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Preface

Concern in U.S. military and policymaking circles about civilian casu-
alties and collateral damage in U.S. military operations appears to have
increased since the end of the Cold War. In part, this concern appears
to be based upon beliefs about the reactions of U.S. and foreign press
and publics in response to these incidents, especially the belief that
incidents of civilian deaths reduce public support for military opera-
tions. There has not, however, been any sort of empirical analysis of
press and public reactions to these incidents or of the effect of these
incidents on public support.

To improve policymakers’ and senior military leaders’ understand-
ing of this topic, this monograph provides the results of a mixed quan-
titative and qualitative analysis of U.S. and foreign media and public
opinion reactions to incidents of collateral damage involving civilian
deaths in recent U.S. wars and military operations. It is part of a larger
RAND Project AIR FORCE fiscal year 2004 study titled “Controlling
Collateral Damage in Air Operations.” The research reported here was
sponsored by Maj Gen Teresa M. Peterson (AF/XOO) and conducted
within the Aerospace Force Development Program of RAND Project
AIR FORCE.

RAND Project AIR FORCE

RAND Project AIR FORCE (PAF), a division of the RAND Corpo-
ration, is the U.S. Air Force’s federally funded research and develop-
ment center for studies and analyses. PAF provides the Air Force with
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independent analyses of policy alternatives affecting the development,
employment, combat readiness, and support of current and future aero-
space forces. Research is conducted in four programs: Aerospace Force
Development; Manpower, Personnel, and Training; Resource Manage-
ment; and Strategy and Doctrine.

Additional information about PAF is available at our Web site at
http://www.rand.org/paf.
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Summary

Although the number of armed conflicts worldwide has declined since
the spasm of violence that followed the breakup of the Soviet Union
and the Balkans, war has continued to wreak havoc, albeit in a dimin-
ishing number of locations. Western nations, such as the United States,
have, through the development of international law, military strategy,
doctrine, tactics, technologies, and procedures, sought to alleviate some
of the burdens that war imposes on innocents.

Nevertheless, U.S. adversaries have just as creatively found ways
to place innocents at risk and thereby increase the human and moral
costs of the nation’s wars, evidently in the hope of deterring the United
States from taking military action in the first place or of imposing
political costs and constraints on the conduct of military operations if
their deterrent efforts fail.

Judging both by their statements and the evident energy they
expend on the matter, national political and military leaders appear
to attach a great deal of importance to avoiding collateral damage and
civilian casualties during U.S. military operations.! In part, this simply
reflects a desire to reduce the inhumanity of warfare for innocent civil-
ians. But it also seems to be attributable to beliefs they have about how
the media and public react to incidents of civilian casualties. Indeed,

U Collateral damage is defined in Joint Publication 1-02 (JP 1-02) as

[ulnintentional or incidental injury or damage to persons or objects that would not be
lawful military targets in the circumstances ruling at the time. Such damage is not
unlawful so long as it is not excessive in light of the overall military advantage antici-

pated from the attack. (DoD, 2005, p. 93)

XVii



xviii Misfortunes of War: Press and Public Reactions to Civilian Deaths in Wartime

there is some reason to believe that concern about casualties shapes the
constraints that are imposed on military operations.? To date, however,
there has been no systematic analysis of media and public reactions to
civilian casualty incidents, whether these incidents affect media report-
ing or public support for military operations, and if so, how.

This monograph, part of a larger study of collateral damage under-
taken for the United States Air Force, aims to fill this gap. It accom-
plishes this through an analysis of case studies of incidents of civilian
deaths in recent U.S. wars and military operations that describe and
explain how the U.S. and foreign media and publics have responded to
these incidents:

* the February 1991 bombing of the Al Firdos bunker, which was
also being used as a shelter by noncombatants, in the Gulf War

e the April and May 1999 attacks on the Djakovica convoy and
Chinese embassy during the war in Kosovo

* the late June 2002 attack involving an Afghan wedding party
during operations in Afghanistan

* the late March 2003 incident involving a large explosion in a

crowded Baghdad marketplace.

For each case study, the study team examined press, public, and
leadership responses to these incidents:

* To understand press reactions, we first performed quantitative
content analyses of media reporting. Specifically, we counted the
frequency that a common set of phrases (e.g., “Iraq” and “civilian
casualties” or “collateral damage” or “civilian deaths”) occurred in
a fixed set of elite U.S. and foreign newspapers or television news
sources.” We also qualitatively reviewed selected reports from

2 For a discussion of the interaction between public opinion and the media and constraints
imposed on military operations, see “Domestic Constraints on Coercion,” in Byman,
Waxman, and Larson (1999, pp. 59-85).

3 “Elite papers” are those that generally regarded as having national (as opposed to local)

influence. For the elite U.S. newspapers, we performed keyword searches on the full text of

The New York Times, The Washington Post, The Wall Street Journal, Los Angeles Times, and
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these sources to get a better sense of how the collateral damage
incidents were being reported.

* To understand public reactions to civilian casualty incidents, we
examined the top-line (marginal) results of public opinion polling
conducted over the course of the operation and before and after
the incidents of interest. We also analyzed respondent-level public
opinion data to understand the relationship between various atti-
tudes about civilian casualties and individuals’™ decisions to sup-
port or oppose U.S. military operations. To assess the association
between public support for each military operation and various
civilian casualty—related attitudes, we conducted analyses both at
a bivariate level (using the Chi-square test of association), and
using multivariate statistical regression techniques (using ordered
probit regression techniques). We also examined media report-
ing on antiwar demonstration activities to try to understand the
extent to which civilian casualty incidents might have increased
the frequency or scale of social protest activity against the war.

* To understand leadership responses to civilian casualty incidents,
we reviewed the transcripts of public statements, press confer-
ences, testimony, and other official sources.

Findings
Our analysis of these cases leads to seven main findings:

* First, while avoiding civilian casualties is important to the
American public, they have much more realistic expectations
about the actual possibilities for avoiding casualties than most
understand. Large majorities of the American public consistently
say that efforts to avoid civilian casualties should be given a high

The Christian Science Monitor, as represented in the ProQuest Newspapers database. For U.S.
television, we searched the full text of the Lexis-Nexis service’s television abstracts for ABC
News, CBS News, CNN, and NBC News. For foreign press reporting, we searched the full
text of the Lexis-Nexis service’s files for Agence France Presse (AFP) (France), 7he Guardian
(London), Xinhua (People’s Republic of China [PRC]), and TASS (Russia).
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priority and have indicated that their prospective support for U.S.
military operations is at least in part contingent on minimizing
civilian deaths. Very large majorities, however, consistently stated
their belief that civilian casualties in these wars were unavoidable
accidents of war. 7his finding suggests that most Americans have few
illusions about the U.S. military’s ability to prevent all civilian deaths
in wartime. The argument that the American public has unreason-
ably high expectations for zero-casualty warfare is not supported; in
fact, most Americans appear to have a fairly realistic view of the possi-
bilities for eliminating civilian casualties entirely from modern war-
fare. (See pp. 50, 82-84, 103-104, 121-122, and 136.)

Second, the press report heavily on civilian casualty incidents.
Civilian casualty incidents are highly “mediagenic” events that
tend to receive high levels of reporting by the press, and making
the issue of civilian casualties more salient can lead the public to
weigh the morality of wars against the importance of their aims.
(See pp. 27, 76-78, 129-131, and 163-167.)

Third, adversaries understand the public’s sensitivities to civil-
ian deaths and have sought to exploit civilian casualty inci-
dents to erode the support of domestic publics; drive wedges
in coalitions; and affect campaign strategy, targeting, and
rules of engagement. The cases of Iraq (1991) and Kosovo (1999)
in particular suggested how adversaries have sought to use human
shields, provide press access to sites of alleged civilian deaths, and
otherwise trumpet these incidents in the press to affect warfight-
ing strategy, not without some success. (See pp. 43—46, 71-76,
125-128, and 161-162.)

Fourth, while the prospect of civilian casualties can affect
support prior to the onset of a military operation, during
armed conflict it is not so much beliefs about the numbers of
civilian casualties that affect support for U.S. military oper-
ations as the belief that the United States and its allies are
making enough effort to avoid casualties. Substantial majori-
ties of Americans typically subscribe to this view. Our multi-
variate statistical models, which have a good record of predicting
individual-level support and opposition in past military opera-
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tions, showed that beliefs about the number of civilian casualties
typically did not attain statistical significance. Importantly, how-
ever, when variables for beliefs about the adequacy of the U.S.
military’s efforts to avoid civilian deaths were included in our
models, the variables for civilian casualties frequently attained
statistical significance. An analysis of aggregate data on foreign
attitudes and a cross-tabulation of Iraqi attitudes suggested a sim-
ilar relationship in foreign publics as well. (See pp. 29-33, 81-84,
131-139, and 167-185.)

Fifth, while strong majorities of Americans typically give
U.S. military and political leaders the benefit of the doubt
when civilian casualty incidents occur, this does not necessar-
ily extend to foreign audiences. In the U.S. case, this derives in
large measure from the credibility of military leaders and the high
levels of trust in the military as an institution in U.S. society. It
generally does not appear to extend to foreign audiences, however,
which are far less inclined to believe that the United States makes
enough of an effort to avoid civilian casualties and are far more
likely to view incidents involving civilian deaths as resulting from
careless or callous disregard for human life, or even something far
more malign. (See pp. 36—41, 85-99, 140-150, and 188-202.)
Sixth, when civilian casualty incidents occur, it is at least
as important to get the story right as to get the story out.
Notwithstanding the view that is sometimes heard that it is criti-
cal to get one’s story out first, to operate within the media’s news
cycle, and to dominate an adversary’s own efforts to influence
U.S. and foreign audiences, it is at least as important—and pos-
sibly more important—that the information that is put out is in
fact correct. While it would be best to provide zimely, complete,
and accurate information about the specific circumstances of civil-
ian casualty incidents—providing inaccurate information that
later needs to be amended can erode the credibility of the United
States and its coalition. As observed in Kosovo after the Djakovica
convoy incident, a constant stream of partial and errant infor-
mation and subsequent corrections issued by the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) about the incident—many of
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which also soon proved to be in error themselves—seem to have
hurt NATO?s credibility with the press and also may have eroded
its credibility in some NATO publics. (See pp. 92-106.)

Seventh and finally, attention to and concern about civilian
casualties both at home and abroad have increased in recent
years and may continue to do so, suggesting that they are
likely to be a recurring—and perhaps even more salient—
concern in the conduct of future military operations. Our
content analyses suggest that the issue of civilian casualties has
become increasingly prominent in media reporting, as have
humanitarian organizations’ commentary on wars and military
operations. It thus seems likely not only that U.S. military action
will continue to be judged by domestic and foreign audiences on
the basis of its conduct but that the focus on civilian casualties
may increase in the future. If, as we suspect, the belief that the
U.S. military is doing everything it can to minimize civilian casu-
alties is the key to public support for U.S. military operations,
this suggests that a serious public commitment to further reduc-
ing civilian casualties by the U.S. military will be necessary to
preserve Americans’ faith that their military is seeking to reduce
harm to innocents during its wars and military operations. (See

pp- 2—4 and 205-208.)

Implications and Recommendations

Incidents of civilian deaths are, by definition, tragedies, and there are
no “silver bullets” that can diminish the media attention and emo-
tion—ranging from hopelessness and sorrow to anger—they can gen-
erate. There are, however, some things that the USAF and the U.S.
Department of Defense (DoD) profitably can do in this area:

e As in the 1991 Gulf War and the 1999 war in Kosovo, there is

a good chance that future U.S. adversaries also will seek to use
human shields. Enhancing capabilities to screen mobile targets
such as the Djakovica convoy for a civilian presence prior to strike
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could help to avoid such incidents in the future. This may be a
good role for unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs). (See pp. 43—46,
71-74, 125-128, and 161-162.)

Until timely and accurate combat assessment capabilities are
available, the ability to counter an adversary’s claims of civilian
damage incidents promptly will be quite limited. More timely
and accurate combat assessment capabilities could improve com-
manders’ ability to reconstruct more quickly and reliably the facts
surrounding civilian casualty incidents and to communicate more
timely and accurate explanations of these incidents to the media
and public. Such improvements also would have the benefit of
reducing the likelihood of issuing constantly changing (or con-
tradictory) explanations that can erode credibility. It also could
open the possibility of putting these incidents to rest much more
quickly, rather than drawing out speculation over days—or even
weeks—while the necessary facts are being collected and assessed.
(See pp. 92-99.)

Public affairs personnel can and should prepare for possible inci-
dents even before they actually happen. For example, public
affairs officers can brief the press and public on measures that are
being taken to minimize casualties to better sensitize these audi-
ences to the importance the military attaches to avoiding civil-
ian casualties, and the sophisticated—if by no means foolproof—
processes and procedures that have been developed to minimize
their likelihood. They also can develop in advance overall guid-
ance and procedures for dealing with civilian casualty incidents.
In a similar vein, even before missions are flown, Judge Advocate
General (JAG) personnel can document their judgments about
the legal justifications for the highest-risk missions, thereby better
positioning commanders to respond in an informed and timely
manner should an incident occur. Some of these efforts already
are under way within the combatant commands and DoD. (See
pp- 92-99.)

Public affairs guidance used to explain specific incidents should
touch upon all the issues likely to be of concern to key audi-
ences. The provisions of Article 57 (2) of Protocol I to the Geneva
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Conventions offer a very useful framework for discussing incidents
in such terms as military value, military necessity, discrimination,
and other constructs that are likely to be of greatest concern to,
and resonate with, various audiences (“Additional to the Geneva
Conventions of 12 August 1949, 1977). (See pp. 92-99.)

* Finally, over the longer term, by emphasizing the efforts that are
being made to reduce civilian casualties (e.g., improved target
verification, increased precision, focused weapon effects, and so
on), the USAF and DoD can help ensure that the U.S. Congress
and public have continued reason to trust that the U.S. military
is seeking new ways to reduce the prospects for civilian deaths
in future military operations. A demonstrated commitment to a
philosophy of continuous improvement may be what is needed to
ensure this trust in the future and, in the case of foreign audiences,
to build trust in the first place. (See pp. 2—4 and 205-208.)

While efforts to further reduce the likelihood of these incidents
and their impacts are laudable, policymakers and military leaders
should, however, be very careful to avoid giving the impression that
civilian deaths ultimately can be eliminated from warfare; such a belief
is unwarranted. Indeed, there is good reason to believe that future U.S.
adversaries may increasingly rely on human shields and other tech-
niques to increase the possibility of innocent deaths at U.S. hands.
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction

Although the number of armed conflicts worldwide has declined since
the spasm of violence that followed the breakup of the Soviet Union
and the Balkans, war, one of civilization’s most reviled and durable
institutions, has continued to wreak havoc against innocent civilians.!

Western nations, such as the United States, have, through inter-
national law, military strategy, doctrine, tactics, and technology sought
to alleviate some of the burdens that war imposes on innocents. Nev-
ertheless, U.S. adversaries—apparently in the hope of deterring the
United States from taking military action in the first place or of impos-
ing political costs if their deterrent efforts fail—have just as creatively
found ways to place innocents at risk and thereby increase the human
and moral costs of the nation’s wars. The result has been that noncom-
batants have continued to become caught in the crossfire of U.S. mili-
tary operations, even as civilian casualties and collateral damage have
become a more prominent topic of media reporting.

Like imagery of starving children or displaced refugees, civilian
casualty incidents tend to draw the attention of the United States and
international media, especially during U.S. military operations (Fig-
ures 1.1 and 1.2).2

I According to Dwan and Gustavsson (2004), “In 2003 there were 19 major armed con-

flicts in 18 locations worldwide, the lowest number for the post—Cold War period with the
exception of 1997, when 18 such conflicts were registered.”

2 Throughout this study, we refer to “civilian casualties,” which we define primarily to
mean deaths, but also injuries, to civilian noncombatants in wars and military operations.
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Figure 1.1
U.S. Major Television and Newspaper Reporting on Civilian Casualties,
1990-2003
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SOURCE: Search for “civilian casualties,” “civilian deaths,” or “collateral damage” in
The Christian Science Monitor, Los Angeles Times, The New York Times, The Wall
Street Journal, The Washington Post, ABC, CBS, CNN, and NBC.
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Not terribly surprisingly given the interplay between media report-
ing and public interest, Americans have said that they attach great
importance to avoiding civilian casualties in U.S. military operations.
Table 1.1, which presents data from a 1998 survey, shows that avoid-
ing civilian casualties was the second most prominent consideration in
Americans’ prospective support for a military operation, second only to
the number of American lives that might be lost.?

Because of the mediagenic quality of incidents and the high level
of public interest, our analysis focuses on incidents involving civilian
casualties rather than damage to civilian infrastructure.

3" For detailed analysis of the factors that are associated with support and opposition to U.S.
military operations, with an emphasis on U.S. casualties, see Larson (1996a).
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Figure 1.2
Selected Foreign Media Reporting on Civilian Casualties, 1990-2003
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SOURCE: Search for “civilian casualties,” “civilian deaths,” or “civilian damage”
in Agence France Presse (AFP), The Guardian (London), TASS (Russia), and Xinhua
(People’s Republic of China [PRC]).
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Although it is sometimes argued that large numbers of civilian
casualties could reverse public support for U.S. military operations,* this
monograph will show that Americans generally have not responded to
high-profile incidents of civilian casualties during U.S. military opera-
tions by withdrawing their support for the operation. In most cases, it
is difficult to find much evidence of any change in basic attitudes at all
as a result of these incidents. In fact, when variables for civilian casu-
alties are added to our multivariate regression models (which include
other variables that have been shown to be important predictors of
support for military operations), they generally fail to attain statistical
significance.

The reason for this paradox is not indifference or callousness
on the part of the American public. Rather, it is the resilience of the
belief—notwithstanding any civilian casualty incidents that may

4 See the comments of James Burk in Stein (2003).
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Table 1.1
Importance to Americans of Civilian Deaths in Using the American Military

“No one wants our nation to get into any conflicts in the future, but

as in the past, our leaders might someday decide to use our armed

forces in hostilities because our interests are jeopardized. | know that

this is a tough question, but if you had to make a decision about using Affirmative

the American military, how important would each of the following Responses
factors be to you?” (%)
Number of American lives that might be lost 86
Number of civilians who might be killed 79
Whether American people will support 71
Involvement by major power (e.g., USSR, PRC) 69
Length of time of fighting 61
Possibility of failure 56
Whether allies/other nations will support 56
Fact that we might break international laws or treaties 55
Cost in dollars 45

SOURCE: Americans Talk Security #9 poll conducted September 7-18, 1999, N = 1,005.

have taken place—that the U.S. military is making its best effort to
avoid civilian casualties. When variables for beliefs about the suffi-
ciency of U.S. military efforts to avoid civilian casualties were included
in our multivariate respondent-level models alongside other known
predictors of support and opposition, they routinely attained statistical
significance. An analysis of foreign public opinion data suggests that
this belief also is an important predictor of support and opposition in
foreign publics.

Literature Review

As will be described in this section, much of the scholarly literature on
American public opinion and war seeks to explain how U.S. military
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casualties affect support for wars and military operations.> Although
there are some exceptions, scant attention generally has been devoted
to the role of civilian casualties in support and opposition to U.S. mili-
tary operations. It typically has been a subject of only passing interest
to most scholars.

Moreover, the academic literature on public opinion toward U.S.
military operations is somewhat ad hoc, contradictory, and noncumu-
lative in nature. This work has focused primarily on the analysis of
marginals (aggregate data) to the exclusion of respondent-level data,
and has not demonstrated much robustness in predicting support in
new cases. A brief review of some of this literature follows.

John E. Mueller

John E. Mueller uses a case study—based approach in which he relates
differences in polling results to cues in the wording of public opinion
questions, and seeks to interpret public opinion trend data through the
lens of a larger chronological narrative (Mueller, 1971, 1973, 1994).
Mueller’s main contribution to the understanding of public opinion on
military operations was his identification and analysis of the two key
phenomena of principal interest to policymakers and military leaders:
(1) approval and disapproval for military operations, and (2) escala-
tion and withdrawal preferences.® In many respects, Mueller’s work
on American public opinion of military operations is a model of good
practice, and one that provides useful insights into the sorts of factors
that can move public opinion. Other than making the case that Ameri-
can casualties are a (or rather, #he) key predictor of support for U.S.
military operations, however, most of this work has not benefited from
statistical analyses that would foster an empirical understanding of the
relative importance of various predictors of support or opposition for
U.S. military operations, and a general model of support and opposi-

5 For a review of this literature, see Eichenberg (2005).

¢ Mueller analyzed support and escalation and withdrawal preferences during the Korean
and Vietnam Wars.
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tion.” Mueller has nonetheless identified several factors that he believes
drive public support for military operations, and he has addressed reac-
tions to civilian casualties in wartime during the first Gulf War.?

The Principal Policy Objective (PPO) Approach

The approach that appears to have generated the most interest, at least
among international-relations scholars, focuses on the PPO of military
operations. In the view of practitioners who use this approach, Ameri-
cans have consistent preferences regarding how the military should be
used: For example, they prefer the use of the military in restraining
threatening adversaries and conducting humanitarian operations over
employment to effect internal political change or in support of peace-
keeping operations. A review of the work of two authors who promote
the use of the PPO approach follows.

Bruce W. Jentleson. Bruce W. Jentleson’s work on American public
opinion has sought to develop a general model of support for mili-
tary operations, and his general approach has been widely embraced
by international-relations scholars. He has not, however, addressed the
impact of civilian casualties in wartime. Jentleson compiled marginal
(aggregate-level) data on Americans’ approval of past U.S. military
operations, and concluded that support for U.S. military operations
was best explained in terms of the PPOs of the operation. In Jentle-
son’s view, operations that had the objective of restraining a threaten-
ing adversary realized a higher level of support than operations that
aimed at internal political change (Jentleson, 1992). Because the two

PPOs in his 1992 study did not explain the high level of support for

7" Larson (1996a, 1996b) confirmed the importance of U.S. military casualties in declining
support for Vietnam, but also suggested that erosion in the belief that Vietnam was strategi-
cally important and the war was in fact winnable; increasing divisions among national politi-
cal leaders also contributed to declining support. Mueller’s analysis also has been criticized
on statistical grounds because, in relating cumulative casualties, which do tend to grow over
time, to support, which does tend to decline over time, the observed relationship might be a
statistical artifact. See Kostroski (1977) and Gartner and Segura (1998).

8 Mueller’s 1994 book on public opinion during the Gulf War examines the impact of
the bombing of the Al Firdos bunker, one of the case studies examined in this monograph.
Mueller’s argument will be described in greater detail later in this monograph.
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the humanitarian operation in Somalia, in his 1996 analysis, Jentleson
added a third PPO for humanitarian operations and tested this theory
by regressing support on variables for PPOs and other factors. He was
able to account for slightly less than 60 percent of the variance in sup-
port; aversion to casualties was not among the variables that attained
statistical significance.’

Richard Eichenberg. Richard Eichenberg has also examined
American public opinion on U.S. military operations and has consid-
ered the role of civilian casualties in public support.’® Like Jentleson,
Eichenberg analyzes marginal data from public opinion questions that
asked about approval for a wide number of past military operations,
and relies on a modified version of the PPO-based approach.!

Because Jentleson’s theory did not account for the low level of
support for the 1990s peacekeeping operations, Eichenberg added a
fourth category of PPO (peacekeeping), and introduced control vari-
ables for type of military operation, the nature of multilateral partici-
pation, the effect of mentioning military or civilian casualties in ques-
tions, and other factors. Using ordinary least squares, he concluded
that the PPOs, casualty cues, type of military operation, and many
other factors affect support. According to his regression analysis, men-
tioning military casualties in a question typically reduces support by
about 8 percent, whereas mentioning civilian casualties reduces sup-
port by 9.75 percent. Thus, Eichenberg’s result on the importance of
casualties in public support for military operations refutes Jentleson’s
conclusions.

Using marginal data from 1,685 questions asked in 81 countries
from August 1990 to October 2004, Eichenberg also has explored

9 The variables Jentleson explored were PPO; presidential cues and congressional opposi-
tion; risk, as operationalized by questions that explicitly mentioned the use of ground troops;
multilateralism; and vital interests. Only the first three categories of variables made statisti-
cally significant contributions to the overall prediction. See Jentleson and Britton (1998).

19 On American public opinion, see Eichenberg (2005). Eichenberg’s analysis of foreign
public opinion on the U.S. war in Iraq is “Global Public Opinion from the First Gulf War to
the Invasion and Occupation of Iraq,” in Eichenberg (forthcoming).

1 Eichenberg used a total of 1,092 questions asked about 22 military operations conducted
from 1980 to 2005.
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“universal logics” in cross-national support for using force and found
that the PPO, perceived legitimacy of the action, and the risk aversion
and sensitivity to military and civilian casualties all made a statisti-
cally significant contribution: According to this work, the mention of
either military or civilian casualties resulted in a drop of 17 percentage
points in support for military action. Despite the more comprehensive
approach, Eichenberg has not provided cross-validation of his model
using respondent-level data.

As should be clear from the preceding discussion, the failure of
the PPO-based theory to account for new cases satisfactorily has led
to a number of essentially ad hoc exceptions and adjustments to the
theory."? First, Jentleson included a “halo effect” in his 1992 piece to
account for the high level of support for the U.S. intervention to effect
internal political change in Panama, attributing the high support to
the fact that the operation, essentially a coup d’état, was successfully
concluded fairly rapidly. Next, humanitarian, peacekeeping, and coun-
terterrorism operations were added to the taxonomy of PPOs to better
account for these “new” cases.! Finally, Eichenberg added two ad hoc
variables (“Removing Saddam Hussein from power” and “Retaliating
for attack on the United States”) to account for the exceedingly high
levels of support given the operations to effect internal political change
in Afghanistan and Iraq, operations that the PPO approach would
have predicted to receive much lower support.!

The principal attraction of the PPO approach seems to be its evi-
dent flexibility and utility as a simple framework for ad hoc theorizing,.
However, the approach is neither derived from nor builds upon deduc-

12 And when his 1992 taxonomy of PPOs was challenged by the initial high level of support
for the intervention in Somalia (about 75 percent typically supported), he added a third cat-
egory of PPO to his taxonomy: “humanitarian intervention.” More recently, the high levels
of support for internal political change in Afghanistan (more than eight in ten typically sup-
ported) and Iraq (support began in the 70—75-percent range) would seem to pose additional
challenges to the robustness of his theory.

13 Gelpi, Feaver, and Reifler (2005) added counterterrorism as a PPO.

14 These variables, moreover, had larger coefficients than did any of the PPO variables, sug-
gesting the greater importance of factors other than PPO—such as the perceived importance
of the stakes and outcome.
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tive theory so much as ad hoc efforts to detect and try to account for
observed statistical regularities; it does not lend itself to operationaliza-
tion in terms of ordinal or continuous variables; and as it has grown to
accommodate new cases, the theory has lost any claim to parsimony
it might once have had.’> Moreover, it does not account very well for
change over time in core beliefs about the operation and their effect
on support, and as witnessed by the need to revise the taxonomy con-
tinuously, it seems to have little or no demonstrated predictive power.
The strong likelihood that the taxonomy of objectives is masking or
conflating the effects of other variables,'s its implausible predictions
in easily imagined cases,!” the ready availability of conflicting results
using the same basic data and approach,'® and the absence of cross-
validation of the theory at the respondent level raise additional ques-
tions about the robustness of the PPO theory.

Eric Larson

Earlier work by one of the authors of the present monograph laid out
a model grounded in microeconomic theory that identified the factors
that influence support for military operations and preferences regard-
ing escalation and withdrawal, and embedded that model in a social
process model that considered the role of leadership and the diffusion
of mass attitudes (Larson, 1996a, 1996b).1°

15 For example, Eichenberg lists 18 variables that make a statistically significant contribu-
tion to support (Eichenberg, 2005, p. 173, Table 8).

16 For example, the high level of support Jentleson finds for humanitarian operations may in
part be be due to the fact that nearly all these operations are conducted in a relatively benign
environment, posing little risk to U.S. forces. Thus, the objective of humanitarian aims could
well be masking Americans’ risk aversion.

17 For example, the PPO approach would seem to predict that higher percentages of Ameri-
cans would support a U.S. effort to restrain Burundi from attacking Rwanda than continu-
ing a peacckeeping operation in the Sinai.

18 For example, using an analytic approach and data similar to Jentleson’s, Klarevas con-
cluded that casualties (risk aversion) were the most important variable in determining sup-

port. (See Klarevas, 1999.)
19 The theoretical work drew heavily on Milstein (1974) and George and Smoke (1974).
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The deductive model suggested that Americans’ support or oppo-
sition to U.S. military operations—and their preferences regarding
escalation and withdrawal—were tied to beliefs about the nature and
importance of the stakes (both moral positions such as the “goodness”
or “rightness” of the war and traditionally conceived national secu-
rity interests such as protection of vital interests and self-defense from
attack); the perceived prospects for success; the expected and actual
costs incurred (especially in terms of U.S. military deaths); and agree-
ment or disagreement about the merits of a military operation among
national political leaders, primarily the President and Congress. Casu-
alty tolerance, in turn, was related to beliefs about the stakes, pros-
pects, and leadership.

Using trend data and bivariate analyses of respondent-level data,
Larson assessed this model through a review of American public opin-
ion on a wide range of past U.S. wars and military operations, includ-
ing the Second World War, the Korean and Vietnam Wars, U.S. opera-
tions in Panama, the 1991 Gulf War, and operations in Somalia. This
work suggested significant resonance with the deductive theory at both
the aggregate and individual levels of analysis, suggesting a high degree
of robustness (Larson, 1996a, 1996b). It also demonstrated that support
was quite context-sensitive and that changes in any of the independent
variables could, in some circumstances, affect public support.2°

In a recent reanalysis of American public opinion toward U.S.
military operations in Somalia, as well as subsequent U.S. opera-
tions in Haiti, Bosnia, Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq, the present
authors tested the multivariate model developed in the earlier work
using respondent-level data from polling conducted contemporane-

20 For example, support for World War II was largely unaffected by declining optimism
about the progress being made, and seems generally to have been buoyed by beliefs about the
importance of the United States’ stakes in the war. And most of the decline in support for
Somalia was not accountable to U.S. casualties, but seems to have occurred as a result of a
change in objective from humanitarian to peace-enforcement operations and the deteriora-
tion of the situation (and declining beliefs about the prospects for success) over the summer

of 1993 (Larson, 1996a, 1996b).
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ously during each operation.?! The authors again found resonance for
the model in aggregate trend data and at the respondent level, and
found that their individual-level models correctly predicted support or
opposition for 60—85 percent of the respondents in the new cases ana-
lyzed. The accurate prediction of support in cases that were not used
to develop the original model provided additional empirical evidence
of the robustness of the model across cases and levels of analysis. The
authors also tracked a wide range of public opinion questions related to
the key predictors of support and opposition in each case, to provide a
coherent explanation of the factors affecting support and opposition for
these operations and the likely sources of changes over time.

Peter D. Feaver and Christopher Gelpi

As part of a larger study, Peter D. Feaver and Christopher Gelpi of
the Triangle Institute for Security Studies conducted a unique, special-
purpose survey about civil-military issues that asked a number of ques-
tions about respondents” willingness to support the use of force in a
number of hypothetical U.S. military operations. They first released
their findings in an op-ed piece in which they concluded that Ameri-
cans are willing to accept much higher casualties than the conventional
wisdom would allow, and that the perceived prospects for success in
military operations were the key variables in predicting casualty toler-
ance.?? They also asserted that most Americans would have supported
continued military action to pacify Somalia following the October
1993 firefight in Mogadishu. None of these findings have proved to be
particularly robust:

* On casualties, the authors predicted that the average American
would accept nearly 30,000 U.S. military deaths in a future war
to prevent Iraq from developing weapons of mass destruction, and
nearly 7,000 deaths to promote democracy in the Congo, num-

21 Larson and Savych (2005a, 2005b). These models also included variables for gender and
race, which also have been shown to be related to support for military operations.

22 Specifically, they claimed that Americans were more “defeat-phobic” than “casualty-

phobic” (Feaver and Gelpi, 1999, 2004; Gelpi, Feaver, and Reifler, 2005; Hyde, 2000).
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bers that appear, even on a prima facie basis, absurd.?? As nearly
all measures of support for the war in Iraq fell below 50 percent at
some point between 1,000 and 1,500 war dead, it is now known
that the authors overestimated casualty tolerance for a war in Iraq
by a factor of 20 to 30; the estimate for the Congo is probably
inflated by an even greater amount.?

* Nor is their conclusion that beliefs about the prospects for suc-
cess or victory are the preeminent factor in support particularly
robust. Rather, it seems to be an artifact of the artificiality of their
one-off survey. Other work that has analyzed polling conducted
contemporaneously during several recent military operations sug-
gests that beliefs about the nature and importance of the stakes
or benefits of a military operation typically have been far more
important predictors of support than beliefs about the prospects
for success (Larson and Savych, 2005a, 2005b).

* Finally, their assertion that Americans would have followed Presi-
dent Clinton’s lead if he had simply taken a more forceful position
on Iraq lacks plausibility—and hinges upon a deux ex machina—
like expectation of a rally larger than that typically associated with
presidents whose policies are under attack by members of both

23 The authors asked,

When American troops are sent overseas, there are almost always casualties. For
instance, 43 Americans were killed in Somalia, 383 in the Gulf War, roughly 54,000 in
Korea, roughly 58,000 in Vietnam and roughly 400,000 in World War II. Imagine for
a moment that a president decided to send military troops on one of the following mis-
sions. In your opinion, what would be the highest number of American military deaths

that would be acceptable to achieve this goal?

They reported that their survey indicated that the average American would accept 6,861
deaths “to stabilize a democratic government in Congo,” 29,853 deaths “to prevent Iraq from
obtaining weapons of mass destruction,” and 20,172 deaths “to defend Taiwan against inva-

sion by China.” (See Feaver and Gelpi, 1999.)

24 Tn estimating the number of casualties that the average respondent would tolerate in
cach of their scenarios, Feaver and Gelpi used the mean rather than the median, an entirely
inappropriate measure. Even after correcting for this error, the result for Iraq was orders of
magnitude too high, suggesting a more fundamental problem with their survey instrument
and data.
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parties.?> Moreover, newly discovered data show that most Ameri-
cans actually preferred withdrawal from Somalia even before the

firefight in Mogadishu.

More recently, Gelpi, Feaver, and Reifler (2005) addressed the
question of sensitivity to casualties in the war in Iraq. They argued that
“beliefs about the rightness or wrongness of the war in the first place,
and beliefs about the war’s likely success,” determined the public’s tol-
erance for casualties (i.e., continued support in the face of casualties).
More specifically, they argued that the interaction of beliefs about the
importance of the stakes and the prospects for success determined the
willingness to accept casualties, a view that is much closer to Larson’s
original (1996b) position.2¢

Notably, in the present authors’ own respondent-level modeling of
support for war in Iraq, the prospects for success failed to attain statis-
tical significance. Thus, Feaver and Gelpi’s finding may not be all that
robust even for the case of Irag; needless to say, without a much greater
number of cases to validate the finding, one should not, as Feaver and
Gelpi do, treat it as a general law that perforce applies to other cases.?”

Scott S. Gartner and Gary M. Segura
Scott S. Gartner and Gary M. Segura have largely focused their atten-

tion on the role of casualties in public support for the war in Vietnam
(Gartner and Segura, 1998, 2000; Gartner, Segura, and Wilkening,

25 Brody (1991), for example, has shown that the size of a rally seems to be associated with
the degree of bipartisan support for a president’s policy as conveyed by the media. In the
Somalia case, President Clinton was under attack both by Republicans and Democrats.
For a critical analysis of Feaver and Gelpi’s counterfactual assertion, see Larson and Savych
(2005a, especially pp. 39-41).

26 Gelpi, Feaver, and Reifler (2005). Larson suggested a general algebraic form in which sup-
port was a function of (p*b)/c (i.e., the probability of success times the benefits, divided by
the costs), and that casualty tolerance (i.c., support given any level of casualties) was a func-
tion of p*b. See Larson (1996b, 2000) and Larson and Savych (2005a).

27 Partisanship (or leadership) also was quite important. Nevertheless, given that the pros-
pects for success dropped out of our model of support for Iraq due to their lack of statistical
(and substantive) significance, the importance of the prospects for success may not have been
as important as Feaver and Gelpi’s work suggests.
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1997). These authors appear to agree with Mueller that casualties are
an important—if not the most important—determinant of support,
and agree with Mueller’s conclusion that Americans were more sen-
sitive to casualties early in the war than later in the war. Thus, from
a policy standpoint, their conclusions about the relationship between
casualties and support are somewhat indistinguishable from Mueller’s.

Based largely upon polling of Californians during the Viet-
nam War, these authors argue that it is not cumulative casualties that
affected support for the Vietnam War as Mueller argued, but rather the
marginal casualties that were accumulated in each period, especially
during the period when casualties were accumulating at an increasing
rate (Gartner and Segura, 1998). According to these authors, moreover,
we should anticipate that a point will be reached in any conflict that
initially is popular and has an S-shaped cumulative casualty curve,
when casualties cease to play a role in explaining opinion and other
factors become more important (Gartner, Segura, and Wilkening,
1997). At that point, other individual-level variables that had minimal
explanatory power at the beginning of the conflict can be expected to
grow in importance over time. In the end, however, given that the only
dynamic variable in their model seems to be the number of marginal
casualties incurred in each period, it should be of little surprise that
this variable was found to be associated with changes in support during
Vietnam.

Moreover, it is not clear how useful their main finding—that the
principal driver of support is the proximate marginal casualties that
have been incurred—actually is in predicting support in cases other
than Vietnam. In the case of Somalia, for example, their theory would
seem to predict that the greatest decline in support should have come
after the firefight in Mogadishu, when the most casualties were taken.
But support for Somalia tumbled from about 75 percent to about 50
percent in the spring of 1993 during a time when there were rather few
U.S. casualties but an important change in the nature of the mission
had taken place. Moreover, support had pretty much bottomed out
(at about four in ten) even before the firefight in Mogadishu, at a time
when fewer than a dozen casualties had been accumulated but hope for
a successful outcome had eroded (see Larson, 1996b). Thus, from the
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very beginning, the decline in support for Somalia seems to have had
more to do with factors other than casualties, something that would
not be predicted from these authors’ work on Vietnam.

Although they include some demographic factors in their model-
ing, these authors do not appear to make any assumptions about the
process by which Americans actually weigh ends, ways, and means in
wars and military operations, which is presumably one of the issues of
greatest concern to policymakers.

Approach

To assess the role of civilian deaths—or any other individual variable—
in support and opposition for military operations, one first needs a gen-
eral model that has demonstrated its robustness: an ability to predict
support based upon known predictors across cases. One can use such a
model as an anvil on which to hammer (i.e., assess the importance of)
other variables while controlling for the main factors that are already
included.?® The confidence one has in any given model should grow
with demonstrations of its robustness, both across cases and in terms of
cross-level validation from aggregate and individual levels of analysis.

The present effort builds upon the authors’ own long-term pro-
gram of research into the factors that drive public opinion on mili-
tary operations. As described previously, this earlier work provides an
empirically supported framework for assessing the role of civilian casu-
alties while controlling for other factors that have been shown to be
reliable predictors of support and opposition to U.S. military opera-
tions. The present monograph extends the authors’ earlier work in this
area to assess the role of civilian casualties in support or opposition for
U.S. wars and military operations while controlling for other impor-
tant influences.

To understand how civilian casualty incidents affect media report-
ing and public attitudes, we used a comparative case study approach.

28 Such an approach also can be helpful in ascertaining whether previously identified factors
wash out (lose their statistical significance) when new variables are included.
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We selected as case studies incidents that appeared to be prominently
reported in the media and, we believed, would be relatively salient to
members of the public:

* the February 1991 bombing of the Al Firdos bunker, which also
was being used as a shelter by noncombatants, in the Gulf War

* the April and May 1999 attacks on the Djakovica convoy and
Chinese embassy during the war in Kosovo

* the early July 2002 attack involving an Afghan wedding party
during operations in Afghanistan

* the late March 2003 incident involving a large explosion in a

crowded Baghdad marketplace.?

It is important to note that these incidents were selected solely
because of their high profile as judged by the relatively high level of
media attention and commentary they received. We do not mean to
imply that U.S. forces failed in some way to take prudent measures
to prevent them; indeed, in one case (the 2003 Baghdad marketplace
incident), the best evidence suggests that the incident probably was the
result of Iraqi air defense munitions falling back to earth.

The logic of focusing on media reporting, public opinion, and
antiwar demonstration activity was simply as follows: Media report
ing on military operations connects most individuals to events “on
the ground,” and individuals’ reactions to media reports on a mili-
tary operation—including reports of civilian casualties—may be either
attitudinal (in which case they might be assessed using public opinion
data) or behavioral (in which case we need some measure of relevant
behaviors). As data on antiwar letter-writing, fax, email, telephone, and
other private protest activity generally are not available, we decided to
focus on a crude measure of public protest activity: the reported fre-

2 In retrospect, the case of Fallujah in April 2004 also would have been an ideal case for
study, since it appears that high levels of negative press reporting led to political pressures that
resulted in a decision to halt the Marines’ operation before the operation was completed.
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quency and size of antiwar demonstrations both before and after major
civilian casualty incidents.>

Media reporting on civilian casualties and other related topics
were assessed both qualitatively and quantitatively: The qualitative
analysis of media involved reviewing news reports related to the inci-
dents. The quantitative analysis involved a consistent set of content
analyses that tabulated the frequency with which various themes (e.g.,
“civilian casualties,” “civilian deaths”) appeared in a consistent set of
U.S. and foreign media sources in fixed time periods (e.g., year, month,
or day).

For U.S. media reporting, we focused on the five major U.S.
national newspapers (7he New York Times, The Washington Post, Los
Angeles Times, The Christian Science Monitor, and The Wall Street Jour-
nal), and four of the major television news networks (ABC News, CBS
News, NBC News, and CNN). To assess foreign reporting, we focused
on reporting by a set of foreign media organizations that we believed
would be prone to reporting civilian casualty incidents in U.S. wars:
AFP, The Guardian (London), TASS, and Xinhua.

To understand leadership responses to the incidents, we examined
the transcripts of public statements, press conferences, and congressio-
nal testimony, as well as statements quoted in the press.

To assess public reactions to civilian casualty incidents, we exam-
ined U.S. and foreign public opinion data, as well as media report-
ing on antiwar demonstrations. For the U.S. public opinion data, we
also adapted respondent-level multivariate statistical models that pre-
dict support or opposition for U.S. military operations based upon a
small set of beliefs and demographic characteristics. These models have
a good track record in predicting individuals’ support or opposition
for past military operations based upon respondents’ beliefs about the
nature and importance of the stakes involved; the operation’s prospects
for success; the costs in casualties; membership in the President’s party;
and race and gender (Larson and Savych, 2005a, 2005b). To assess

30 We also sought to ascertain whether civilian casualties as an antiwar protest theme
became more prevalent, but reporting on the content of protest activity generally was far too
spotty to accomplish this.



18 Misfortunes of War: Press and Public Reactions to Civilian Deaths in Wartime

the importance of civilian casualties to support and opposition, we
simply added variables for beliefs about civilian casualties to our exist-
ing models and assessed whether the civilian casualty variables were
statistically significant, and yielded any additional explanatory power
in the presence of these other variables.

This monograph will show that public opinion data typically sug-
gest that only a small percentage of Americans participate in antiwar
demonstrations. Concerned that the available public opinion data might
not adequately capture the intensity of reactions to civilian casualty
incidents in terms of the prevalence of social protest activity, therefore,
we also sought evidence that civilian casualty incidents might have led
to an increase in the frequency or size of antiwar demonstrations.?!

As might be expected, relevant public opinion data on foreign
attitudes toward past U.S. military operations and specific incidents of
civilian casualties turned out to be far more difficult to obtain than U.S.
data, which made assessments of foreign publics’ reactions somewhat
more sketchy and impressionistic than reactions of the U.S. public. As
a result, a multivariate understanding of how foreign publics’ concerns
about civilian casualties relate to support for or opposition to U.S. mili-
tary operations remains somewhat opaque.

Organization of This Monograph

This monograph is organized around brief case studies of media and
public responses to civilian casualty incidents in four U.S. military
operations:

* Chapter Two: the Al Firdos bunker incident during the 1991 Gulf
War

* Chapter Three: the Djakovica convoy and Chinese embassy inci-
dents during the 1999 war in Kosovo

31 Among the classic scholarly works on the mobilization of social protest movements, see

Olson (1965), Gamson (1989, 1990), and Gurr (1970).
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* Chapter Four: the Afghan wedding party incident during Opera-
tion Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan in late June 2002

* Chapter Five: the Baghdad marketplace incident during Opera-
tion Iraqi Freedom in late March 2003.

Chapter Six details the implications of this research for the Air
Force and the U.S. Department of Defense (DoD).






CHAPTER TWO

Operation Desert Storm (Iraq, 1991)

The first case we examined was the 1991 Gulf War to eject Iraqi forces
from Kuwait. Because the war presented the prospect of extremely high
numbers of U.S. combat casualties,! the war was conducted in two
phases: an air war against strategic targets and fielded forces, followed
by a ground offensive once Iraqi ground capabilities had been suffi-
ciently reduced. As the air war involved targeting Iraqi strategic and
other targets in Baghdad and other populated areas, it was in the first
phase of the war that civilian casualties figured most prominently. This
monograph will show, however, that most Americans believed that the
U.S. coalition was making every possible effort to avoid civilian casual-
ties, the result of which was that the preternaturally high support for
the war among Americans appears to have been essentially unaffected
by civilian casualty incidents.

Civilian Casualty Estimates

The U.S. Department of Defense never publicly estimated the number
of Iragi civilians killed in the air war. Taken together, however, the
range of estimates of civilian deaths that resulted directly from the air
war suggests that Iraqi civilian deaths were somewhere between fewer

1 For example, prior to the Gulf War, General Edward Meyer, a former Chief of Staff of the

U.S. Army, estimated that up to 30,000 U.S. casualties could be sustained in evicting Iraq
from Kuwait. (See Fialka and Pasztor, 1990.)

21
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than 1,000 and approximately 3,500.2 This range also suggests that it is
unlikely that the precise number of deaths that were directly account-
able to the air war will ever be known with any greater precision:

e Although Iraq’s estimates of civilian deaths fluctuated during the
war (as described later), Baghdad ultimately took the position that
2,248 Iraqi civilians had been killed as a direct result of the war.

* At the low end of the spectrum of independent estimates, former
Defense Intelligence Agency analyst John Heidenrich and politi-
cal science professor John Mueller separately estimated that fewer
than 1,000 Iraqi civilians were killed during the war (Kelly,
2003).

 'The consensus view among military experts in early 2003 was
said to be that the number of Iraqi civilians killed as a result of the
air war lay somewhere between 1,000 and 2,000 (Kelly, 2003).

* Using interviews and other sources, Middle East Watch conducted
an analysis of civilian deaths in the Gulf War and reported that
the likely number of civilians directly killed by air attacks had an
“upper limit” in the 2,500-3,000 range, suggesting that the most
likely number was something lower.?

* A 1993 study funded by Greenpeace claimed that 3,500 civilians
had been killed during the war.4

Although not the focus of the present work, it also bears mention-
ing that it was deliberate Iraqi policy to engage in a variety of activities
that constituted war crimes. Prior to the war, for example, the Iragis

2 The estimates reported here do not include those who died in the uprisings following the
Gulf War or as a result of postwar health effects.

3 1t reported,

Middle East Watch concludes that the number of Iraqi civilians killed as a direct result
of injury from allied bombs and missiles will ultimately be calculated in the thousands,
not the hundreds. At the same time, we are reasonably confident that the total number
of civilians killed directly by allied attacks did not exceed several thousand, with an
upper limit of perhaps between 2,500 and 3,000 Iraqi dead. (Human Rights Watch,
1991, p. 19)

4 Estimate cited in Kelly (2003). See also “Gulf War Casualties Continue” (undated).
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positioned military assets in or near densely populated civilian neigh-
borhoods so as to forestall attack or manipulate public opinion, and
took more than 4,900 hostages, 106 of whom were used by the Iragis
as human shields prior to the war.> During the war, the Iraqi regime
also threatened to use U.S. prisoners of war as human shields (Central
Intelligence Agency, 2003).

Moreover, all the U.S. prisoners of war taken by the Iraqis were
said to have been the victims of war crimes, including physical beat-
ings and sexual assaults (Maier, 2003). And during their occupation of
Kuwait, the Iraqis reportedly committed a vast number of war crimes
against Kuwaiti civilians—including rape, torture, and murder. A
November 1992 report to the Army’s Judge Advocate General docu-
mented the magnitude and severity of Iraq’s war crimes:

[Flor the period of the Iraqi occupation of Kuwait (2 August
1990 to 3 March 1991), a total of 1,082 Kuwaiti civilian deaths
could be directly attributed to Iraqi criminal conduct. The deaths
include 120 babies left to die after being removed from incuba-
tors that were taken to Iraq; 153 children between the ages of
one and thirteen killed for various reasons; and fifty-seven men-
tally ill individuals killed simply because of their handicap. All
of these deaths constitute grave breaches of the Fourth Geneva
Convention.°

Put another way, whereas the loss of life among civilian Iragis as a
result of the air war was an unintended consequence of the war, it was
evidence of deliberate Iragi policy to engage in war crimes.

5 For these statistics and a detailed review of Iraq’s use of human shields in the 1991 Gulf
War, see Central Intelligence Agency (2003). All foreigners held hostage were released in
early December 1990, more than a month before the beginning of the war.

0 McNeill (1992, p. 9). See also Scheffer (2000). Scheffer is former Ambassador-at-Large for

War Crimes Issues.
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Handling of the Civilian Casualties Issue

Baghdad’s public treatment of the civilian casualties issue went through
a fairly dramatic change just prior to the February 14, 1991, Al Firdos
incident.

In the first days of the war, the Iraqi regime generally had sought
to downplay the issue of civilian casualties and collateral damage, evi-
dently in the hope of encouraging Iragis to support the regime and, pos-
sibly, to reduce the prospects that the civilian population would revolt
against the regime at a time when it was facing its most severe chal-
lenge. By February 5, in a letter to Iraqi newspapers, Iraqi foreign min-
ister Tariq Aziz wrote that Iraq’s civilian casualties totaled more than
1,000, including 428 killed and more than 650 wounded (AP, 1991d).
On February 6, Iraq claimed 150 civilian deaths in the city of Nassari-
yah alone (Boustany, 1991), and on February 10, Iraq maintained that
about 650 civilians had been killed and another 750 had been wounded
(Simmons, 1991). At the same time, Masoud Barzani, the commander
of Iragi Kurdish guerrillas opposed to the Iraqi regime, estimated that
allied bombing had killed or wounded “about 3,000 civilians” in the
Kurdish districts of northern Iraq alone (Randal, 1991).

On February 11, Iraqi leaders stepped up their denunciations of
the killing of innocent civilians and alleged war crimes when Iraqi
Religious Affairs Minister Abdullah Fadel claimed there had been
thousands of civilian casualties in the allied bombardment, and that
bombs had destroyed several mosques and churches and 80 homes in
the holy Shiite Muslim cities of Karbala, Samarra, and Najaf.” And on
February 12, Iraq’s Deputy Prime Minister Sa’dun Hammadi claimed
that civilian casualties from the air war were running into the thou-
sands (Apple, 1991; BBC, 1991).

Following the attack on the Al Firdos bunker on February 13,
Iraq’s ambassador to Japan estimated that 7,000 Iraqi civilians had
been killed in the allies’ bombing raids to date, and Iraq’s first deputy
minister of health claimed that there were “thousands of thousands” of

7" One source reported that on February 11, Iraqgi officials claimed 5,000-7,000 civilian
deaths. (See Hiltermann, 1991; see also Nasrawi, 1991.)
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civilian casualties (Human Rights Watch, 1991, p. 18). A short time
later, five weeks into the six-week air war, Baghdad Radio claimed only
1,100 civilian deaths (“Calculating Casualties,” 2003). Following the
war, the Iraqi government again revised its official estimate of civilian
deaths due to the war, essentially doubling the earlier estimate reported
on Baghdad Radio to 2,248 (“Calculating Casualties,” 2003).

Speculation regarding the specific reasons for the Iraqis’ increased
emphasis on civilian casualties centered on the desirability from an
Iragi perspective of driving a wedge between the U.S. and Arab and
European publics, encouraging nascent peace movements in the United
States and elsewhere in an effort to bring pressure on governments par-
ticipating in the coalition, and possibly even to gain some relief from
the coalition’s air attacks.®

The Iraqi leadership also may have been encouraged by others’
efforts to draw attention to the issue of Iraqi civilian casualties in
the war: On February 9, Soviet President Gorbachev—an ally of
Baghdad—warned that civilian casualties were growing and added that
“whole countries—first Kuwait, now Iraq, then perhaps other coun-
tries—are facing the threat of catastrophic destruction” (Diebel, 1991).
And United Nations Secretary-General Javier Perez de Cuellar warned
on February 10 that “the lives of millions of civilians are endangered
by a confrontation that, for the moment, shows no sign of abating,”
that civilian casualties were mounting, and that “damage to residential
areas throughout Iraq has been widespread” (Ward, 1991a). By Febru-
ary 19, nearly a week after the Al Firdos incident, Soviet envoy Yevgeni
Primakov declared that “the slaughter must be stopped” (Atkinson and
Devroy, 1991).

For its part, the United States frequently stressed its commitment
to minimizing civilian casualties and collateral damage, its position that

8  As early as February 10, increasingly frequent and noisy demonstrations in Morocco and
other north African countries were taking place. (See Bulloch, 1991.) An example of Iraqi
efforts to use the civilian casualties issue to their advantage is the February 13 letter from
Iragi Foreign Minister Tariq Aziz to UN Secretary-General Javier Perez de Cuellar decrying
coalition “war crimes” against innocent civilians.
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the war was not being waged against the Iraqi people, and that mili-
tary—and not civilian—targets were being targeted and attacked.’

The Arc of Media and Public Concern

U.S. Media and Public Opinion Responses

U.S. Media. Because public knowledge about casualties would be
expected to be a function of the level of media reporting on the subject
and the public’s attention to the war, we now turn to some measures of
media reporting and public interest in the war.

In a pattern that will soon become familiar to the reader, media
and public interest in the war peaked early in the war and then declined.
Figure 2.1 presents data on the monthly number of stories dealing with
Iraq in major U.S. television and newspaper reporting from July 1990
to June 1991. Figure 2.2 presents data on the number of newspaper and
television news stories dealing with Iraq from just before the war in
early January through the last week of the war, ending on March 4.

Figure 2.1 reports that there was a dramatic increase in major U.S.
television news and newspaper reporting on Iraq following the inva-
sion of Kuwait in August 1990; a drop-off in reporting until Novem-
ber 1990, when the President announced the deployment of additional
U.S. troops to create an offensive option; and then a peak in Janu-
ary 1991 when the war actually began. Following the peak in January
1991, there was a steady decline in reporting levels.

The figure shows that both major newspaper and television report-
ing grew steadily over the first two weeks of January 1991 as the war
approached (the war began on January 16), peaked the week the con-
flict began, then tapered off. There was then another surge in reporting
as the ground war—which began on February 24 and concluded on
February 28—approached.

9 For example, on January 18, General Norman Schwarzkopf stated, “[W]e are doing abso-
lutely everything we possibly can in this campaign to avoid injuring or hurting or destroying
innocent people. We have said all along that this is not a war against the Iraqi people.” For
a compilation of U.S. public statements on civilian deaths and collateral damage during the

air war, see Human Rights Watch (1991, pp. 75-85).
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Figure 2.1
Monthly Major Television and Newspaper Reporting on Iraq,
August 1990-June 1991
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Figure 2.2
Major U.S. Television and Newspaper Weekly Reporting on Iraq During the
Gulf War
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U.S. Public Opinion. The public opinion data in Table 2.1 suggest
that, like the media coverage, public attention to the war peaked in the
first week of the war and then fell off somewhat, but it still remained
fairly high by historical standards.!

Statistical Results. Past research has shown that support and
opposition for U.S. military operations are related to beliefs about the
importance of the national security and moral stakes that are involved
in a situation involving the use of force, progress in the campaign and
its perceived prospects for success, and the actual and potential costs
in U.S. military combat casualties. Support and opposition also are
influenced by political party (members of the President’s political party
are typically more supportive than are nonmembers), race (blacks are
typically less supportive than others), and gender (men are more likely
to support military operations than women).!! Finally, support is likely
to be higher when there is bipartisan support for the military opera-
tion from political leaders, and lower when leaders are divided over its
wisdom (Larson, 1996a, 2000; Larson and Savych, 2005a).

To better understand the importance of concerns about collat-
eral damage relative to other considerations that affected support for
the Gulf War, we conducted bivariate and multivariate analyses of
respondent-level data from polling by the Los Angeles Times from Feb-
ruary 15-17, 1991. We first present the results of our bivariate analyses,
and then the results of the multivariate analyses.

Bivariate Analyses. Table 2.2 presents the percentages approving
of the war given respondents’ beliefs about the number of U.S. mili-
tary and civilian casualties. The table shows that support declined as
the prospective number of casualties—whether military or civilian—

10 Pasc work has suggested that major wars frequently occasion majorities of Americans to
report that they are watching developments very closely.

1 Eichenberg (2003a) suggests that women are less supportive of military operations than
men because they are more sensitive to humanitarian concerns and the loss of human life,
while Nincic and Nincic (2002) argue that a combination of political alienation and other
factors were at play for both women and blacks during the Korean, Vietnam, and Gulf

Wars.
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Table 2.1
How Closely Did Americans Follow Developments in the Gulf?

"How closely have you followed news

about the situation in the Persian Gulf

region? Would you say you have followed

it very closely, fairly closely, not too January 17- January 23- February 7-
closely, or not at all closely?” (N =1,013) 20, 1991 (%) 26, 1991 (%) 10, 1991 (%)

Very closely 70 59 55
Somewhat closely 27 34 38
Not too closely 3 6 6
Not at all 0 1 1
No opinion * 0 *

SOURCE: Gallup poll conducted January 17-20, 1991; January 23-26, 1991; and February
7-10, 1991.

NOTE: * indicates less than 0.5 percent.

increased, and the result in both cases was statistically significant.’> An
inverse relationship between beliefs about U.S. military casualties and
support has been observed in a number of past U.S. operations.'?

It is important to note that these data indicate that respondents
were not highly sensitive to casualties of any kind: Support was high
even among those who expected high U.S. military or civilian casual-
ties. The table also suggests that respondents were slightly more sensi-
tive to military than civilian deaths.

For example, 86 percent of those who expected hundreds of U.S.
deaths and 83 percent of those who believed there had been hundreds
of civilian deaths supported the war; 80 percent of those who expected
thousands of U.S. deaths or believed thousands of civilians had died
supported the war; and a little over six in ten of those who expected
10,000 U.S. deaths or believed tens of thousands of civilians had
died supported the war. This is very robust support, especially when

12 Chi-square tests of independence returned a p-value of less than 0.001 in both cases, sug-
gesting that support and beliefs about casualties were related on a bivariate basis.

13 See Larson (1996a, 1996b).
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Table 2.2
Approval of the Campaign by Expected Military and Civilian Casualties,
February 15-17, 1991

Approval: “Overall, you approve or disapprove of the United States
carrying on the war against Iraq?”

Military Deaths: “Overall, how many U.S. soldiers do you expect will
be killed in the war against Iraq: close to 100, close to 500, close to
1,000, close to 2,500, close to 5,000, close to 20,000 or more than
20,000?"

Civilian Deaths: “To the best of your knowledge, do you think Iraqi Affirmative
civilian deaths as a result of the war so far are in the dozens, in the Responses
hundreds, in the thousands or in the tens of thousands?” (%)

Civilian casualties (percent)

Dozens (5) 93
Hundreds (44) 83
Thousands (37) 80
Tens of thousands (4) 63
Not sure (10) 76
Total (100) 81
Statistical significance in Chi-square test of association p <0.001

Military casualties (percent)

Close to 100 (7) 85
Close to 500 (14) 86
Close to 1,000 (19) 83
Close to 2,500 (13) 90
Close to 5,000 (12) 80
Close to 10,000 (7) 62
Close to 20,000 (2) 69
More than 20,000 (4) 52

Not sure (19) 80
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Table 2.2—Continued

Approval: “Overall, you approve or disapprove of the United States
carrying on the war against Iraq?”

Military Deaths: “Overall, how many U.S. soldiers do you expect will
be killed in the war against Iraq: close to 100, close to 500, close to
1,000, close to 2,500, close to 5,000, close to 20,000 or more than
20,000?"

Civilian Deaths: “To the best of your knowledge, do you think Iraqi Affirmative
civilian deaths as a result of the war so far are in the dozens, in the Responses
hundreds, in the thousands or in the tens of thousands?” (%)
Military casualties (percent) % Approving
Refused (3) 94
Total (100) 81
Statistical significance in Chi-square test of association p<0.001

SOURCE: Los Angeles Times poll conducted 1991, N = 1,822.

compared to casualty sensitivity in support for the peace operations of
the 1990s (e.g., Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, and Kosovo).!

Multivariate Statistical Modeling. Because these analyses do not
take into account possible simultaneous effects of other variables that
might be important to support for the campaign, we also performed
a number of multivariate statistical analyses. Detailed results are pro-
vided in the Appendix and the Technical Appendixes, published sepa-
rately (Larson and Savych, 2005b).

To ascertain the importance of civilian casualties in judgments
about approval and disapproval of the war, we estimated a number of
multivariate probit regression models that included variables for civil-
ian casualties along with variables that past work has suggested are the
key predictors of support or opposition for military operations.'s

The civilian casualties variables were from questions that asked
respondents whether they thought that the United States was doing all
it could to keep down the number of civilian casualties and also asked
respondents to estimate the number of civilian deaths. The other vari-

14 See Larson and Savych (2005a, 2005b).

15 Multivariate probit models are appropriate when one is predicting a binary outcome (e.g.,
support or oppose); ordinal probit models are appropriate when one is predicting an ordinal
outcome (e.g., support strongly, support somewhat, oppose somewhat, oppose strongly).
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ables that were included in our multivariate model were variables for
respondents’ beliefs about whether vital national interests were at stake,
whether U.S. actions were morally justified, how well the war was pro-
ceeding, how many U.S. casualties had been sustained, membership in
the president’s party, and race and gender.!¢

The first model correctly predicted support or opposition for 86
percent of the respondents, but neither of the civilian casualties vari-
ables were statistically or substantively significant. The most important
predictors of support follow, in order of importance; note that a “(+)”
means that the coefficient on the variable was positive and increased
approval, whereas a “(-)” means that the coefficient was negative and
reduced approval:

* race (—): Blacks were less likely to approve than others.

* the belief in a moral justification (+): Those who believed that the
operation was morally justified were more likely to approve than
those who did not.

* self-identification as a Democrat (—) or Independent (-): Non-
Republicans were less likely to support the operation than Repub-
licans, probably because the President was the natural partisan
leader for Republicans but not for the others.!”

We also estimated two other models. The first predicted the belief
that what the United States had accomplished in the war to date had
been worth the number of U.S. military deaths and injuries. This model
correctly predicted the responses of 78 percent of the responses. The
second asked whether it had been worth the civilian deaths and injuries;
this second model correctly predicted 71 percent of the responses.

16 Very briefly, the probability of approval would be expected to be higher for those with
beliefs that vital interests were involved, that U.S. actions were morally justified, that the war
was proceeding well, and that only a small number of U.S. casualties had been sustained, as
well as those who were members of the president’s party, not black, or male (see Larson and

Savych, 2005a).

17 Detailed coefficients and diagnostics for all regressions are found in Appendix A in this
monograph.
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The most important predictors of the belief that the war had been
worth the civilian casualties were, in declining order of importance
(valence of coeflicients in parentheses),

e the belief that the war was morally justified (+)

* self-identification as a woman (-): Women were less likely to sup-
port than men.

* self-identification as a Democrat (-)

* beliefs as to whether the argument that “the United States did not
have a vital interest” was a good (-) or bad (+) reason for opposing
the war: Those who believed that it was a bad reason to oppose the
war were more likely to support than those who felt otherwise.

Importantly, the belief that the United States was doing all it
could to minimize civilian casualties was a statistically significant pre-
dictor of beliefs about whether the war was worth the civilian deaths
that had been incurred in bozh models (Table A.1 in the Appendix),
roughly as important as beliefs regarding U.S. vital interests in Iraq
and status as a self-identified political Independent, but not so impor-
tant as beliefs that the war was morally justified, or gender or Demo-
cratic party identification.

The modeling results suggest that beliefs about the number of
civilian casualties were not an important factor in support for the war,
at least in comparison to other factors that have been shown to be
important in predicting support or opposition. The results also suggest
that beliefs about whether the U.S. military was doing all it could to
avoid civilian casualties were a substantively and statistically significant
predictor of the belief that the war had been worth these casualties,
which suggests that they also may be an important predictor of support
and opposition. As the reader will learn from our analysis of the other
cases, there is substantial evidence in support of this interpretation.

Antiwar Demonstrations. As was described in Chapter One,
another measure of public attitudes toward wars and military opera-
tions is involvement in antiwar demonstration activity. The U.S. anti-
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war movement began forming as early as August 1990, well before
the war began, and was comprised of a confederation of religious orga-
nizations and secular antiwar groups.!” Reporting suggests that these
groups organized mass antiwar demonstrations and vigils that began
in the fall of 1990 and picked up soon after the air war began, peaking
perhaps on January 16 or January 26 and then tapering off.

Despite the rather high levels of media attention antiwar demon-
strations received, demonstrators, whether antiwar or prowar, consti-
tuted only a tiny fraction of the overall public: Ninety-eight percent
of those polled by ABC News/7he Washington Post on January 20 said
that they had not attended any demonstrations, while those saying that
they had were evenly split with 1 percent in each camp.?* By mid-
February, a total of 5 percent of those polled said they had attended
some sort of demonstration related to the war.?! In other words, press

18 An organization called the Coalition to Stop U.S. Intervention in the Middle East was
formed in early August, for example, and another, called the National Campaign for Peace
in the Middle East, was formed in September. Other antiwar organizations included the
National African American Network Against U.S. Intervention in the Gulf, and four Latino
organizations: the League of United Latin American Citizens, the Mexican American Polit-
ical Association, the Latino Issues Forum, and the American G.I. Forum. (See Elbaum,

1991

19" For example, the National Council of Churches, which represented 42 million Christians
of 32 denominations, and the National Conference of Catholic Bishops, representing 54
million Roman Catholics, condemned the threat of invasion. Of two of the major antiwar
groups, the National Campaign for Peace condemned the Iraqi invasion, whereas the Coali-
tion to Stop U.S. Intervention did not (Landsberg, 1991). Eleven protesters from an orga-
nization called Pledge of Resistance, part of the Coalition to Stop U.S. Intervention in the
Middle East, were arrested after disrupting Senate debate over Iraq on January 11 (Lawrence,
1991). One source suggested that the antiwar movement included student activists, lesbian
and gay activists, and members of the women’s movement (Elbaum, 1991, p. 147).

20 ABC News/ 7he Washington Post poll conducted January 20, 1991, N = 532. The Los Ange-
les Times’ polling in February found that only 1 percent of those polled supported neither the
troops nor the administration’s policy. (See Los Angeles Times, 1991, N = 1,822.)

21 ABC News/The Washington Post polling on January 20 found that only 1 percent
had attended antiwar demonstrations and another 1 percent had attended prowar dem-
onstrations. Gallup’s polling found that 5 percent said that they had participated in a
demonstration for or against the war (Gallup poll conducted February 14-17, 1991,
N =1,009).



Operation Desert Storm (lraqg, 1991) 35

reporting on demonstrators appears to have been out of proportion to
their actual numbers.

Foreign Media and Public Opinion

Foreign Media. Judged by the reporting levels in 7he Guardian
(London) and TASS (Figure 2.3), foreign media reporting followed the
same general pattern as that in the United States: a burst of coverage
following the invasion of Kuwait in August 1990, followed by a decline
in reporting, another peak once the war was under way in January
1991, and a drop-off in reporting following the war.

The rapid increase in foreign media reporting on the war is even
more apparent in Figure 2.4, which shows the weekly number of stories
in 7he Guardian and TASS before and during the war.

Figure 2.4 shows that media reporting increased dramatically in
the week of January 15-21, trailed off, and then climbed again during
the week of February 26—March 4, when the ground war occurred.

Figure 2.3
Selected Foreign Media Reporting on Iraq, August 1990-June 1991
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Figure 2.4
Selected Foreign Media Weekly Reporting on Iraq, January-February 1991
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Foreign Public Opinion. The Gulf War enjoyed the authorization
of the United Nations Security Council and an international coalition
that included 36 countries. Other nations such as Japan made financial
contributions or provided other assistance. Given the broad interna-
tional support that the Gulf War received, it should be little surprise
that, with some exceptions, the war received substantial public support
abroad.?

22 According to one study of German media during the Gulf War,

virtually unanimous agreement existed in the characterization of Iraq . . . in a negative
light—Saddam Hussein was a dictator, Iraq had committed clear aggression against
Kuwait, Iraq had used chemical weapons against Iraq and the Kurds, etc. During the
actual fighting in January 1991, there was also a flurry of mentions in der Spiegel and die
Tageszeitung of the threat posed by Iraqi Scuds to Israel. On the other hand, the peace
movement received more support than the government from Taz and Spiegel framing of

the other components of the Gulf War debate. (Cooper, 2002, pp. 53-54)
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It was much more difficult to find data and analyses of foreign
public opinion during the Gulf War than American public opinion.??
We summarize here results from the small amount of relevant polling
and other analyses that we were able to find on European and Arab
attitudes toward the war.

European Public Opinion. Although it is not entirely clear that
antiwar sentiment predominated in Europe,?4 according to one account
of European public opinion just prior to the onset of the war,

All the polls showed that the predominate [sic] feeling was against
the war; the central motto of demonstrations was “No to the war”
with a demand for the withdrawal of Western troops. In France
the proportion of people opposed remained high. . . . People [in
France] saw things in a highly contradictory way. In the same
public opinion polls a majority would express its support for U.S.
policy, and for the intervention of French troops, while simulta-
neously supporting the proposal for renewed negotiations with
Iraq, or expressing a favorable appreciation of the actions of the
peace movement. (Cirera, 1991, pp. 283-284)

Rather than being outright antiwar, this suggests that some
European publics seem to have hoped that a negotiated settlement
was possible, even while supporting the tough U.S. and coalition
policy. Although the writing had been on the wall since the United
Nations Security Council (UNSC) set the January 16, 1991, deadline
in November 1990, it is not clear at what point majorities of Europeans
(or others) accepted the inevitability of the war.

Although they did not ask any direct questions about the matter
of civilian casualties or collateral damage, the EU’s Eurobarometer sur-
veys conducted in fall 1990 and March 1991 asked questions about the

23 The Foreign Broadcast Information Service (FBIS) online archive does not go back to
1990-1991, for example, and whereas it typically is fairly easy to locate, on the Internet,
surveys and survey analyses that have been conducted in recent years on the Internet, it is
much more difficult to find surveys conducted before the Web became a primary means of
disseminating information.

24 It is important to note that the author of the following quote participated in the European
antiwar movement during the Gulf War, and his argument is a somewhat tendentious one.
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Gulf Crisis and other matters that provide some perspective on Euro-
peans’ overall attitudes toward the war.

In October 1990, the month before the United States announced
its decision to increase force levels in the Persian Gulf to provide an
offensive capability, most Europeans appear to have been somewhat
optimistic that the situation in the gulf might be resolved without
European military involvement. On the one hand, a bare major-
ity of Europeans EC-wide (52 percent) thought that a war involving
European forces was wunlikely in the next year (Commission of the
European Communities, 1990). Sentiment that war was likely was
strongest among the British (62 percent), Danish (59 percent), and
Dutch (55 percent), whereas the French, Luxembourgers, and Portu-
guese were undecided, and a majority of those in other EC member
states were convinced that war would not happen (Commission of the
European Communities, 1990, p. 43). Support for a European rapid-
deployment force was highest among the British (69 percent), French
(65 percent), and Belgians (58 percent), and from the political right
in Europe; the Germans (35 percent) and Spanish (33 percent) least
favored one.?

Europeans also ventured retrospective assessments on the deci-
sion to go to war in the Eurobarometer poll of March 1991, fielded
almost immediately after the conclusion of the war (Reif and Melich,
1994). Although some reading between the lines is necessarily involved,
according to this poll, most Europeans seem to have approved of the
decision to go to war (Figure 2.5).

Figure 2.5 shows that at least 70 percent of those polled in nine
of the 10 nations or regions polled (Germany was polled separately in
the west and east), retroactively approved of the decision to use force
against Iraq. Nevertheless, only a slight majority in the eastern part of
Germany approved, and a majority of Greeks opposed the decision.

25 One explanation offered by the Eurobarometer study was that the Germans were con-
stitutionally forbidden to deploy military forces outside NATO territory, and the Spanish
already were quite critical of Spain’s naval involvement in the Persian Gulf (Commission of
the European Communities, 1990, p. 41).
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Figure 2.5
Europeans’ Approval of the Decision to Use Military Force Against Iraq,
March 1991
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Given that this sort of net assessment would require respondents
to weigh a wide range of considerations—including the ultimate suc-
cess of the war in ejecting Iraq from Kuwait, beliefs about the extent of
civilian casualties and collateral damage, and coalition efforts to avoid
them, and other factors—these data would seem to suggest something
of an endorsement of both the outcome of the war and the way in
which the war was conducted. Beyond the data cited thus far, we did
not find any other readily available foreign public opinion data on the
Gulf War.26

Finally, the belief that NATO was essential to their nations’
security—a crude indicator of the extent to which European publics

26 Eichenberg (2003b) suggested to us that his compilation of foreign public opinion data
shows no change in the average level of support in 23 countries polled before and after Al
Firdos.
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shared important security interests with the United States—declined
from March to May 1991 by three points in France, rose seven points
in Germany and eight points in Italy, and fell six points in the United
Kingdom (Eichenberg, 2003b, pp. 651-654).

Arab Opinion. An analysis of Arab opinion on the Gulf War sug-
gested that Arab attitudes were filtered through their more general
assessment of their own nation’s situation at the time:

Whatever the sources of Saddam Hussein’s ambitions toward
Kuwait, his calculation of risk and his chances for success were
linked to the prevailing mood in the region that afflicted the pop-
ulace and the elites alike—a mood related to the end of the Cold
War and its perceived implications for the Arab-Israeli conflict.
Most Arab leaders and elites did not see at the end of the Cold
War a victory of democracy over dictatorship, or the victory of
consensus politics over power politics. Instead, to Arabs, the end
of the Cold War, which signaled the decline of the Soviet Union
as a major superpower, ushered in an era of American hegemony
that also entailed Israeli’s regional hegemony.?”

According to this analysis, Palestinians and Jordanians (more
than half of whom are Palestinian) cared most about the crisis and
generally supported Iraq, whereas among Syrians and Egyptians,

the popular soul was more divided, although opinion tipped
toward confronting Iraq only by strong government decisions.
First, both Syria and Egypt feared Iraq’s regional dominance;
second, neither thought that Iraq could stand up to the United
States, and both thought that they would be on the losing side if
they did not confront Iraq. Third, extensive U.S. lobbying played

an important role in shaping opinion.?8

27 Telhami (1993, p. 442). As public opinion polling is virtually unknown in Arab regions,
Telhami based his analysis on interviews.

28 Telhami (1993, pp. 448—449). For a somewhat impressionistic analysis of Palestinian
public opinion during the Gulf War, see Finkelstein (1992).
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Israeli public sentiment, meanwhile, was characterized largely by
a basic tendency to carry on in the face of the Iragi Scud attacks:

While many, perhaps most, Israclis were afraid and anxious
during the Gulf War, they nevertheless carried on with their lives
and did not become preoccupied with death. In fact, one could
almost say that, overall, pathology was down in the country.
Mental health clinics and private therapists reported a dramatic
decline in the number of people who sought help. Psychologists
were on duty at hospitals twenty-four hours a day—but almost no
one came in. Israelis were busy coping.?

Unfortunately, the absence of public opinion data militates against
a deeper and more far-reaching analysis of Middle Eastern attitudes
toward the war.

Antiwar Demonstrations. It was somewhat easier to find report-
ing on demonstrations against the war than public opinion. Whatever
their size and frequency, however, it is not at all clear what fraction
of European and Arab populations might have participated in such
activities.

The antiwar movement in Europe seems to have included many
who had been involved in the nuclear disarmament campaign in the
1980s, but it also evidenced diversity, both within and between coun-
tries.* According to one account, from September 1990 to January
1991, the movement grew stronger, culminating around January 12,

just before the deadline set by the UNSC (Cirera, 1991, p. 283):

Demonstrations were organized as early as August in Spain, and
they followed in most European countries, often coinciding with
the departure of troops. Great surprise was expressed at the scale
and scope of these demonstrations: 30,000 in Paris on October

29 Arian and Gordon (1993) suggested that positive opinions of the United States and the
beliefs that U.S.-Israeli relations were very good or good and that U.S. security commitments
were reliable grew from 1990 (before the war) to 1991 (after the war). They did not document
changing opinion during the war.

30 According to Cirera (1991, p. 281), “in every country in Western Europe, even in Turkey,
there were anti-war actions and mobilizations.”
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20, on the same day as large demonstrations took place in New
York and Tokyo. The movement kept developing from then on,
until it included all European countries by mid-November. On
January 12, 200,000 people marched in Paris; similar numbers
were seen in capitals and major cities across Europe.’!

Additional to the demonstrations cited above were the following:

* Antiwar demonstrations took place in London, Ottawa, and
Prague in early January (AP, 1991a; and “Demonstrator Arrested
Outside U.S. Consulate,” 1991).

* Antiwar protests took place worldwide in the days leading up to
the January 16 deadline, involving protests in the United King-
dom, Germany, Japan, Canada, France, Spain, Italy, Austria, Bel-
gium, Sweden, Turkey, South Africa, and Mauritania (Beelman,
1991a, 1999b; Cameron and Quinn, 1991).

* On January 16, a worldwide rally of peace protesters occurred in
Europe, Canada, and Asia, attracting tens of thousands of pro-
testers to such varied locales as London, Bonn, Berlin, Munich,
Copenhagen, Oslo, Milan, Madrid, Barcelona, Ottawa, Tokyo,
and New Delhi (Cormier, 1991; AP, 1991b).

* Antiwar protests continued worldwide on January 17, with large
anti-American marches in Pakistan and Algeria.

* On January 20, large antiwar crowds marched in Germany and
Libya.

* On February 3, a large march in Morocco supported Iraq in the
war.

In the Arab world,?> demonstrations in Jordan appear primar-
ily to have been related to the Arab-Israeli conflict, whereas in Alge-
ria, the Gulf crisis appears merely to have strengthened the ability of
opposition groups to mobilize the masses and challenge the status quo.

31 Cirera (1991, p. 284). In France, Italy, and Spain, workers also engaged in work stop-
pages.
32 The following characterization of demonstrations in the Arab world is from Telhami

(1993, p. 449).



Operation Desert Storm (lraqg, 1991) 43

No demonstrations were reported in the Gulf states, and only one was
reported in Egypt. In Sudan and Yemen, by contrast, 14 demonstra-
tions reportedly took place in August, the primary grievance apparently
being opposition to foreign intervention. A few popular demonstrations
occurred in several Arab states, but those that occurred in states that
had joined the U.S.-led coalition evidently posed little threat to the
Arab governments there. The Iraqi regime also “stage-managed” dem-
onstrations supporting Saddam Hussein that reportedly were attended
by hundreds of thousands of Iraqis (Beeston, 1991).

The Al Firdos Bunker Incident

Perhaps the most prominently reported collateral damage incident in
the Gulf War, and the subject of our first case study, was the Al Firdos
bunker incident on February 13, 1991.

At approximately 4:30 am on Monday, February 13, 1991, local
Baghdad time, during some of the heaviest bombardment of Baghdad
since the war began on January 16, two 2,000-pound bombs from
an F-117A attack aircraft struck the Al Firdos bunker, a civil defense
shelter that had been upgraded to, and was being used as, an Iraqi
command-and-control facility in the Al Ameriyyah section of Bagh-
dad. The incident resulted in the deaths of 200300 civilians, includ-
ing over 100 children who were taking shelter there.??

‘The left side of Table 2.3 shows that news of the incident reached
Cable News Network (CNN) a little more than six hours later, and was
subsequently heavily reported by the other major television networks
the next day.

The official reactions listed on the right side of the table show that
the incident figured prominently in White House, DoD, and British
press statements on February 13. Also shown, in the immediate after-
math of the attack, Iraqi Foreign Minister Tariq Aziz sent a letter to

33 Human Rights Watch (1991). According to this source, several days before the bombing,
local residents of the Ameriyah district of Baghdad had complained to local officials about
their lack of access to what had, during the Iran-Iraq war, been a civilian air defense shelter.
Iraqi officials reportedly relented and opened the upper level to civilians.
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Table 2.3
Postincident Timeline for Al Firdos Incident

Media Reporting Highlights Official Handling Highlights

2/12
1730: Incident occurs
(2/13 0430 local time)

2/13 2/13
0000: CNN 1147: White House spokesperson
0630: CBS Morning News Marlin Fitzwater statement
Iraqi Ambassador to U.S. on —White House/Fitzwater regular press
Larry King Live briefing
1258: CBS News Special Report —DoD regular briefing
1543: CBS News Special Report —Cheney statement
Evening news programs —UK Foreign Secretary Douglas Hurd
ABC World News Tonight questioned in Parliament
CBS Evening News —Ilraqi Foreign Minister Tariq Aziz
The MacNeillLehrer NewsHour sends letter to UN Secretary-General

2230: Nightline (ABC)
2330: America Tonight (CBS)

NOTE: All times are Eastern unless otherwise noted.

UN Secretary-General Javier Perez de Cuellar accusing the coalition
of “war crimes,” and demanded that the Secretary-General and the
Security Council condemn the bombing (Victoria Graham, 1991). The
Security Council demurred.

Initial Iragi estimates of civilian deaths in the Al Firdos incident
were in the 400-500 range, but by February 15, the Iraqis had revised
their estimate downward to the 288 bodies that had been brought out
of the shelter by that time (Riddell, 1991). The final estimates of the
civilian toll in the incident were in the 200-300 range.?

As described in the following section, this incident resulted in
a spike in media reporting on Iraqi civilian casualties, but does not
appear to have affected public attitudes toward the war.

34 Traq’s June 1991 report to the United Nations Human Rights Committee stated that
204 citizens were killed in the attack, whereas Middle East Watch’s final estimate of civil-
ian deaths in the shelter, based upon a source from the Baghdad Forensic Institute, was 310,
some 130 of whom reportedly were children (Human Rights Watch, 1991, pp. 129-130).
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U.S. Media and Public Opinion Responses

U.S. Media. Although the reporting levels do not capture viewer-
ship and cannot adequately convey public sensitivities worldwide to
the issue of civilian casualties, the Iraqi leadership may have observed
even before the Al Firdos incident that the issue of Iraqi civilian casual-
ties was gaining increasing media attention (Figure 2.6). The data on
reporting levels on the issue of civilian casualties suggest that the Al
Firdos incident occasioned a fairly substantial, if short-lived, increase in
U.S. media reporting on civilian casualties in the war.3¢

Figure 2.6 reports an increase in U.S. television reporting on civil-
ian casualties beginning around February 7 that roughly corresponded
with the growing Iraqi efforts to draw attention to the issue. The major
U.S. newspapers did not show the same sort of response. Both U.S.
newspaper and television reporting spiked after the incident.

Beyond the intrinsic newsworthiness of the subject, several other
factors also may have contributed to the media’s substantial coverage of
civilian casualties during the Gulf War.

First of all, foreign journalists faced strong Iragi pressure to file
stories about civilian casualties. In addition to the limited access and
heavy censorship practiced since the beginning of the war,? the Iraqi
regime restricted foreign reporters to filing stories on civilian casual-
ties and collateral damage in civilian areas to better ensure that their

35 For example, on February 3, one journalist wrote,

Since early last week, when refugees in Jordan first reported seeing dead civilians and
smoldering autos along a highway in western Iraq, claims of U.S. and allied bombing of
Iragqi civilians have increasingly been reported in televised scenes approved by Iragi gov-
ernment censors. Vivid images on Cable News Network of injured children, flattened
homes, and weeping families in towns such as Diwaniyeh, south of Baghdad, have raised
concerns in Jordan and elsewhere in the Arab world that the massive U.S. and allied

aerial bombardment is harming noncombatants. (Smith, 1991)

36 No doubt this was in part due to the fact that reporters were taken to the Ameriyah area
of Baghdad (Kellner, 1992, especially the discussion of the Al Firdos bunker bombing begin-
ning on p. 297).

37 On January 19, Iraq ordered foreign journalists out of the country, with the exception of
one American correspondent in Baghdad—DPeter Arnett of CNN—and another correspon-
dent by the name of Rojes (Goodman, 1991).
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Figure 2.6
U.S. Media Reporting on Civilian Casualties in Iraq During the Gulf War
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The Wall Street Journal, and The Washington Post newspapers, and on ABC News,
CBS News, CNN, and NBC News.
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reporting would be uniformly favorable to Iraq’s cause.? The regime also
provided foreign news crews unimpeded access to the sites of alleged
attacks on civilian targets to better ensure that the graphic imagery of
the dead would reach Arab, Western, and other foreign publics.?* Thus,
foreign reporting was, by Iraqi design, focused heavily on civilian casu-
alties and collateral damage. It also is important to note that the Iragis
engaged in a variety of schemes to place innocents at risk, evidently in
the hope of eroding the credibility of the U.S. coalition’s claims that it
was doing its utmost to avoid civilian casualties (Central Intelligence

Agency, 2003).

38 See Wittstock (1991). Although Iraqi censorship of news reporting predated the Al Firdos
incident, it is not clear whether the regime’s insistence that reporters write about collateral
damage also predated the incident.

39 CNN correspondent Arnett was taken on “guided tours” by Iraqi handlers in late January
(Wittstock, 1991).
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Although the study did not measure the frequency with which
civilian casualties or collateral damage were mentioned, a content anal-
ysis of news reporting during the war conducted by Gannett suggested
that the subject of “human shields”—the civilians and prisoners of war
who, in contravention of the Geneva Conventions and other norms,
the Iragis placed at potential targets to deter attack—was one of the
most frequently mentioned phrases used during the war, even exceed-
ing references to U.S. military casualties (Figure 2.7).40

Of the 12 phrases included in Gannett’s analysis, the most fre-
quently mentioned one was “Vietnam,” followed by “human shields”
and “U.S. casualties.” Although it is not known the extent to which
reports on human shields presented the subject in a way that placed
the moral burden on Iraq or the United States, it is quite striking that
reporting on the human shields issue (2,588 mentions in total: 2,002
by the print media and 586 by television) actually eclipsed mentions
of U.S. casualties (2,009 mentions: 1,492 by print media and 517 by
television). Clearly, the matter of human shields was a prominent one
in the media reporting, and although it seems not to have lowered sup-
port for the air war, it likely was on the minds of the public as well.

Taken together, it is clear both that civilian casualties were a
prominent theme during the war, and that media reporting on the sub-
ject increased in response to the Al Firdos incident.

U.S. Public Opinion. As mentioned previously, prior to the war,
most Americans seem to have expected civilian casualties and expressed
the desire that efforts be made to avoid them.*

40 See LaMay (1991). The analysis was based upon a search of the Nexis database of Mead
Data Central, including AP, United Press International, Reuters, Gannett News Service, Chi-
cago Tribune, Los Angeles Times, Newsday, The New York Times, The Boston Globe, The Wash-
ington Post, Time, Newsweek, and The Christian Science Monitor, and a search of Burrelle’s
Broadcast Database, including evening news programs on ABC, CBS, and NBC, as well as
the Financial News Network (FNN), and National Public Radio. With a few exceptions, the
search covered August 1, 1990, to February 28, 1991.

41 For example, 86 percent of those polled in early January said that they expected that a war
with Iraq would involve many civilian casualties in the Persian Gulf, whereas only 9 percent
said that they expected mainly military casualties (Times Mirror poll conducted January 3—
6, 1991, N = 1,208). Nevertheless, a plurality (48 percent) thought that if the United States

became involved in a war against Iraq, it should restrict bombers only to targets in areas that
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Figure 2.7
Key Terms and Phrases Used During the Gulf War
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Although national political and military leaders seem to have
feared that they were losing the public relations battle with Iraq, and
that the Al Firdos incident would sap public support for the war, the
public opinion data provide no evidence whatsoever that most Ameri-
cans questioned the official U.S. explanation of the incident, that the
incident made them believe inadequate attention was being paid to
minimizing civilian casualties, or that the incident eroded support.
Rather, U.S. public opinion on the matter suggested that most Ameri-
cans accepted the official explanation of the Al Firdos incident that the

were not heavily populated, whereas four in ten (42 percent) thought U.S. bombers should be
free to attack all targets (CBS News/7he New York Times poll conducted January 5-7, 1991,
N = 1,348). There appears to have been no polling on the question of civilian casualties from
the onset of the war on January 16 until just before the Al Firdos incident.
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Iragi regime had allowed innocent civilians to take shelter at a military
command-and-control facility, and that, while regrettable, responsibil-
ity for the incident lay with Iraq.4?

Other polling also suggested that vast majorities of the American
public were aware of the incident, accepted the coalition’s explanations
while rejecting Iraq’s, and continued to believe that the coalition was
doing its utmost to avoid civilian deaths. A selection of polling results
on these matters follows:

* News of the incident moved quickly and had reached most Amer-
icans the day after the incident: On February 14, only one day
after the incident, more than nine in ten (92 percent) said that
they had heard or read something about the bombing (ABC
News/7he Washington Post poll conducted February 14, 1991,
N =772).

* Forty-three percent of those polled said that they thought that
the Iraqi people supported Iraq’s war with the United States and
its allies, while 49 percent thought they did not (ABC News/7he
Washington Post poll conducted February 14, 1991, N = 772).

* The average (median) respondent seems to have believed that the
number of Iraqi civilian deaths as a result of the war was in the
hundreds or fewer,* and nearly three in four (73 percent) thought
it either very likely (38 percent) or somewhat likely (35 percent)
that thousands of civilians ultimately would be killed in the war
zone (Los Angeles Times, 1991, N = 1,822).

* Respondents were evenly divided on the media’s coverage of Iraqi
claims of civilian casualties: Forty-seven percent said they thought
the media had spent too much time showing film of Iraqi claims

42 The most comprehensive analysis of American public opinion during the Gulf War con-
cludes that “the well-publicized civilian casualties resulting from an attack on a Baghdad
bomb shelter on February 13 inspired no notable change in this attitude [toward civilian
casualties]. Overwhelmingly, Americans said the shelter was a legitimate military target and
held Hussein and Iraq responsible for the civilian deaths there” (Mueller, 1994, p. 79).

43 Forty-nine percent said they thought that civilian deaths were in the dozens (5 percent) or
hundreds (44 percent), while 41 percent said they thought that deaths numbered in the thou-
sands (37 percent) or tens of thousands (4 percent) (Los Angles Times, 1991, N = 1,822).
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of civilian casualties, whereas 45 percent said that the media had
done the right thing (Gallup poll conducted February 14-17,
1991, N = 1,009).

* Eighty-one percent of those polled on February 14 thought that
the site was a legitimate military target, while only 9 percent did
not (ABC News/ 7he Washington Post poll conducted February 14,
1991, N = 772).

* Seventy-nine percent of respondents in one poll held Saddam Hus-
sein or Iraq responsible for the deaths at the bombing site (ABC
News/The Washington Post poll conducted February 14, 1991,
N = 772). Another poll found 84 percent who held Saddam
responsible (USA 7Today poll conducted February 14, 1991,
N = 601).

* Ninety percent of those polled said they did not believe that the
United States had intentionally bombed Iragi civilians (ABC
News/The Washington Post poll conducted February 14, 1991,
N =772).

* Nearly one in four (23 percent) thought that the Al Firdos bunker
had been an Iraqi military command center, and another six in
ten (59 percent) thought that it had been both a command center
and a civilian shelter (Los Angeles Times, 1991, N = 1,822).

* Ninety-two percent agreed with the statement that the bombing
of the shelter was a terrible tragedy, but such things were unavoid-
able in wartime, and 71 percent disagreed with the statement
that by bombing the shelter, the allied military had made a ter-
rible mistake that could have been avoided (USA Today/ Gordon
S. Black poll conducted February 14, 1991, N = 601).

* Fully nine out of ten Americans said that they believed the U.S.
military was doing all it could to keep down the number of civil-
ian casualties.*4

* 'Three in four (75 percent) said they did not think that the United
States should stop bombing the city of Baghdad in order to avoid

44 Los Angeles Times (1991, N = 1,822). By comparison, neatly seven in ten felt that what had
been accomplished had been worth the deaths among U.S. military personnel.
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civilian deaths (ABC News/7he Washington Post poll conducted
February 14, 1991, N = 772).

* Seven in ten agreed that the United States was justified in attack-
ing Iraqi forces in areas populated by civilians, while 22 percent
disagreed (Los Angeles Times, 1991, N = 1,822).

* Seven in ten agreed that the deaths of civilians who were located
close to military targets were worth it if American lives were saved
(USA Today/Gordon S. Black poll conducted February 14, 1991,
N = 601).

Polling Before and After the Al Firdos Incident. Polling by CBS
News and 7he New York Times on the one hand, and ABC News and
The Washington Post on the other, straddled the Al Firdos incident,
enabling a comparison of attitudes before and after the incident on
several key attitudes.

We begin with a poll by CBS News and 7he New York Times on
February 12-13, 1991—the day before and day of the Al Firdos inci-
dent. Table 2.4 shows that there was no change in attitudes on the
question of whether American bombers should attack military targets
in heavily populated areas (about half approved of this policy on both
days), although the percentage who believed that U.S. bombers were
aiming only at military targets actually increased, from 71 to 76 per-
cent; because of the composition of the samples in the two days, this
probably is an underestimate of the actual change.®

There was a modest decline, however, in the percentage who
thought that the damage the United States was inflicting on Iraq was
what might be expected in wartime, from 84 to 80 percent; we cannot
rule out that this might be the result of sampling error, however.4

S A higher incidence of blacks, liberals, and independents “leaned” Democrat on the second
day, which would be expected to dampen any increase in support. It also is worth noting that
relying upon the totals for the survey would mask the change over the course of the survey.

46 The small sample sizes for each day make the margin of error for the first day (N =
479) about 4.5 points with a 95-percent confidence interval, meaning that differences of 4.5
points or less are not meaningful, as they could be entirely due to sampling error; the margin
for the second day (N = 581) is about 4.1 points. Additionally, as was mentioned eatlier,
because the respondents on the second day of the poll would have been expected to have less
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Table 2.4
Views on Avoiding Bombing Civilian Areas Before and After Al Firdos
Incident

Response Before 2/12/1991 (%)  After 2/13/1991 (%) Total (%)

“Should American bombers attack all military targets in Iraq including those in
heavily populated areas where civilians may be killed, or should American bombers
attack only those military targets that are not in heavily populated areas?”

Attack all targets 50 49 50

Only targets not in 42 43 43
heavily populated areas

Don’t know/no answer 8 8 8

“Do you think American bombers are aiming at only military targets in Iraq or do
you think they are also aiming at some civilian locations?”

Aiming at only military 71 76 74
Some civilian locations 18 15 16
Don’t know/no answer 1 9 10

“Some other countries say United States forces are inflicting excessive damage on
Iraq. Do you think the United States is causing excessive damage to Iraq, or is the
damage about what should be expected in wartime?”

Expected in wartime 84 80 81
Causing excessive 9 10 10
damage

Less than expected 2 2 2

(volunteered)

Don’t know/No answer 5 8 7

SOURCE: CBS News/The New York Times poll conducted February 12-13, 1991,
N = 1,060, with 479 respondents interviewed on February 12 and 581 respondents
interviewed on February 13.

ABC News/ The Washington Post polling—done just before and just
after the Al Firdos incident—also provides some interesting results.

favorable attitudes toward the administration’s policy of strategic bombing, any difference
could be accountable to bias in the subsample.
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Figure 2.8
Confidence That Al Firdos Bunker Was a Legitimate Military Target
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SOURCE: ABC News/Washington Post poll conducted February 14, 1991, N = 772.

NOTE: Question read, “Iraqg says hundreds of civilians were killed when the U.S.
bombed an air raid shelter in Baghdad on Wednesday. The U.S. says the site was being
used as a military command bunker.) Do you think the site was a legitimate military
target or not?” (Asked of respondents who said the air raid shelter the U.S. bombed in
Baghdad was/was not a legitimate military target): “How confident of that are you:
Very confident, somewhat confident, or not too confident at all?”

RAND MG441-2.8

The data from polling also show that most were pretty confident
that the United States had struck a legitimate military target (Figure
2.8), and that the percentages who thought that the United States was
making enough of an effort to avoid bombing civilian areas in Iraq
actually swelled after the incident, from 60 to 67 percent (Figure 2.9),
while those who thought the United States was making too much of
an effort declined somewhat, and those who thought the United States
should make a greater effort did not change at all.

Moreover, although the overall percentages approving and dis-
approving of the war did not really change after the incident (78 per-
cent approving before and 77 percent after; see the question at the
bottom of Table 2.5), there might have been a modest increase in
polarization—strong opposition to the war increased modestly after
the incident, but the change in the percentages strongly supporting was
well within the margin of sampling error.
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Figure 2.9
Views on Whether the United States Was Making Enough Effort to Avoid
Bombing Civilian Areas Before and After Al Firdos Incident
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Finally, another question, asked only on February 14, found by a
three-to-one margin (41 percent to 14 percent) that those who said that
the bombing of the shelter made them more supportive outnumbered
those who said it made them less supportive; 38 percent said it did not
affect them one way or another (USA 7oday/Gordon S. Black poll con-
ducted February 14, 1999, N = 601).

Table 2.6 reports that the percentage of Americans who believed
that the damage inflicted by U.S. forces was “excessive” actually
declined after the Al Firdos incident, from about 10 percent February
12-13 (the day before and day of the incident) down to 6 percent in
late February, and thereafter to 3 percent by early April.

Finally, a comparison of polling done by the Los Angeles Times
at the beginning of the war (January 17-18) and several days after
the Al Firdos incident (February 17-19) showed no appreciable change
in support: Eighty-two percent of those polled early in the war and
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Table 2.5
Approval and Disapproval of Going to War with Iraq Before and After Al
Firdos Bombing

“Do you approve or disapprove of the United States having gone to Before After

war with Irag? (Is that approve/disapprove strongly/somewhat?)” (%) (%)
Approve strongly 57 59
Approve somewhat 21 18
Disapprove somewhat 10 7
Disapprove strongly 7 1
Don’t know/no opinion 5 4

SOURCE: The Washington Post poll conducted February 8-12, 1991, N = 1,011, and ABC
News/The Washington Post poll conducted February 14, 1991, N = 772.

Table 2.6
Views on Whether U.S. Forces Were Inflicting Excessive Damage,
February 12-13, 1991

“Some other countries say U.S. After Incident
forces are inflicting (inflicted) Day
excessive damage on Iraq. Do you Before/Day
think the United States is causing of Incident
(caused) excessive damage to Iraq (February February

or is (was) the damage about what 12-13,  24-March March 4-6, April 1-3,

should be expected in wartime?” 1991) 1, 1991 1991 1991
U.S. damage to Iraq excessive 10 6 6 3
Damage expected 81 83 83 80
Damage less than expected

(volunteered) 2 6 8 "
Don’t know 7 6 3 6

SOURCE: CBS News/The New York Times poll conducted February 12-13, 1991,
N =1,060; and The New York Times polls conducted February 28, 1991, N = 528; March
4-6, 1991, N = 1,252; and April 1-3, 1991, N = 1,283.

NOTE: The difference between the February 12-13 and February 24-31 readings was
statistically significant at the 0.01 level.
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81 percent just after Al Firdos supported the war (Table 2.7). More-
over, the percentage strongly supporting the war actually grew mod-
estly, from 59 to 63 percent.

Taken together, these data suggest that U.S. leaders, who were
extremely concerned about political fallout from the incident, should
not have been unduly concerned about the impact of the Al Firdos
incident on the American public’s support for the war.*8

Antiwar Demonstrations. The period just prior to the Al
Firdos incident seems to have been a relatively quiescent one
(Harris, 1991), and we found no evidence suggesting that the Al
Firdos incident led to an increase in the frequency or size of antiwar

Table 2.7

Approval of the War in Iraq, January—February 1991

Response Jan. 17-18, 1991 (%) Feb. 17-19, 1991 (%)
Approve strongly 59 63
Approve somewhat 23 18
Disapprove somewhat 7 7
Disapprove strongly 9 10

SOURCE: Los Angeles Times poll conducted January 17-18, 1991, N = 1,406; Los Angeles
Times (1991, N = 1,822).

NOTES: Wording of question in Los Angeles Times (January 17-18, 1991): “Generally
speaking, do you now approve or disapprove of the decision to send American
military troops to the Persian Gulf or not?” Wording of question in Los Angeles Times
(1991): “Overall, do you approve or disapprove of the United States carrying on the
war against Iraq?”

47 The difference was statistically significant at the 0.05 level.

48 See Gordon and Trainor (1995, pp- 340-343). The White House and Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff Colin Powell seem generally to have been most concerned about the
impact of such incidents on the ability to hold the coalition together. It is worth mentioning,
however, that the incident did, nevertheless, affect the procedures for authorizing the attack
of targets in central Baghdad, and at least temporarily halted strike operations against strate-
gic targets there. Given the small percentage of sorties devoted to strategic attacks in central
Baghdad, and the shift in emphasis that was already under way to conclude preparations
of the battlefield for a ground attack, however, it is not clear how important the cessation of
these attacks was (Gordon and Trainor, 1995).
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demonstrations in the United States. In fact, some sources suggest that
the demonstrations that took place after the Al Firdos incident actu-
ally were less well-attended and well-organized than those in the prior
month:

* Nationally coordinated protests that were called for the weekend
of February 16-17 reportedly were “still substantial in size and
breadth, but there was a definite drop in momentum relative to
the peak of activity in January” (Elbaum, 1991, p. 155).

* On February 21, U.S. college groups held demonstrations against
the war, but reportedly failed to achieve a coordinated effort.

* On February 23, the day before the ground offensive began, anti-
war organizers announced that demonstrations were planned for
March 16 and April 6. Because the war was concluded on Febru-
ary 28, these demonstrations were never held.

Foreign Media and Public Opinion Responses

Foreign Media Reporting. Like U.S. media reporting, foreign
media reporting on civilian casualties typically peaked after the Al
Firdos incident.

Figure 2.10 shows that reporting on civilian casualties by 7he
Guardian (London) began increasing after February 10 and peaked
the day after the Al Firdos incident; by comparison, TASS and Xinhua
reporting levels on civilian casualties were lower both before and after
the incident.

Foreign Public Opinion. We found no additional data that would
enable us to assess the specific impacts of the Al Firdos incident on for-
eign public opinion.

Antiwar Demonstrations. In the immediate aftermath of the
incident, there were some reports of street demonstrations in Amman,
Jordan, and elsewhere in the Middle East, but we found no compelling
evidence suggesting that foreign demonstrations were more prevalent
after the Al Firdos incident than before (see Andrew Rosenthal, 1991;
Savva, 1991; and Watson, 1991).
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Figure 2.10
Selected Foreign Reporting on Civilian Casualties, February 7-21, 1991
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Key Lessons

Several key lessons that emerge from this case study. The first have to
do with the United States’ adversary, Iraq:

* Baghdad used “human shields” at strategic installations and
located military capabilities in civilian areas to deter air attacks or
otherwise complicate coalition planning.

* 'The Iraqi regime tightly controlled the foreign press in Baghdad
and made it diflicult for them to report on subjects other than
civilian casualties and collateral damage.

* Iraq was able to exploit the Al Firdos incident to raise questions
about the coalition’s efforts to minimize casualties and to lend
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credibility to its claims that thousands of Iraqi civilians were being
killed in the air war.

Lessons regarding the media include the following:

* Although there appears to have been a delay of some hours
between the incident and the first news reports on the incident,
once news of the incident reached the press, it spread very quickly
and was prominently reported by major news organizations, both
at home and abroad.

* Given the fact that the Iragis controlled the incident site and
that even they had difficulties assessing the number of casualties,
it seems unlikely that U.S. policymakers had any public affairs
opportunities to manage the incident other than citing the evi-
dence that the Al Firdos bunker was being used as a command-
and-control facility, an argument that the vast majority of Ameri-
cans accepted.

* Reporting on civilian casualties peaked at the time of the incident,
and then quickly receded, with the incident seemingly becoming
a part of the contextual fabric for subsequent reporting.

Lessons regarding the American public include the following:

* Public estimates that civilian casualties in the war in Iraq were in
the hundreds to thousands just after the Al Firdos incident were
generally in line with Iragi claims and numbers that might have
been inferred from press reporting,.

* 'There is, however, little evidence of any adverse changes in U.S.
attitudes toward the war following the Al Firdos incident, or more
generally, as a result of civilian casualties; if anything, Americans’
attitudes toward the war appear to have stiffened in the wake of
the incident.

* Multivariate statistical modeling of respondent-level data sug-
gests that concerns about civilian casualties were not particularly
important in individuals’ decisions about whether they supported
or opposed the Gulf War when other variables that have been
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shown to be important predictors of support and opposition were
also included.

* 'The belief that the U.S. military was doing all it could to avoid
civilian deaths was widespread, as was the view that any deaths
that occurred were essentially misfortunes of war. A key find-
ing is that the belief that the military was doing all it could to
avoid casualties was a statistically significant predictor of support
and opposition in two of our multivariate models, which con-
trolled for many other factors that are known predictors of sup-
port and opposition. Subsequent chapters will demonstrate that
this is the key belief that connects civilian casualties to support
and opposition.

Because the public opinion data for foreign publics was rather
sparser, it is hard to say exactly how the incident affected public atti-
tudes abroad. The data on European attitudes, however, suggest that
most European publics, at least retrospectively, viewed the war in a
favorable light, and these judgments, it can plausibly be argued, almost
necessarily factored in beliefs about whether the war was properly con-
ducted. Nor did the Gulf War lead to “the Arab street” seriously threat-
ening regimes in Arab nations. In many cases, demonstrations appeared
to be only indirectly connected to the Gulf crisis and the war.

The lesson for military leaders and policymakers is that, despite
the high level of media coverage and graphic imagery of death and
destruction, the Al Firdos incident did not materially affect the high
level of support for the war or the belief that the coalition was making
efforts to avoid civilian casualties and collateral damage. Nor did the
incident seem to give impetus to antiwar demonstrators, who already
seemed to be losing their momentum by that time. Whether policy-
makers overestimated the prospects that civilian casualties would erode
the coalition is unclear.

Finally, it also is clear that military planners and leaders involved
in the Gulf War greatly regretted the Al Firdos incident, both because
of the loss of civilian life and the judgment that the military value of
its destruction actually was less than originally believed. Military plan-
ners and leaders would also regret other incidents of collateral damage
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in the war, such as the des