.32

The mission subsequently seemed to shift to what came to be called
*warlord hunting”-—attempts to capture the warlord Aidid—and U.S.
Army Rangers undertook a series of unsuccessful raids. Between late
June and September, then, support seems (o have fallen from about
50 to about 40 percent. With the failure either (o maintain a stable
environment in Mogadishu or o seize Aidid, the prospects for suc-
cess had fallen. By September, only 36 percent of those polied
thought that the U.S. efforts in Somalia were "under control.” By
October 5, only 25 percent thought that the U.S. operation in Somalia
had been successful 94

Costs

The four additional U.S. deaths in August and three more at the end
of September meant the cost in deaths due to hostile action had
nearly tripled in the space of less than two months 95 With the 18
deaths in Mogadishu in early Oclober, the costs had more than dou-
bled again, resulting in high levels of congressional and media criti-
cism and further declines in public support.

211 their june 21-24. 1993 poll, CBS/ New York Times found that 51 percent approved
ol the president’s handling of Somalia

93By comparison. 52 percent thought the United States wias ton deeply invoived. NBC
News/ Wall Streef journal, Septemnber H-173, 1993

MGallup/ CNNI USA Today, October 5, 1392

95 here were four deaths due 1o hostile action through March 1993. but between
August and September the toll had climbed to eleven.
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Figure 2.2 showed that declining support for Somalia was associated
with cumulative casualties, but this figure masked the important role
of cliqnging objectives and increasingly elusive prospects for suc-
cess. % In short, the incremental benefits of the operation appear to
have declined for most; the prospects had also declined; and the
costs had risen above those that most had initially expected or been
willing to support.

Somatlia and the Myth of the “CNN Effect”

The conventional wisdom has it that media reporting on Somalia
drave both foreign policy decisionmaking and public opinion. To
better gauge the relationship between media reporting and presi-
dential decisionmaking, | performed a quantitative analysis of media
reporting on Somatia and examined the sequencing between presi-
dential decision announcements regarding Soemalia and increases in
media reporting levels. The analysis suggested that the frequently
heard argument that “the CNN effect”—i.e., that high levels of media
reporting on the human misery in Somalia prior to the presidential
decisions drove presidential decisionmaking-—does not appear to be
supported by the data.

The White House announced its decision to begin emergency aitlift
of famine relief to Somalia on August 14 {see Figure 2.9).97 In all of
July 1992, there were a total of only three news reports on Somalia on
ABC, CBS, and NBC news combined and only one report on CNN.
During the two-week period prior to the announcement (August 1-
14), ABC, CBS, and NBC together carried a total of only ten reports—
or about three apiece on average; CNN carried a total of only nine
reports in their round-the-clock programming for the peried. In
short, there does not appear to be a large increase in reporting prior
to the airlift decision. In fact, the figure shows the greatest increases
in media reporting levels after the White House announcement %8

496 . ; ;
: 1 also neglects the increasingly vocal hipartisan congressional opposition 1o the
intervention, a subject that will be discussed in Chapter Four

$7ag . o .
““Siatement hy Press Secretary Fitzwater on additional Humanitarian Aid for
Sumatia, August 14. 1992 "

gBlndeed, ina conference held ar George Washington University in the spring of 1945,
Andrew Natstos. formerly of the United States Agency for Internatonal Development
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Figure 2.9-Cumulative Television Reporting on Somalia

Regarding the period prior to the November 26 announcement that
U.S. troops would be deployed to Somalia, the figure shows a dra-
matic increase in CNN reporting on Somalia (but not in commercial
television reporting) in October 1992, the period when clan fighting
prevented United Nations efforts to deliver relief. But this increased
reporting on CNN had tapered off by about the third week of October
and did not pick up again for more than a month, until after the
November 26 announcement. In short, in neither case do the data
confirm the conventional wisdom of a CNN effect; media reporting
levels increased afler, not before, the presidential decisions on
Somalia.%?

{USAIDY. noted that USALD was unsuccessful in its elforts to draw media auf:minn H{H!
Samalia in the spring of 1992, well before the issue became salient to the media

991 here was, huwever, an increase in reporting levels in Octuber 1992
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Conclusion

The story of Somalia can perhaps best be understeod by recognizing
that the premises upon which support had been built—near-certain
accomplishment of a limited humanitarian objective at low to no
cost—were eroded by subsequent events, and this loss of support
was compounded by a failure on the part of U.S. leaders to under-
stand and attend to the eroding bases of support. The consequence
was a situation in which few believed that what might be accom-
plished was worth additional losses—the benefits were never per-
ceived by most to have warranted much loss of life.'%0 In short,
Somalia provides us with another case in which other factors were
important in affecting the importance of casualties in declining sup-
port. As will be seen in the next chapter, however, the data do not
support the view that majorities of the public wished to withdraw
immediately, but neither do they support the contention that the
public favered an increased or escalated commitment. The evidence
suggests a far more subtle set of attitudes.

Some Other Comparisons

There are two other cases in which the public’s tolerance for casual-
ties might be productively compared to the experience in Somalia:
the U.S. interventions in the Dominican Republic (1965) and in
Lebanon (1982-1984).10!

The Deminican Republic (1965). Over the course of the intervention
in the Dominican Republic in 1965, support fell from around 75 per-
cent to between 36 and 52 percent, depending on question wording.
As with the ather cases, a number of factors other than casuaities

100white aliout four in ten in Getober 1992 consistently sald that, “Igliven the loss of
American life. the financial costs, and other risks involved . sending U 5. tropps to
make sure food got through to the people of Sumalia was worth the cost” (CBS News,
October 6. 1993, October 6-7, 1993, Octaber 18-19. 1983), 60 percent of those
TimetCNN polied on October 7. 1993 agreed with the staterment that "Nothing the U 5
could sccomplish in Somalia is worth the death of even one more soldier ™

10T A1 the time research for this report was completed. Haiti was still an ongoing
operation. and the United States had just begun deploying ground treops to Dosnia,
Preliminary public opinion data suggest (it both of these vises are also in the class of
small. Jow-henefit operations: neither is perceived by @ majoriry 1o engage 8.5 vital
interests or morat ubligations. and less-than-majority support for each has resulted



40  Casualties and Consensus

also contributed to the declining support. Most importantly per-
haps, the U S. objective soon changed from rescuing Americans to
intervening against leftist forces in the civil war, which Fe;ultec'i in
high levels of congressional criticism of the Johnson admz.mstrlaolzton,
especially during the hearings chaired by Senator Fulbright. lln
short, while the data points in the figure show a rather strong deciine
in support as a function of casualties, the paucity of the data and the
greater importance of leadership criticism suggest that the role of
casualties was modest in comparison to other factors. 193

Lebanon (1982-1984). The U.S. objective in Lebanon chan_ged over
the course of the operation: the rescue of the Palestine Ltt?erailon
Organization, assistance in an lsraeli withdrawal, ar_ld. u!tnrpaieiy,
support for the beleaguered Gemayel government while keep‘mg t'hc
Syrians from consolidating a grip on Lebanon. Pa_ge_and Shapire
(1992, pp. 259-260) report that 57 percent of the publl'c in Septembffr
1982 told Gallup/Newsweek they approved of President Rea§az1 §
decision to send U.S. Marines to Beirut to “help keep the peace alnd
to "encourage a withdrawal of Israeli, Syrian and PLO forqes." The
public opinion data suggest that, following the U S. evacuation of the
Palestine Liberation Organization, Lebanon was never supported by
a majority of the public—typically only ab‘out 40 percent were
supporters.!% Jn spite of this low level of public support, the Reagan
administration was able to continue the operation largely on thp
basis of conditional support from the Congress.19 While there is

1021he hearings Senator Fulbright held on the Dominican intervention in September
1965 were highly criticat of the intervention 'y
1031he slope of —”\18‘-87:1 Figure 2 2 supgests that support declines by 'ulmm.?ﬁ puoints
for each increase by a factor of ten in the number of deaths due to hostile action

104 1he appearance in Figure 2 2 that support for Lebanon was insensitive 10 cas.unl-
ties is an artifact of there not being much Foom lelt for support 1o fall when U"‘T dl_'d.lh.‘i‘
climbed; from the very beginning. support appears m‘huvc come f):\ly [r.n.n? hdnl-:(;‘::
supporters, and even before ihe bumbing of the Marine llairrm:ic.s. puhhr_“:,?:):)}n: for
tebanan was a purtisan affait. While only 37 percent of [husclhullup‘ palled n, o et
7-10, 1983, felt that the United States had not made @ m:slakp in se?dmg :!w N!.mnu.'
10 febanon, this percentage wias 53 percent among Nl!plfi?llt:ims. dS!. p.urLlem anmrn;r,
Demuoerats, and 16 percent among independents hu_ slight increase in .au'p.p.urf ’{;

Lebanon is associated with a very modest “rally” lollowing President !luugar} .‘s.!\p!‘!{..t i
and congressional acquiescence (o a continued presence folowing the Marine bar-
racks bombing

1051 a sequence of events that the Somalia intervention paralieled ten years later. ﬂ:e
Congress had taken action (o limit the eperation in Lebanon in the maonth prior (o the
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some evidence that the leaders and the public thought that the
United States had a vital interest in Lebanon, there is less evidence
that they thought the objectives being promoted in Lebanon were
either very important or likely to be achieved % Following the
deaths in the bombing of the Marine barracks, support rallied
slightly and then declined.

CHAPTER CONCLUSIONS

The conventional wisdom of a recent decline in the willingness of the
American public to accept casualties is inadequate. There is nothing
new in this concern: A majority of the public have historically con-
sidered the potential and actual casualties in U.S. wars and military
operations to be an important factor in their support. Less well
understood, however, is the fact that the importance of casualties 1o
support has varied greatly across operations; when important inter-
ests and principles have been at stake, the public has been willing to
tolerate rather high casualties.

In short, when we take into account the importance of the perceived
benefits, the evidence of a recent dectine in the willingness of the
public to tolerate casualties appears rather thin. The Gulf War was a
recent military operation where majorities viewed important princi-
ples and interests to be at stake and showed a commensurably
higher willingness to tolerate casualties than most realize. By the
same token, the unwillingness of the public to tolerate very high
casualties in some other recent U.S. military operations (e.g.,
Somalia, Haiti) has had to do with the fact that majorities—and their

Marine barrucks bombing in October 1903 In the case of Lebanun, the Congress gave
the: Reagan adininistration 18 months to finish the operation, and that agreement held
until the spring of 1984

H610 Corr's Ocrober 1902 survey, 55 percent of respondents from the public and 74
percent of the leaders said that they thought the United S1ates had a vital interest in
Lebanon, while 36 percent of the public sample and 46 percent of the leaders said they
thought the United States had a vital interest in Syria - Only 24 percent of the public
thought that “protecting weaker nations against foreign aggression” should be a very
important foreign policy goal ‘Twenty-six percent thoughe “helping to bring a demin.
critic form of povernment to other nations” should be & very important goal, and 42
percent said "promoting and defending human rights in ather countries” should he a
very impaorstant goal
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jeaders—did not perceive the benefits or prospects to justify much
loss of life.

The public's aversion to losses of US. life in recent U.S. military
interventions thus has less to do with a recent decline in the public's
willingness to accept casualties than the debatable (and debated)
merits of the cases themselves. In fact, the public shows a highly
differentiated view of recent U.S. military operations that argues
against the simplistic view that the public is unwilling to accept
casualties under any circumstances:

«  The recent U.S historical experience provides a clear example of
a U.S military operation (the Gulf War) in which the interests
and principles engaged were judged important enough for a
majority to be willing to accept rather high costs, and this will-
ingness was not terfibly different from the public’s prospective
willingness to accept costs in the early days of Korea and
Vietnam. ‘

« In another recent case (Panama), majorities perceived important
U.S. interests and principles at stake, and a majority accordingly
were willing to accept greater losses if they proved necessary (O
capture Noriega.

» By contrast, the United States has recently undertaken {in
Semalia, Haiti, and now Bosnia) precisely the sort of operations
that have historically suffered from a low willingness to accept
costs—prolonged interventions in complex political situations in
failed states characterized by civil conflict, in which U.S. interests
and principles are typically much less compelling, or clear, and
in which success is often elusive at best. Past examples of this
type include interventions in the Dominican Republic {1965) and
in Lebanon (1982-19684).

This chapter has also presented evidence showing that support for
U.S. wars and military operations is dynamic and subject o a hum-
ber of factors in addition to U 5. casualties. Specifically, it suggests
that the perceived benefits and prospects may often be just as—or
more—important than casualties in determining support and that
these factors affect the importance of casualties in eroding support.
There is strong evidence that declining perceived benefits or
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?rcgpeclg erode public support. In short, Americans do not want to
sacrifice lives for causes they do not consider compeliing.

In the next chapter, 1 will turn to the implications of falling support
for policy preferences, and in Chapter Four, | will discuss the key role

of lcadership consensus or dissensus in both support and policy
preferences.
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Figure 3.7—Pollcy Preferences on Somalig, October 7, 1993

ported if negotiations failed 0 release the U.S servicemen 4! The
principle that any attack on U.S. troops required a stronger U.S. mili-
tary response from the United States also won support.i% Support
for capturing Aidid ranged from 51 to 71 percent, depending an
timing and question wording.%6 But when questions implied that
efforts to capture and punish Aidid might delay a U.S. withdrawal,
support for the option evaporated.*’ In short, a rather consistent

4441 News, October 5, 1993 and Qctober 7, 1893
45 7imel CNN, October 7, 1993

A6GallupfCNNI USA Foday, Doober 5, 1993; ABC News, October 5. 1943, and
TimefCNN, Octoher 7, 1893

470 News. October 6, 1933 and October 6-7. 1993; Gallup, October 8-10, 1983 A
conjecture is that majorities were willing to capture or punish Aidid so long as it did
not delay an orderly withdrawal—two out of three were concerned that sending more
troops woutld just et the United States more deeply involved in Somalla (DS News,
October 7, 1943 and October 18-19, 1993, This interpretation is consistent with cross-
rabulated results of Gallup's October 5, 1993 poll, that show that 63 percent of those
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majority found the benefits of an increasing commitment to Somalia
ot worth the additional costs.#® Majorities supported actions that
were instrumental to an orderly withdrawal but were more than
happy to punish Aidid if it would not hinder withdrawal or result in
additional U.S. casualties.

Revisiting the Myth of the “CNN Effect”

The reader will recall that the data fail to support the argument that
heightened media reporting on Somalia preceded, much less drove,
presidential decisionmaking. There is also no evidence supporting
another bit of conventional wisdom on Somalia: that media images
of the mistreatment of dead U.S. servicemen were responsible for the
public's desire to withdraw {rom Somalia (see Table 3.2).1°

A tabular and statistical analysis of public opinion data reveals thata
majority of both those who saw the images and those who did not
favored withdrawal from Somalia. While the images did not affect
the direction of the public's preferences, they do however appear to
have affected the degree of these preferences: Those who saw the
images were somewhat more inclined to support immediate with-
drawal than those who did not, although the largest percentage
among both groups favored immediate withdrawal.

In short, there is again cause to be skeptical of arguments about the
impact of the media on public opinion on Somalia: The media
appear 1o have followed objective events, conditions, and presiden-
tial decisionmaking, and “effects” were at best modest, apparently
reinforcing preexisting preferences.

who wanted to withdraw immediately supported capturing and punishing Aidid, as
did 71 percent of those who wanted to withdraw gradually  Gallup's October 8-10,
1493 poll shows that anly 18 percent of those who wanted to withdraw immediately
and 24 percent of those who wanted to withdraw over six months supported keeping
troaps in Somalia until Alid was captured and punished

484 hus. the hypothesis that casualties led 1o a desire for an increased commitment 10
Somalia ks not substantiated

4% he reader will recall that only about four in ten in September 199] approved of the
Somalia operation; suppart fell a further ten points aftes the firefight in Maoypadishu
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Table 3.2

Viewership of Televised Images and Policy Preferences

Next. 'd like you to think back 1o the news you may have seen over the last days.
By any chance have you, yoursell, happened to see the actual news photo of either
a U S. suldier's corpse being dragged through the streets of Somalia, or the televi-
ston footage of a captured U.8, pilot being interviewed?

Yes Nu

Percentape of wtal sample g} KL
[ In your view, what should the Unlted States do now in Somalia: ]
Yus No
. {percent) {percent}

One: Withdraw U S troops right away 50 13
fwa: Gradually withdraw U S troops 24 Ht]
1hree; Keep U S involvement the same [} 1
Four: Increase U § mititary comamitment 1] 20

SOURCE: Gallup/CNN/ 154 Today {October 5, 1993)

Conclusions

The evidence on Somalia does not suggest that the public and the
government responded largely to televised imagery, that the majority
of the public had desired that the United States "escalate to victory”
as a result of casualties, or that a majority “demanded” an immediate
withdrawal. In fact, Somalia represents another case in which the
historical record suggests a more sensible and subtle response (o
increasing casualties and declining support: A plurality or majority
has typically rejected both extreme options of escalation and imme-
diate withdrawal and has remained unwilling to withdraw until a
negotiated settlement and orderly withdrawal—including the return
of U.§ servicemen—could be concluded.

CHAPTER CONCLUSIONS

Opposition to a war or military operation can come either {from
members of the public who prefer a decreased commitment {de-
escalation or withdrawal) or from those who believe that more
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should be done to achieve a successful outcome, i.c., those who
desire an increased commitment {or escalation). in its most extreme
form, some have argued that casualties and declining support have
typically led to increasing demands for immediate withdrawal, while
others have argued that casualties and declining support have led to
inexorable demands for escalation (o victory.

The data appear to contradict both extreme positions, while being
broadly consistent both with other past RAND work and with work
by other scholars that demonstrates the importance of leadership,
and objective events and conditions, in public support. More
specifically, because of the importance of the interests, pluralities or
majorities of the public during Korea and Vietnam grudgingly sup-
ported continuation of each war until a settlement and an orderly
withdrawal could be achieved and supported temporary escalation
to break diplomatic deadlocks, if the costs were reasonable In
Somalia, majorities of the public in October 1993 were also unwilling
1o be forced out of Somalia in a precipitous fashion {ie., without
recovering U 5. servicemen held hostage). However, they were also
unwilling to stay longer than the six maonths the president negotiated
with the Congress for accomplishment of an orderly withdrawal; the
stakes simply did not warrant such a commitment.

When the perceived benelits are low or success is particularly elusive,
the settiement that Americans prefer is often entirely bound up with
the rather limited issue of getting prisoners or hostages back; ence
accomplished, there may be little to warrant a continued presence.
The case of Somalia shows, however, that, even when majorities
prefer withdrawal, they may often be willing to support punitive
strikes, as long as an orderly withdrawal is not delayed.

Individuals clearly may differ greatly in their evaluations of the ben-
efits of an operation, expectations of success and failure, and will-
ingness 1o make trade-offs between benefits and costs. We might
also expect them to differ in their optimism about the prospects that
escalation will lead to success at fow cost, which would figure in sup-
port for escalation. But why might individuals differ on these ques-
tions?

As will be seen in the next chapter, there is good reason to believe
et Aifimeancsc in holisfe and nreferences among the public have

followed from and paralieled dif

ferences among political and othe
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And if Korea} and Vietnam are good guides to how events might have
pinyed outin lh.e_(j‘tulf War, even if the war had gone on longer and
mainstream poll!lcngns had turned against it, there would have been
It'me support for quitting the intervention before an orderly conclu-
sion—most importantly including the safe retur

n of U.5. e
could be achieved o PO

SOMALIA

§qmal?a is an interesting case in which bipartisan support for the
initial intervention wurned to bipartisan opposition by the early fall of
1993. Bathgr than being partisan, however, support for the Clinton
adn]i_n:stralmn's Somalia policy seems to have been associated with
positive evaluations of the president.

Support

P’oln%ca! Ieade:rs gave strong bipartisan support to the U.5. interven-
tion in Semalia. This support seems generally to have held until the
summer of 1993, by which time the initial objectives had been
achle‘ved and the mission had changed. By September 1993, con-
gressn'ma[ opposition to the operation in Somalia had also bt;come
bparhsan, Both houses of Congress had passed a nonbinding reso-
lution calling on the Clinton administration to seek approval by
0(2[0!1}(?1’ 15 for keeping U.S. forces in Somalia and threatening a
cutolf in funds if such action was not taken.' Public support hga::i
also declined to aboult four in ten by this time. P

With the deaths in Mogadishu in early October 1993, members of
Congress on both sides of the aisle opposed continuation of the
operation, although the president ultimately prevailed upon the
Congress to approve an orderly withdrawal by the end of March
1994. By this time, there were only minor partisan dilferences
among the public in evaluations of Somalia policy, with only about
one in three supporting. ' ‘

Firsch and Oakley (19495), p 127
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Although support for the president may be somewhat conflated with
support for his policies, hard-core support for the president seems (O
have been more important than partisanship in evaluations of
President Clinton's handling of Somalia in October 1993. Thirty-
eight percent of Democrats (as opposed to 25 percent of
Republicans) approved of the president’s handling of Sornalia, while
50 percent of those who approved of the president’s job handling (as
opposed to 13 percent who did not) and 65 percent who approved of
his handling of foreign affairs (as opposed to 28 percent who did not}
approved of his handling of the situation in Somalia.3?

Policy Preferences

Support for the president, not partisanship, may also have been
associated with policy preferences. According to Gallup’s October 8-
10 poll, only 33 percent of Demacrats and 32 percent of Republicans
wanted 1o complete the humanitarian mission in Somalia.3! Larger
differences emerge when the contrast is by evaluations of presiden-
tial performarice: only 35 percent of those who approved of the
president’s job handling supported keeping U.S. troops in Somalia
until the humanitarian mission was accomplished (as opposed (o 26
percent who did not}, and 43 percent who approved of his foreign-
affairs handling supported keeping troops in Somalia until the mis-
sion could be accomplished (as opposed to 23 percent who did not

approve).5?

In the case of Somalia, then, bipartisan support from leaders turned
to bipartisan opposition, and this decline in support was closely
associated with a parallei decline in public support. In the end, the
president’s supporters were following his lead, while opponents were
following his congressional opponents.

SUGalup. October 8-10. 19493
51t he corresponding percentages supporting withdrawal were 5 and 62 percend

321 he corresponding percentages supporing withdrawal were 62 and 56 percent
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CHAPTER CONCLUSIONS

This chapter has provided substantial evidence supporting the
propositions that leadership consensus or dissensus is an essential
element in the character of public support for U.S. military interven-
tions and that leadership divisions tend to cue divisions among the
public in a predictable way. In short, when there is bipartisan con-
sensus among leaders in support of an intervention, divisions within
the public are generally muted; when there are partisan divisions
among the leaders, the public tends to become divided along the
same lines.

The analysis also suggests that beliefs about benelits, prospects,
acceptable costs, support, and policy preferences can differ across
partisan or ideological groups, leading to different levels of support
and policy preferences.™ In the Korean War, for example, isolation-
ist Republicans did not consider Korea to be important enough to be
worth the lives of U.S. servicemen, and they were accordingly less
likely to prefer escalation. Internationalist Republicans, on the other
hand, believed it important enough to widen the war to include
attacks on Manchuria, even at the risk of a larger war. Most
Democrats and independents thought the stakes important enough
to reject withdrawal and continue the war until peace could be
achieved but not important enough to risk a wider war. In Vietnam,
growing polarization among leaders affected support and policy
preferences in a similar way. In Somalia, by contrast, bipartisan
leadership support turned to bipartisan opposition and a desire for
an orderly withdrawal, and these preferences were mirrored in the
public.

The stylized argument presented in this chapter suggests that sup-
port—and the evaluation of benefits, prospects, and costs that was
described in the last chapters—is socially constructed. The media
report debates among leaders and experts to members ol the public,
who consider and discuss them. The media subsequently poll these
same members of the public, informing leaders of the success of
their persuasive arguments. While something ofa simplification, this

Sp Kagay's (1992) words “leadership and events matier
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characterization captures some of the most important features of
how the democratic conversation works.

The next chapter will draw together the various threads of this
analysis and provide conclusions.



Chapter Five

CONCLUSIONS

When asked to support a military operation, the American public
uttimately must weigh the intangible benefits of achieving foreign
policy objectives against the most tangible costs imaginable—the
lives of U.S. service personnel. The metaphor of an ends-means cal-
culus can be used to understand the factors that are associated with
support for military operations and a willingness to ask others to
sacrifice their lives. This metaphor characterizes support as being
the result of a series of tests or questions that political leaders and
the public answer collectively:

» Do the benefits seem to be great enough?
s Are the prospects for success good enough?
» Are the expected or actual costs low enough?

» Taken together, does the probable outcome seem (or still seem)
to be worth the costs?

Assessed in light of these questions, the historical record suggests
that the role of casualties in domestic support for U5 wars and
military operations is somewhat different from the conventional wis-
dom.

When we take into account the perceived benelfits of the operation,
broddly conceived as the importance of the interests at stake and the
principles being promoted, the evidence of a recent decline in the
willingness of the public 1o tolerate casualties appears rather thin.
The historical record in fact suggests a rather high degree of differ-
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entiation in the public's willingness to tolerate casualties, based
upon the merits of each case.

Whenever the reasons for introducing U.S. forces lack either moral
force or broadly recognized national interests, support may be very
thin indeed, and even small numbers of casualties may often be suf-
ficient to erode public support for the intervention. Forin the end,
most Americans do not want lives to be sacrificed for any but the
most compelling and promising causes, and they look to their leaders
to illuminate just how compelling and promising the causes are.

The Gulf War, for example, was a recent military operation in whicha
majority viewed important principles and interests to be at stake and
showed a rather higher willingness to tolerate casualties than most
realize, in many ways much closer to Korea and Vietnam than other
cases. By the same token, the unwillingness of the public to tolerate
very high casualties in some recent U.S. military operations has had
{0 do with the fact that majorities—and their leaders—did not per-
ceive the interests and principles at stake to be particularly impor-
tant.

When they approve of a military operation, members of the public
typically grant the president wide latitude to conclude the operation
in the fashion he chooses. This permissive environment can be lost,
however, if the operation does not live up to the expectations upon
which initial support was premised. This often leads to polarization
among leaders (and within the public) over the best policy for con-
cluding the operation. Contrary to the conventional wisdom,
increasing casualties and declining support do not necessarily lead
to majority support for immediate withdrawal. Contrary to the
counter-conventional wisdom, casualties do not necessarily lead to
majority demands for “escalation to victory.”

instead, the preferences of individual members of the public—
whether escalatory or de-escalatory—seem most closely associated
with an assessment of the U.S. equities in the situation and the
credibility of the alternatives that leaders and experts offer.
Credibility is often judged on the basis of partisan or ideological
cues. In Korea and Vietnam, despite the polarization and some sup-
port for the extreme options of immediate withdrawal and escalation
of the war, the ultimate result was a grudging willingness to continue
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pach war until an orderly withdrawal—including the return of US.
prisoners of war—could be accomplished. In Somalia, a majorily
also preferred an orderly withdrawal following the return of U 5. ser-
vicemen that Aidid held hostage and rejected both immediate with-
drawal and an increased--or extended—commitment. For most, the
1.8. equities did not justify additional efforts to save Somalia [rom
itself.

As a result of the Gulf War, the public does not expect—-and is
unlikely to demand—that all future U.S. military operations be
bloodless. Indeed, it is more accurale Lo say that the public hopes for
low-to-no casualty operations but fears a very different outcome. A
majority of the public will accordingly continue to support a range of
measures to minimize American casualties in wars and military
operations: diplomacy (0 foster a more benign environment for U.5.
forces: cost- and risk-sharing with allies; strategies, tactics, doctrine,
and training; and force structures and technologies that can mini-
mize U.S. casualties. Nevertheless, the linkage of these pieces is not
very well understood.

In an era of limited resourcing for defense, the implications for strat-
egy, research and development, and force planning are also not par-
ticularly well understood. The histarical record suggests that a
majority of the American public wilt be more willing to accept casu-
alties when important interests and principles are at stake—most
likely including the current major planning contingencies centered
on Iraqi and North Korean aggression—and is least willing to accept
losses in the sorts of operations that the nation has most recently
undertaken—armed interventions in failed states. Put simply, is the
ability to conduct a low-to-no casualty peace operation in Somalia,
Haiti, or Bosnia more desirable than a similar capability for a war in
the Gulf or Northeast Asia, where casualties could easily be much
higher?

IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICYMAKERS

One of the key findings of this research is the central role of feader-
ship in determining domestic support for U S. military involvements.
The calculus described above masks a much richer social process
linking public support or disaffection to jeadership consensus or
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conflict, although leadership needs to be viewed in a broader sen:
than it is typically conceived

Large segments of the public rely upon political ieaders to vet i
often complex issues involved in prospective and ongoing milita
interventions. These groups respond predictably when the leade
they find most credible begin 10 question—or decide to oppose—i
intervention. When support or the preferred strategies for conclu
ing the operation fall prey to partisan divisions among leaders, ¥
public will typically also become divided. in short, when politi¢
and other opinion leaders fail to agree with the president that mu
(or any) good is likely to come of an intervention, there should

little surprise that the public also becomes divided.

There have been many disagreements among leaders about whetl
1he merits of recent U.S. military actions in the Gulf War, Somal
Haiti, and Bosnia have justified their possible costs. While itis1
entirely unhealthy for a democracy to weigh carefully its decisions
ihe use of force, the potential consequences of these recurring ¢
agreements among leaders are quite sobering. They can lead
enduring divisions in the public and to support that is brittle
easy for adversaries to exploit, thereby leading both to failed int
ventions and incorrect lessons for the future. Uhimately, such ¢
agreements may erode the credibility of threats of force Lo prot
important U.S. interests. The irony, of course, is that when det
rence and coercive diplomacy fail, the costs {0 the nation may it
out to be even higher

Policymakers who are mindful of the premises under which supp
has been given for a particular U5, military operation will often
able to build and sustain a permissive environmen! for conclusior
the operation. They are also most likely to understand the ©
straints on—and opportunities for—presidential leadership wi
dramatic change occurs and initial support has eroded. Butu
U S. leaders arrive at a new bipartisan consensus on the role of n
tary force in the post-Cold War world, we should expect disag:
ments among leaders whenever the U 5. deploys its forces, and tf
disagreements will continue 1o foster divisions among the pul
The absence of a larger foreign policy consensus will contribut
support that is often shallow and highly responsive to the cost

rasualties. As the historical record shows, however, atiributing



