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ABSTRACT

Domestic Audiences, Policy Feedback, and Sequddéeisions During Military
Interventions. (December 2009)
Douglas Walter Kuberski, B.A., University of NebkasM.A., University of Akron

Chair of Advisory Committee: Dr. Nehemia Geva

The literature on escalation situations and auwdiests suggests that
democratic executives tend to increase commitnzeatfbreign policy in response to
negative feedback. However, real-world cases fraarnational politics suggest
otherwise. Specifically, executives do not appgeaespond uniformly to failing
situations. While scholars have begun to unrawekiudience cost mechanism, up until
know, we know little about reasons for the variatio how executives use policy
feedback to update commitment to a foreign policy.

In this dissertation, | adopt an integrative apphoand present a model of
sequential decision-making that explains the comustunder which leaders escalate and
de-escalate commitment in response to feedbaakermpt to break down the audience
cost mechanism to explain why democratic executiesot respond uniformly to
negative feedback. While the literature on thakdmn of commitment suggests
decision-makers tend to increase investment ifidbe of negative feedback, my theory

suggests that under certain conditions, executessfind it politically advantageous to



back down from a failing policy. My theory emphaes the relationship between
citizens, executives, and foreign policy effectigss.

Next, | suggest that the foreign policy tool of ity intervention provides a
suitable test case for a theory of sequential detcisaking. | first test hypotheses
derived from the theory regarding the preferenceédion process of democratic
citizens during the course of such an episode. etstdnding the response of citizens to
feedback is an important first step to understagtiie updating decisions of democratic
executives. While previous work has relied onraggte survey data, experimentation
provides me with the ability to analyze how an undiual citizen’s preference over
commitment is impacted by policy feedback. Theiltesof the experimental analyses
suggest that citizens act as investors: they fenaeasing commitment to military
interventions when viewing negative feedback, up pwmint.

| then test the main hypotheses derived from teerthregarding executive
decision-making on a dataset of major power militaterventions from 1960-2000.
Overall, the results support the hypotheses: papproval conditions the manner in
which executives use feedback to update interverommitments. In the conclusion, |
summarize the study by highlighting key resultgsent the broad implications for the

study of democratic foreign policy making, and diss avenues for future research.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This dissertation is about executive decision-m@kluring the course of a
foreign policy episode. In it, | present and &stexplanation of foreign policy
updating, which emphasizes the manner in whichkesis condition how executives
process policy feedback. Specifically, | focustloa sequential decisions executives
make regarding commitment levels during the coafsemilitary intervention.

Military interventions can be viewed as investmeaigcutives invest resources
abroad to achieve a particular objective. As iteedture on sequential investment
decisions from social psychological and organizabehavior suggests, when making
sequential decisions regarding commitment levadsision-makers attend to feedback
on a previous decision to allocate resources teat \wmtended to achieve an objective
(Brockner 1992; Staw 2002; 1976; Staw and Ross )19B@erestingly, scholarship in
this area has highlighted an interesting phenomendividuals tend to become locked
in to an existing course of action and respondegative feedback by increasing
resources invested to a previous project even tindug unclear whether increasing
commitment will lead to the attainment of objec@rockner 1992; Dietz-Uhler 1996;

Ross and Staw 1991; Staw 2002; Staw and Ross 198Bile self-justification biases

This dissertation follows the style Afnerican Political Science Review



have been highlighted as a major cause of escal@imckner 1992; Brockner and
Rubin 1985; Rubin and Brockner 1975; Staw 20026)93cholars have pointed to the
need for decision-makers to avoid exposing thestakies to others, or to “save face,” as
a major cause for escalating commitment in the éd@efailing decisions (Brockner,
Rubin, and Lang 1981; Fox and Staw 1979; Staw ag$R989).

Similarly, the literature on international crisesshemphasized the role of
audience costs in sequential decision-making. edn (1994) suggests, democratic
executives tend to make commitment decisions, @dlperegarding the potential use of
force, in front of domestic audiences. Once commaitt to a given course of action has
been announced, democratic leaders find it diffituback down, as citizens tend to
punish them at the polls (Bueno de Mesquita andrSon 1995). As a result, executives
tend to “save face” with the electorate and avaidiphment at the polls by escalating
commitment to a course of action when their threagésmet (Baum 2004a; Tomz 2007).
Therefore, scholars have suggested that democifauieis easier to send credible
signals of resolve than autocracies, and that bgmgging audience costs, are more
likely to prevail in a crisis (Eyerman and Hart I9%earon 1994; Partell and Palmer
1999; Schultz 1999; 1998).

However, as recent formal work on audience cosigests, not all audience
costs are created equally. As Prinz (2003) andil&c(i1998), argue, the strength of the
audience cost mechanism in explaining escalatibayer depends on the stability of

participation in democracies. Additionally, Slamée (2003) suggests variation in the

! For work on autocratic audience costs, see We20G8).



institutional protections guaranteeing free media alter the ability of democratic
executives to generate audience costs and thutieffiy signal resolve. And
interestingly, Smith (1996) suggests that domesiiaitions affect the vulnerability of
democratic executives to audience costs. Whilel8cf2001) points out difficulties in
directly testing the audience cost mechanism, waatbe empirically tested is whether
executives act as if all potential audience costnat created equally.

Real-world intervention behavior by democratic exe@s suggests that
executives do not treat all potential audiencescostformly. For example, while
President Bush escalated commitment to Iraq inorespto negative feedback in 2003
and 2004, President Reagan decreased commitmkeabémon in response to such
feedback in 1983 and 1984. What explains suchvwietta Why, under certain
conditions do executives escalate commitment ipaese to negative feedback, while in
others they decrease commitment?

In this dissertation, | present a model of segaédicision-making that explains
the conditions under which leaders escalate aresdalate commitment in response to
feedback. In building from recent formal work hretliterature on audience costs, |
attempt to break down the audience cost mechamsrglain why democratic
executives do not respond uniformly to negativelbeek. While the literature on the
escalation of commitment suggests decision-mali to increase investment in the
face of negative feedback, my theory suggestsuth@er certain conditions, executives

may find it politically advantageous to back dowonfi a failing policy.



“Wars of Choice”

The foreign policy tool of military intervention fef's a suitable test case for
examining updating decisions of executives. I&sh&s increased in popularity among
executives of powerful democratic states sinceetiteof the Cold War. The break up of
the Soviet Union has unleashed a number of newdgpendent states, many of which
have subsequently witnessed volatile domestictsmusias a result of power vacuums
and ethnic tensions. Additionally, the end of bif@olar conflict has lifted constraints on
executives who were previously limited in their aé¢he intervention tool with the
potentiality of a standoff with the Soviet Unionyffleld and Prendergast 1994). In
responding to regional and civil crises, policynrakieave used a variety of intervention
strategies ranging from the use of purely militamgnetary, or mixed instruments in the
hopes of ameliorating various threats to intermaticGecurity (Crocker, Hampson, and
Aall 1996). Interestingly, long viewed to be antroversial encroachment upon another
state’s sovereignty, intervening in another statéarly to garner influence over
political outcomes has become an accepted foredfjoyrool. Executives of powerful
democratic states have increasingly favored it @®lkof foreign policy to accomplish
numerous political objectives ranging from reginharge and democratization, to
managing internal conflicts, and furthering humaur#n objectives and stability abroad
(Hermann and Kegley 1996; Kegley and Hermann 1%8&ntino 2005; Tillema 1994).

Political commentators have referred to militariementions as “wars of
choice,” and have suggested that the tool’s fléikfpwhich provides leaders with

control over entering and exiting a situation, &Bs® contributed to its popularity in the



post-Cold War world (Betts 1994; Smith 1994). Wisgtentering complex internal
situations with humanitarian concerns such as SamalYugoslavia, or ones that have
been tagged as necessary for regime change sitditgsexecutives of powerful
democratic states such as the United States hgméicant leeway in terms of when to
enter, decisions made during the course of anveaitgion, and when to exit.

Accordingly, academic research has increasinglkléddssues regarding
interventions involving the use of force. Speadifig, in building from the literature on
the use of force in general, scholarship on intetieas has largely focused on initial
decision to intervene and the duration of suchruatetions. The literature has also
highlighted the complex role of domestic politieglgublic opinion in particular in
sparking initial decisions to intervene militaraypd subsequent decisions to leave
interventions involving a variety of political olgjgves, from humanitarian concerns, to
ending civil strife, to regime change or stability.

The concern over the influences on interventioncpes, in following the broad
literature on the use of force, has illuminateduenber of interesting relationships
between systemic factors, domestic politics, araipwpinion on decisions of
democratic states to intervene and withdraw. Haweas | highlight below, the
literature on interventions has not produced a cemmsive theory for explaining how
leaders update commitment levels during the coofrs@ intervention. As work on the
escalation of commitment and the audience cost aresim suggests, policy feedback

and domestic audiences play a role. In this diggen, | build from these literatures and



present a theory on how feedback and audiencasatt® influence the updating
decisions of democratic executives.

Thus, in this dissertation, | ask the following gtiens: what is the role of policy
feedback in the sequential decision-making prooésgecutives? How do domestic
political factors interact with international factdo influence the sequential foreign
policy decisions of democratic executives? To agslthese concerns, | construct a
general model of sequential foreign policy making axamine the sequential decision-
making process executives undertake during theseocnfra military intervention. |
emphasize the relationship between citizens, ekegjtand military intervention
effectiveness. In addressing these concernshligig the importance of decision-
frames in enhancing our understanding of the aaatip between domestic and
international factors.

In this chapter, | first discuss the previous atere on the use of force and
emphasize the domestic political approach to ccrtbehavior. Then, | provide an
overview of the literature on military intervent®and suggest that work on
commitment and audience costs can be used to gfedh the processed by which
executives prosecute such conflicts. | concluderoyiding a roadmap of the
dissertation and how | will address the resear@stions by combining experimental
and large-N data analyses in a multi-method appro&y examining the interactive
relationship between domestic and internationabfacon executive foreign policy
making, | aim to contribute to the growing bodykabwledge on the connection

between domestic politics and international retegio



Domestic Politics and the Use of Force

As scholars have uncovered the empirical regyl#nat democracies rarely fight
one another (see Babst 1972; Levy 1988; Maoz arsddtu1993; Ray 1998), they have
shifted their focus from systemic factors assodiatéh power politics to domestic
political factors in explaining decisions over tge of force. Increasingly, scholarship
has opened the black box of democracy to focuemfluence of domestic political
factors, both in terms of incentives and constsaioh decisions over the use of force
(Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2003; Clark and Nordst2@®5; Palmer, London and Regan
2004; Reiter and Tillman 2002). Empirical evidesaggests that variation in the
institutional structure across democracies in &idio variation in an incumbent’s
electoral prospects help explain executive decssawer when to use force and when to
halt hostilities abroad.

Within the literature, the role of the public ireeutive decision-making over the
use of force has produced mixed findings concerdexgsions to send and to withdraw
forces from military conflicts. On the one handheslars have found that lower public
approval rates of executives in the U.S. and the ncrease their propensity to use
force internationally (DeRouen 1995; Foster anareal2006; Morgan and Anderson
1999). On the other hand, other research suggeStresidents are more likely to use
force when public approval is high, as it givesnthmore maneuverability (James and
Oneal 1991; Ostrom and Job 1986). Additionallgesech on decisions to withdraw
forces from abroad has produced mixed results, sathe scholars finding a positive

relationship between domestic support of democeatecutives and duration of military



conflict (Bennett and Stam 1996; 1998), and otfiatBng a negative relationship

(Meernik and Brown 2007).

Domestic Politics and Intervention Decisions

As the specific use of force known as military mntion has increased in
popularity in the post-Cold War era, academic edein the subject has also increased.
While the literature on interventions has examipecely military, non-military, and
mixed interventions, the bulk of the literature fi@sused on explaining decisions over
the use of force. Scholars of military interven8dave generally accepted Blechman
and Kaplan’s (1978) definition that such instano@ssist of actions “taken by one or
more components of the uniformed armed militaryises as part of a deliberative
attempt by the national authorities to influencéemprepared to influence, specific
behavior of individuals in another nation...(12)” Wéhwarying degrees of military
interventions for a variety of political objectiveave been examined, the literature has
similarly continued to focus on explaining init@déployment decisions and decisions to
withdraw forces, while largely overlooking the dg#ons made during the course of an
intervention regarding variation in levels of coniment?

Under the realist paradigm, initial efforts to studilitary intervention decisions

emphasized systemic factors. Specifically, earhosarship on interventions suggested

2 Scholarship has also examined outcomes of militagrventions into a variety of external enviromise
for a variety of political objectives (i.e. promoagi democracy, ending civil wars, humanitarian dssise
and stability, etc.). Specifically, given the risipolitical commentary questioning the utility wilitary
interventions abroad, scholars have sought to exphaiation in effectiveness of achieving objeetv
(see Carment and Rowlands 1998; DeRouen and S@gk Plermann and Kegley 2001; Meernik 1996;
Pickering and Kisangan 2006; Regan 1996).



leaders only employ force abroad when clear natioterests are involved (Bull 1984;
Morgenthau 1967). In the context of the Cold V¢aholars emphasized the
geostrategic factors, such as alliance politiceggaphy, and potential ramification on
the distribution of power, in explaining decisidnsthe major powers to intervene
militarily in the Third World (Feste 1992).

However, as scholarship on the use of force, ireggnhas continually adopted
domestic political approaches to explain decisiakimg, the literature on military
interventions has similarly progressed. Scholg@rghthis regard has emphasized the
influence of domestic politics on initial decisiotesintervene militarily into a variety of
situations abroad. For example, Carment and J&88€) adopt Putnam’s (1988) two-
level game framework for understanding the inteoadbetween domestic and
international factors and its influence on militamjerventions abroad. Their case study
work demonstrates that the relative autonomy ofébder in combination with the
distribution of political gains and losses at tlengstic level connected to ethnic
constituencies explains intervention into ethninftiots, such as India’s intervention
into Sri Lanka. Specifically, Carment and Jameé&®6) emphasize the role of ethnic
affinities between the potential intervener andttrget and find the greater the cross-
boundary connection, the more likely interventisna occur.

Others have focused on explaining interventionsiens in terms of their
domestic political consequences. Taliaferro (2G0%) Yoon (1997) suggest leaders are
more likely to intervene to avoid perceived lossetheir relative domestic and

international power. Scholarship has demonstrtiisdelationship in interventions with
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humanitarian goals, such as President Bush'’s cormar his legacy with regards to
Somalia, and in those involving internal wars ia tontext of the Cold War security
environment (Butler 2003; Western 2002). While &e{1998) concedes that domestic
concerns over humanitarian issues play a role arsoias to intervene, his analysis
suggests that decision-makers tend to stay away lfiighly intense intrastate conflicts,
where the probability of a successful intervenimiower than less intense conflicts.
Interestingly, research suggests when interven@oasindertaken to avoid losses (either
domestic or international), leaders tend to staglwed for longer periods of time (see
Taliaferro 2004).

Others have compared democratic and non-democegfiimes in terms of their
intervention decisions. Kegley and Hermann (13#8honstrate the proclivity of
democracies to use interventionary methods to vesminflicts, and specifically, to aim
their efforts at non-democracies. Moreover, Mde(thB96) suggests that the length of
such interventions by democracies has increastdeipost-Cold War era due to fact
that the restraints of the bipolar competition hbeen lifted. However, Bueno de
Mesquita and Downs (1996) point to cases sucheaBrnch intervention in Chad to
support the Habre government to suggest examinidly sases may be difficult, as the
stated goal of democratization tends to be incoiblgatvith the interests of an
intervener’s constituency.

As the above review highlights, the literature loa tises of force in general and
on military interventions in particular has prodd@number of interesting insights

concerning the connection between domestic policsthe use of force in a wide
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variety of contexts. Specifically, leaders of dematic states appear to take the
perceived domestic political consequences of #hions into account when deciding to
intervene and to withdraw forces from abroad. fidie of public opinion in this

process, however, continues to remain a debatgdciub

Additionally, during the course of an interventibeaders are able to make a
series of decisions regarding commitment levelsrder to alter outcomes: military
interventions are not costly lotteries where leadkscide to send force abroad and then
hope for the best in terms of achieving objectiviesthis dissertation, therefore, |
examine decisions involving levels of commitmentinlg the course of military
interventions by democracies in light of domestitigal explanations on the use of
force. By looking at the various decisions dembcraxecutives make concerning
commitment to military interventions, | aim to eal variation in decisions across an
episode of this increasingly popular tool of foregplicy, and, to further our
understanding of the relationship between publiaiop and the use of force abroad by
executives.

In this dissertation, therefore, | develop a theafrgequential foreign-policy
making. Given the renewed interest in militaryeinentions, | test specific research
hypotheses derived from the theory with regardsitiary intervention decisions. In
doing so, | aim to add to our understanding ofrtéiationship between democratic
citizens and executives concerning decisions dweuse of force abroad. As the
literature on commitments suggests, policy feedlpdals a significant role in the

decision-making process of democratic executivéswever, the literature on the use of
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force suggests executives make updating decisiersoommitment in front of their
domestic audiences. Thus, how citizens impactrthener in which executives use such

information to update foreign policies is the prisnaoncern of this dissertation.

Outlining the Study

In this section, | outline my efforts at analyzimgjitary intervention decisions by
democratic executives and how | intend to addiesstorementioned puzzles.

Chapter It | analyze the implications of relaxing the codditery assumption
for various tools of foreign policy and adopt Billis and Hermann’s (1998)
conceptualization of sequential decision-makingorder to build from this
conceptualization of the foreign policy decisionkimg process to construct a theory
capable of explaining sequential decisions of deatacexecutives, | review the
literature on the domestic politics approach t@ifgn policy making, discuss recent
attempts at constructing a dynamic approach tagoneolicy making, and provide an
overview of decision-making approaches to foreighcy.

As the review of literature suggests, the domegsidlitics approach provides a
valuable insight: executives are influenced byrtdemestic circumstances when
updating a policy and take the domestic consequdiocenaintaining political power
into account when deciding on foreign policy. Sfpeally, the preferences of citizens
come to play a role in the foreign policy-makinggess. In combining several lines of
research, however, | suggest that executives eee fo ignore citizen preferences when

their hold on power is relatively strong.
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But, the literature on dynamic approaches to farg@glicy highlights the
importance of policy feedback, or information retiag the effectiveness of previously
implemented policies, in the decision-calculi oéentives. As | outline, scholars tend
to assume domestic politics away and focus punelthe influences of that information
on policy updating. In order to build a theory abje of explaining sequential decisions,
and particularly, how executives process informmafrom the domestic and
international realms, | advocate an integrativerapgh that combines the insights of the
domestic politics, dynamic, and decision-makingrapphes to foreign policy making.

Chapter III I build from the previous literature and presainiheory of sequential
foreign policy making, which | label Sequential B@on Theory (SDT). | begin by
outlining three foundational assumptions of thetlgeforeign policies are not costly
lotteries, executives are primarily concerned wi@intaining political power, and both
citizens and executives are impacted by frame®n;Twith regards to the first stage of
the theory, | outline specific assumptions regagditizens: 1) They act as investors
concerned over the return of public goods, 2) #exted by a decision-frame driven by
the direction of policy feedback, and 3) assesgp&tedback by focusing on the
movement in dominant indicators provided by thesmasdia. Based upon these
assumptions concerning citizen preferences, | ptebese general propositions
regarding their preference formation process.

As for the second stage of the theory, | assuméottwaving with regards to
executives: 1) are investors in their foreign pekc¢ 2) evaluate the performance of their

foreign policies based on policy feedback that ®a®f movement in dominant
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indicators, 3) view policy feedback in a particutimmestic context, and 4) are affected
by a decision-frame driven by their level of puldigoport. Thus, SDT suggests as a
result of the desire to maintain political poweteeutives are influenced by a
conditional framing effect. In other words, puldigpport conditions the manner in
which executives process policy feedback in degidin policy updates. Based upon
these assumptions concerning executive decisionagakpresent four general
propositions regarding the sequential decision-n@krocess of executives. | conclude
the chapter by reviewing the conditions under wigpahlic opinion comes to influence
executive decision-making during the course ofifprgolicy updating.

Overall, the theory emphasizes not all audiencéesare created equally, and
depending on the effectiveness of a policy anditimaestic context, executives are more
or less willing to incur them.

Chapters IV & V: SDT suggests executives are vulnerable to safferi

audience costs after initiating an intervention tre tend to anticipate public reactions
SO as to gauge the likely amount of audience ¢hstswill suffer for deciding on a
policy update. But, are there systematic influsnme these preferences over such a
policy over time? Rather than rely on public opmtdata, in this chapter, | conduct
original experiments to generate wider variatiothi@ independent variables of interest
and to examine a citizen’s preference formatiorc@ss across different informational
contexts. Specifically, given SDT is a general elad sequential foreign policy
making | test the implications of the model in twatext of both military interventions

and foreign aid operations to increase the stuggteeralizability. Students at Texas



15

A&M University took part in the experiments, whiphesented them with information
about a hypothetical international crisis modelgdrahe situation in Somalia in the
early 1990's.

In Chapter IV, | manipulate the direction of poligedback regarding
intervention policy, the strategic importance & tiost state, and the type of
intervention that was initially undertaken by theeutive in a context where citizens
can compare current feedback to the previous tien@g only. The results of the first
experiment suggest a significant main effect ofdinection of feedback on level of
ongoing support for the intervention. Interestinghey also suggest that the type of
intervention mediates the impact that feedbackomasitizen preferences: citizens’
domain sensitivity appears to be heightened whewing information on purely
military operations.

In Chapter V, | relax the informational assumptiohshe model and enable a
history of feedback to be present where citizemsamampare feedback across an entire
year (or twelve one month intervals). Not onlyldoanipulate the direction of feedback
in both military and monetary operations, but, dlemfeedback trends and whether
rapid or gradual movements in a particular directbaracterize the history. The results
of the experimental analysis suggest that the nrannehich information is presented to
citizens matters, as they tend to decrease suppern viewing a rapid acceleration in
movement.

Chapter VI While the results of the experimental analysggysst citizens

respond to feedback similarly across military ar@hetary interventions, they also
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highlight the heightened domain sensitivity of z#ts when viewing information on
military interventions. Thus, in this chapter béyze executive decisions over the use of
force. In building from previous literature on piclopinion and the use of force, |
derive specific hypotheses from Sequential DeciSibaory that emphasize the
interaction between executives and their citizamngd the course of a military
intervention. | then test these hypotheses usu@taset of thirty-four military
interventions by France, the United Kingdom, arellimited States from 1960-2000.

Results of the empirical analysis suggest, in\ith the theory, that public
approval conditions the effect policy feedback tasnvolvement. When working with
low approval rates, executives tend to increase tiostility level towards a target when
faced with an increasingly hostile target. Howewdren working with high approval
rates, executives tend to decrease their hodehtgl towards a target when faced with
an increasingly hostile target. Overall, the resslipport the logic of Sequential
Decision Theory and its emphasis on the audiensermsechanism: executives take
more risks at lower levels of approval, as theesuify of audience costs would likely
lead to the removal of their political power. Hoxgethey appear to take fewer risks at
higher levels of approval, as the suffering of aade costs is less likely to jeopardize
their hold on political power.

Chapter VII: In this chapter, | summarize the dissertatioghhghting the main
predictions of SDT and the results of the empiraralysis. Special emphasis is given
to the relationship between citizens and executiivélse crafting of foreign policy.

Additionally, | offer a detailed discussion of ttieeory in light of two cases of U.S.
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military interventions abroad. While evidence,lbquantitative and qualitative,
generally supports the theory, | discuss the liites of the study and potential avenues

for future research.
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CHAPTER Il

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

How do democratic executives update commitmentseteeforeign policy? One
conceptualization of the sequential-decision predes been largely overlooked, and as
| argue, it provides a foundation upon which screfeeking to construct a theory of
sequential decision-making can build. Billings ahefrmann (1998) conceptualize
sequential decision-making via a process that dedwdetermination of goals, policy
implementation, receiving and evaluating informatés to how well that policy is
achieving goals, and a follow-on choice. Their bags is on leaders’ decisions to
update policy based on a policy’s effectiveness tiwee. And much like scholars
unraveling the costly-lottery assumption, they sggghat foreign policy decision-
making consists not only of leaders implementinlicgpbut also reevaluating policy
and updating based on information concerning affecess and ability to achieve
objectives. If scholars are to move away fromrtbeiphasis on initial decisions to also
explaining sequential ones, adopting such a conaépation of foreign policy making
IS a necessary starting point. From this, theesgytanatory variables and causal
mechanisms driving the foreign policy updating msscan be identified, measured, and
tested.

In order to build from this conceptualization tastruct a theory capable of
explaining sequential decisions of democratic ettees, | draw from the literature on

foreign policy making. In this chapter, | highligkssential insights provided by the
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domestic politics and dynamic approachtesforeign policy making to be used in the
construction of Sequential Decision Theory (SDTha following chapter. While |
focus on executive decisions over the use of fasdpreign policy tools involving the
military tend to produce highly salient foreign gglepisodes, | build a framework that
enables a plausible analysis of active foreignguedi, whether military, monetary, or
diplomatic in nature.

| begin by outlining the domestic politics apprido foreign policy making,
highlighting the implications of the office-seekiagsumption on sequential foreign
policy making. As | note, crucial to this assuroptis the role of citizens in the foreign
policy making process in democratic states. Thesyiew recent attempts at
constructing a dynamic approach to foreign poligkmg and devote considerable
attention to the role of policy feedback. Aftepexing both the insights and
shortcomings of these approaches in contributirgy¢domprehensive theory of
sequential decision-making, | then provide an osewnof decision-making approaches
to foreign policy and ways in which they might fill the gaps created by the former
approaches. | conclude by reviewing the contrdngiof the previous literature
regarding sequential foreign policy making, anchhght the theoretical building blocks

of Sequential Decision Theory (SDT).

% Dynamic approaches attempt to explain foreigngyathange, and as such, seek to explain the ewnluti
of a foreign policy (whether a specific foreign ijpglor a general foreign policy paradigm), overdim
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The Domestic Politics Approach to Foreign Policy Mking

While research shows regime type impacts foremity making (Bueno de
Mesquita et al. 1999; Levy 1988; Maoz and Rus€#98), scholars have recently shifted
their focus towards differences within regimesff@ences within democracies and
authoritarian regimes have been posited to crgeeific incentives for or constraints on
leaders to take certain actions on the internaktiscene (Bueno de Mesquita and
Siverson 1995; Peceny et al. 2002; Reiter and 3898; Reiter and Tillman 2002). As
| outline below, the scholarly emphasis on therat@on between democratic leaders
and their citizens in the crafting of foreign pglicas produced a number of interesting
insights.

One common framework deals with diversionary bedravLiterature on this
phenomenon suggests that leaders may look to digkiawith an external foe in order
to divert attention away from domestic troubles antster their hold on power
(DeRouen 1995; Levy 1988). In terms of democratiecutives, scholars have argued
this is due to the “rally effect,” or the tenderafydemocratic publics to increase their
support of executives after force is used abroadd¥1991; Jordan and Page 1992,
Mueller 1973). Others, however, suggest that exezsiuse force to demonstrate
competence to voters, and hence, the nature androas of foreign excursions matter
for power maintenance (Richards et al. 1993; T2086).

Additionally, scholars have adopted an audiencéfcasiework for explaining
foreign policy behavior, especially in terms ofeémtational crises. Literature on

audience costs broadly suggests that once leadgs ancrisis a public event by either
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deploying troops or making threats, they will sui@dience costs or be punished by
their domestic audiences for backing down fromagest course of action (Fearon 1994;
Schultz 2001; Tomz 2007). As Baum (2004a) suggpstdic scrutiny raises the
potential political price of a bad foreign policytcome. In other words, leaders who
escalate a crisis and then back down jeopardizehbkl on office. Because of the
potential domestic backlash for being called otu#f lresearch suggests democratic
leaders have been shown to have bargaining levaradjare able to communicate
intentions effectively (Eyerman and Hart 1997; Blhend Palmer 1999).

However, Schultz (1998) and Prinz (2003) arguesthength of the audience cost
mechanism in explaining dispute reciprocation desein the stability of political
participation. Additionally, Slantchev (2003) segts the ability of democratic leaders
to generate audience costs depends on the inmtilifprotections guaranteeing freedom
of the media from political manipulation. Under sleaconditions where leaders are able
to generate audience costs, they have been shotgartble for resurrection” by
forestalling defeat and escalating conflict invehent in the hopes of maintaining
domestic support (Downs and Rocke 1994). Hendadereertain conditions, actions
taken by democratic leaders are seen as costlglsigas admitting a prior action was
made in error is seen as a less advantageous #wdinrstanding firm on a dangerous
policy.

While the literature on domestic political explanas for foreign policy
behavior is vast, scholars have adopted a comnmsamgion: a leader’s main objective

is to maintain political power. Recognizing suchbaaverful assumption, Bueno de
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Mesquita et al. (2003) present the selectorateyhafdeaders’ decisions. The
selectorate theory holds that a leader’s primargative is to maintain political power—
in order to accomplish any goal, a leader need®ld such power. All leaders answer
to a winning coalition (w) that keeps them in pow&herefore, another main
assumption is that leaders aim to keep the loydlty sufficient number of members of
their winning coalition in order to stay in officend enact policies to satisfy this
requirement. These main assumptions of officeihgldnd loyalty maintenance are
important because they influence the objectivessiection of policies by the leader.
As Bueno de Mesquita et al. (2003) emphasize d@lbns taken by political leaders are
intended by them to be compatible with their degireetain power (9).”

Of course, leaders face different policy incentiwedifferent political settings.
The selectorate theory emphasizes the role ofigalinstitutional arrangements in
creating incentives for leaders to enact diffemalicies in order to maintain office. The
most important aspects of the institutional arranget of a polity in shaping the
incentives leaders face are the selection institstor manner in which leaders of a state
are selected. Specifically, this includes the sizéhe selectorate (s) and the winning
coalition (w). The selectorate is the set of restd that has a formal role in expressing a
preference for the selection of leadership thastihem, such as eligible voters in
present-day United States, or the aristocracy thcEntury France. As Bueno de
Mesquita et. al (2003) note, the winning coalitisia subset of the selectorate of
sufficient size where it gives the leader politipalver over the remainder of the

selectorate and the disenfranchised members aétgoci
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As democracies consist of large winning coalitiarge selectorate situations,
crucial to explaining how leaders make policy asrdemocracies is the loyalty norm.
According to Bueno de Mesquita et al. (2003), eaeimber of the selectorate has some
probability of being in a successor winning coatfti with that probability equal to the
size of the winning coalition divided by the siZdlte selectorate. So members of the
current winning coalition may defect and switclegiance to a challenger, but, with a
risk of being excluded from the new winning coaliti In other words, defectors are not
guaranteed a place in a challenger’s winning doalgince the size of the winning
coalition is less than the size of the selectordige lower the probability of being
guaranteed a place in a challenger’s winning doalithe higher the loyalty to the
incumbent will be in the political system. Withethisk of exclusion from a challenger’s
winning coalition being low in democracies, incumtsefind it difficult to maintain the
loyalty of their winning coalition. Thus, they o enact public goods, which can be
readily enjoyed by all citizens, not exclusively&@gingle group.

Given the importance of citizen preferences to eiee power maintenance,
below I review the literature on public opinion dodeign policy. Specifically, | extract
insights from the literature regarding the influeson public preference formation over
foreign policy and the conditions under which thpseferences come to play a role in

the policy making process.
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Citizens’ Evaluation of Foreign Policy

As suggested by the domestic political approadbrign policy making, the
preferences of citizens play a significant roléareign policy making. And the
literature on public opinion and foreign policy giegts that citizens’ assessment of an
executive’s handling of foreign affairs impacts epyal ratings and vote choice
(Hurwitz and Peffley 1987; Nickelsburg and Norp8000; Peffley et al. 1995; Wilcox
and Allsop 1991). But, if executives are to ate citizen preferences, what
influences the preference formation process afeis? And, under what conditions
does public opinion come to influence executiveigm policy making?

Research regarding citizens’ preferences duringtlese of a foreign policy has
almost exclusively focused on the role of casusltiklueller’'s (1973) analysis suggests
that support for the Korean and Vietnam wars drdpgsethe log of casualties increased.
However, recent works suggests citizens’ respamseet progress of conflict in general
and casualties in particular is context dependelarévas 2002). For instance,
Jentleson (1992) and Jentleson and Britton (199§gesst the impact of casualties on
public opinion is dependent upon the principle ppbbjective (PPO) of the military
operation and whether objectives consist of primdwumanitarian, internal political
change, or restraining elements. Interestinglyeeslly in terms of a sequential
framework, Feaver and Gelpi (2004) and Gelpi ef28105) suggest citizens’
expectations of success as well as the importaiite enission to national interests are

important factors shaping the manner in which céi®sampact their support of a
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military operation. The toleration of additionasualties tends to increase as
expectations of success and importance of theicotdlnational interests increase.

However, other research has highlighted the patiegridogeneity in citizens’
evaluations of foreign policy. Zaller (1994; 19%2iggests exposure to media and elite
opinion induces support for elite positions whdre &€onsensus exists, while it leads to
polarization in cases where elites disagree. msiance, Berinsky and Kinder (2008)
present evidence suggesting when identical infdonas organized or framed
differently to promote a given story, this leadvésiation in political judgments.
Therefore, information stemming from the internaibrealm may be framed a certain
way by elites, and that framing can influence elig foreign policy preferences.

How can these views on citizens’ evaluations o&ifgm policy be interpreted,
especially in the context of an ongoing foreignigc® An important debate in the
literature is whether citizens act as consumeiswastors. Nincic and Nincic (1995),
on the one hand, argue that citizens act as constand prefer instant gains from
foreign policy. Sullivan (2008), on the other hasdggests citizens act as investors and
focus on the costs of policy withdrawal. Given éxperimental results of Tomz (2007)
discussed above, once a policy has been enactiednsiappear to act investors. While
they do not directly invest in the policy, they petheless pay for the policy via taxes or
soldiers and desire a positive policy outcome analip goods. And given the evidence
suggesting that democratic citizens tend to expaegeat deal of confidence in their
militaries’ (King and Karabell 2003) in completitigeir missions, citizens appear to be

reluctant, under certain conditions, to let costthsas casualties sink.
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As investors in their executive’s policy, citizesre also expected to track the
effectiveness of a given policy. Thus, the litaratsuggests via the media, citizens track
the progress of a foreign policy and form theirferences based on the anticipated
outcome of a foreign policy (Powlick and Katz 1998ilivan 2008). Interestingly, the
logic of audience costs support the claims madkeariiterature on public opinion
(Fearon 1994; Schultz 2001). And, as mentionedipusly, Feaver and Gelpi (2004)
and Gelpi et al. (2005) suggest the manner in whittkens tend to use feedback such as
casualties when forming preferences depends opettoeived likelihood of future
success. As long as a policy is perceived to lhaueslihood of future success, citizens
will tolerate short-term losses in the hopes ofi@dhg long-term gains.

Do anticipated public preferences always influetheesequential decision-
making process of executives? Overall, scholave macovered various instances
where executives anticipate public sentiment indieg on foreign policy (Baum
2004b; Foyle 2004; McKeown 2000; Sobel 2001). Heevethe majority of the work in
this area is based on anecdotal evidence, andEerhcomprehensive empirical
testing are sparse. The literature on domestitiggoand foreign policy making
suggests the public appears to be influential wareaxecutive’s hold on office is at its
weakes{McDermott 1992; Smith 1996). Under these condgi an executive’s hold in
office is too fragile to chance not following pubpreferences and delivering on public
goods tied to reputation. And, given the logi@atlience costs, those preferences
appear to be staying the course and avoid baclongd When an executive’s hold on

office is rather strong, however, research sugdhatsexecutives are freer to ignore
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citizen preferences. Thus, a theory of sequefdraign policy-making must recognize
that citizen preferences matter under certain ¢mmdi, and those conditions are tied to
an executive’s level of hold on power.

How do these insights provided by the domestidipal approach to foreign
policy shed light on the sequential decision-malpnacess of democratic executives?
As outlined above, the executive should be awatbetypes of policies relevant to the
winning coalition (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 199902; Peceny and Butler 2004). And
in terms of democracies, executives find it benaifio produce public goods. While
competence may be influential in decisions toamnéia policy, the audience costs
framework seems appropriate for sequential deasiexecutives tend to initiate policy
(such as initiating conflict) in order to demonsgtrehat they are competent, but once a
policy has been initiated and objectives declaggdcutives make themselves vulnerable
to suffering costs for backing down or bluffing.

However, much like selectorates vary in their sikey also vary in their support
of the executive based on a number of domestiaraathational factors. Some
executives may be better able to absorb audiersts and maintain power despite
backing down from a specific policy, while otherayrfind it to costly to admit a defeat
(McDermott 1992; Smith 1996). For example, Prasidearter was facing an
increasingly discontented public during the cowfsthe crisis involving U.S. hostages
in Iran from late 1979 to early 1980. As McDermd®92) argues, Carter’s decision to
engage in risky behavior with the use of militaoyce in April of 1980 can be explained

in large part by his dwindling domestic popularggpecially with an election looming.
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In sum, the literature suggests that not all auzherosts have the same
consequences: executives may be more able to ahsdibnce costs when they are
more popular domestically, and where suffering stats will not place their hold on
political power in jeopardy. When executives fdeendling domestic support,
however, admitting failure and/or backing down frarpolicy is likely to place their
hold political power in question, as citizens akelly to meaningfully punish them at the

polls.

Dynamic Approaches to Foreign Policy Making

While the domestic politics based approach pravigseful building blocks for a
theory of sequential foreign policy making, questieegarding the nature of the policies
to be updated remain. Specifically, how do exeestiassess the effectiveness of their
implemented policies? What types of informationtldey use in updating policies?
Backing down from a policy stance may send diffesgnals to citizens depending on
the previous effectiveness of that policy, and sqgbently, have differing effects on a
leader’s grasp of political power. Below, | oudirecent attempts at explaining foreign
policy change and recent work on strategic assegsme

Several attempts have been made at creating a dyapproach for analyzing
foreign policy decision8. Carlsnaes (1993), Gustavsson (1998) Reiter (1294)

Welch (2005) emphasize the role of policy feedbaakxplaining sequential foreign

* For a discussion, see Kuperman (2006), Levy (1984) Ozkececi-Taner (2006). As Hermann (1990)
outlines in his discussion of foreign policy chanfipeeign policy is subject to at least four levefs

change: adjustment changes, program changes, prtgadal changes, and international orientation
changes. In taking an initial step towards analyZoreign policy change, | examine adjustment gean
which are changes in the level of effort under ecefjir foreign policy program.
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policy making in several policy areas, such asnaton towards international
institutions, alliance strategy, and conflict belbbav Generally, research suggests that a
significant foreign policy failure or crisis spargslicy change, an opposing argument to
the escalation of commitment literature. Moreovesgarch suggests that policy success
will entice leaders to maintain the status quceimis of policy type. For instance,

Reiter (1994) argues states tend to base theemuatliance choices on the effectiveness
of previous alliances: states that previously detith ally and enjoyed the spoils of
victory from war tended to subsequently ally, whhese that previously allied and lost
tended to subsequently favor neutrality. Whilevang interesting insights, these

works tend to focus solely on one issue area, lamsl do not provide a framework

suitable to generalize across states and issues.

Strategic Assessment and the Dominant Indicator@gun

Gartner’s (1997) dominant indicator approach presitesearchers with
important insights on how to operationalize thesele term of “feedback” regarding
policy effectiveness, and specifically, what infatmon leaders use to update policy.
Gartner assumes that due to the amount of infoom&manating from the international
realm, leaders reduce the available informatiospeecific indicators—dominant

indicators or quantitative measures of performarggecifically, Gartner argues that

® See Brams (1994) for a model involving alternatilegisions between two players. Also, see Filsah a
Werner (2002), Powell (2004), Powell (2002), Ram@805), Reiter (2003), Slantchev (2004a; 2004b),
and Wagner (2000) for recent work on the bargaimaimgroach to war, which enables states involved in
hostilities to use feedback from the battlefieldiiake sequential decisions regarding acceptabdesoff
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leaders of organizations evaluate performance alomglominant indicators in order to
alter behavior and maximize the likelihood theylwdcomplish their mission.

Dominant indicators measure an organization’s eénteasure of performance,
such as use of U-boat losses to gauge British rssatkegy in World War |, or use of
casualties to gauge U.S. ground strategy in Viet(@artner 1997). Interestingly,
Gartner (1997; 1993) also extends the dominantatdr approach to non-war, civilian
decision-making situations with his analysis oft€as decisions during the hostage
crisis with Iran. Specifically, he highlights hate switch in strategy from diplomacy to
force was driven by a sudden and dramatic diveendominant indicator used by
presidential advisors between late-March and eapigl, 1980: public support for
Carter.

Gartner’s (1997) main argument is that rapid movanrea dominant indicator
should have a profound effect on decision-makewms;iging them with clear signals of a
strategy’s performance and leading them to makesid&s more decisively than they
would with gradual movement in an indicator. Rapiovement consists of a sudden
increase in the acceleration of movement of a dantimdicator, or, of a strategy
performing effectively at record rates. Case stdgarch suggests that record changes
in acceleration of dominant indicators, such asigka in quarterly U-boat losses or
casualties, rather than by record absolute valuesraulative totals, lead decision
makers to react decisively in favor or against di@aar strategy (Gartner 1993; Gartner
1997; Gartner and Myers 1995). If casualties Hmaen accruing at ten to twenty per

month, and suddenly, one hundred are sufferedjimean month, this would alert leaders
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about the effectiveness of the policy and its fikehjectory. Interestingly, the dominant

indicator approach suggests rapidly failing polcgmpts decision-makers to switch

policy.

Escalation of Commitment

However, scholarship on sequential decisions regg@bmmitment in
investment decision contexts suggests the oppa®tesion-makers tend to increase
commitment to a previously made investment in raspdo negative feedback
(Brockner 1992; Dietz-Uhler 1996; Ross and Stawl]i®aw 2002; Staw and Ross
1989). Such a process where decision-makers beowen committed to failing
endeavors despite uncertainty regarding the likelihof attaining the objective has been
labeled “the escalation of commitment” (Staw 19/881), “entrapment” (Brockner and
Rubin 1985), “the sunk cost effect” (Arkes and Bemi985; Northcraft and Wolf
1984), and the “too-much-invested-to-quit syndroifleggar 1980).

Scholars of decisions over commitment to previcesions have emphasized
project, psychological, social, and organizatiateterminants of escalation behavior
(Dietz-Uhler 1996; Kiel, Depledge, and Rai 2007atteerwood and Conlon 1987; Staw
and Ross 1989). Project determinants of escalagbavior, or the manner in which a
project is structured, include the reasons foratb, estimated costs required for future
success, and the likelihood of future success (Brec Rubin, and Lang 1981,
Leatherwood and Conlon 1987; Staw and Fox 1978ychdlogical determinants of

escalation behavior include information proces&irgrs and misinterpreting
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information, and self-justification biases (Bazenn&iuliano, and Appelman 1984,
Conlon and Parks 1987; Staw 1976). Additionaltjhadars have pointed to social
determinants of escalation behavior, such as thiged® not expose errors to others,
especially when one’s job is on the line or actiaressviewed by large audiences
(Brockner, Rubin, and Lang 1981; Fox and Staw 1979)d, scholars have also
highlighted organizational determinants, such astutional inertia (Staw and Ross
1989). Overall, a great deal of experimental evagesupports these arguments, with
recent efforts exploring the effects of additionatiables on escalation decisions such as
the impact of social identity (Dietz-Uhler 19963lditional cognitive biases (Keil,
Depledge, and Rai 2007), and the framing of investrdecisions (He and Mittal 2007;
Weber and Zuchel 2005).

Thus, dynamic approaches to foreign policy makihg,strategic assessment
framework for policy analysis, and work on escal@ttommitment provide
contradictory arguments for how executives updateypbased on feedback. The
dynamic approaches to foreign policy making andsthategic assessment framework
suggest that executives are prone to decrease ¢orantito a policy or switch policies
in the face of negative feedback. However, tlegdiiure on the escalation of
commitments suggests that executives are prongctdate commitment to a policy in
the face of negative feedback.

Additionally, while Gartner’'s framework demonststée importance of
dramatic indicator change on battlefield strategiballenges remain with conceptually

and empirically defining such change. Issues ranmaierms of variation in length of
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policies and the type of information leaders reeend perceive during the course of
evaluating a policy. Gartner's (1997) emphasis on indicators of poéiffgctiveness,
however, is compatible with the literature on decismaking over commitment to
investment decisions, and the recent push in thredbliterature on the relationship
between battlefield information and bargaining, angst be accounted for by a theory
of sequential decision-making. Therefore, deggigagreement as to the impact of
feedback on commitment decisions, any theory difpr policy updating must account
for the impact of previous policy effectivenesspmiicy updating.

As previously suggested, approaches to foreigrepalpdating tend to ignore
the systematic influence that domestic politics trapolicy updating and instead
assume that assessment takes place in a poliicalm. However, the literature on
escalation of commitments suggests updating dexssace made in front of others
(Brockner, Rubin, and Lang 1981; Fox and Staw 1%18w and Ross 1989). And
formal work on audience costs suggests executia®mpdating decisions in front of
domestic audiences, those very audiences thateldeit political future (Fearon 1994,
Schultz 2001). And, as the literature on foreighqy making suggests, not all domestic
audiences are created equally (McDermott 1992;I81866). Thus, a theory of
sequential decision-making must spedibw executives’ updating decisions are
impacted by both variation in policy feedback aadation in domestic audiences. For

informational assumptions, | turn to the literatareforeign policy decision-making.

® Additionally, Gartner (1997) largely focuses oranbe in terms of type of strategy, rather tharims
of degree of commitment to a particular strateGgr example, in his analysis of British antisubmari
decision making during World War |, Gartner's mgial is to explain the timing of the shift from sea
patrol to convoy strategy to protect British andiesl merchant ships.
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Decision-Making Approaches to Foreign Policy Making

While previous literature suggests executives tatf@mation stemming from
the domestic and international realms into consitlem when making sequential
decisions, the question of how executives prodassriformation remains. In searching
for the necessary assumptions concerning how exesytrocess information, | turn to
the literature on foreign policy decision-making.

A great number of IR scholars argue the best wamntterstand foreign policy
decision-making is to assume that individuals at®nal—they do what they believe is
in their best interest at the time they must chqbsarow 1997). Commonly,
researchers interested in foreign policy decisi@kimg specify the meaning of this
statement by assuming that leaders are expectéy niaximizers—they compare
options and order them according to their prefezsrior each, order them transitively,
and always choose the outcome they consider mesalée (Bueno de Mesquita 1981).
Specifically, leaders weigh the utility of each pibée outcome of a given course of
action by the probability of it occurring, sum ok possible outcomes for each
strategy, and select the strategy with the highegécted utility (Levy, 1997). Quite
simply, leaders do what they believe is best, gibeninformation they have. Based
upon these assumptions, IR scholars have employatibaal choice framework in the
study of numerous foreign policy choices made lagées.

While the rational choice framework and the donogstilitical explanation are
compatible (leaders want to maintain power, chabseutcome which best ensures

power maintenance), questions remain regardinggrewious information impacts the
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decision calculi of leaders. As executives haventessumed to be investors in their
foreign policies, once a policy is enacted, howt gaicy performs in terms of achieving
objectives is likely to impact subsequent decisioAad to this end, prospect theory and
its emphasis on frames offers a useful concepttadiz to consider.

Prospect theory, while an alternative theory ofichois not wholly incompatible
with rational choice theory (Levy 1997). Its pdiahusefulness for understanding how
executives make sequential decisions can be fauitd emphasis on an editing stage,
where individuals identify a reference point, opgppossible outcomes, and
probabilities associated with outcomes, and hamjpacts the evaluation stage when a
decision is made. Initially outlined by Kahnemand & versky (1979) as an alternative
theory of risky choice, prospect theory holds thdtviduals tend to evaluate choices
with respect to a reference point, overweigh losskdive to comparable gains, and
engage in risk-averse behavior in choices amonusdait risk-acceptant behavior in
choices among losses. In order to understandideaisaking, we must take into
account the frame executives use when incorporatiiogmation into their decision-
calculi, e.g., whether they are in the domain ohgar the domain of losses.

As Kahneman and Tversky (1979) suggest in thegudision of reference points,
individual value functions are concave in the dan@igains and convex in the domain
of losses. Thus, different representations osdrae choice problem frequently do not
yield the same preference. Whether a problenaméd involving preventing deaths or

saving lives has importance consequences for takei&ion stage, as preferences can
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depend on the situation and how a situation is é@lfrerejohn and Satz 1995; Tversky
and Kahneman 1981).

As Levy (1997) outlines, prospect theory generats®ral interesting
hypotheses concerning international behavior: lesatdde more risks to maintain their
support than they do to enhance it; after suffeliizges, leaders tend not to
accommodate to those losses and instead taketoisgsover them, while after making
gains they tend to accommodate; and due to sloana@mdation of losses, sunk costs
frequently influence decision makers’ calculatiamsl behavior. The logic of sunk costs
suggests that leaders do not renormalize theireeée points after suffering losses, and
instead, treat the new status quo as a loss tkattgin unless additional action is taken
(Levy 2003)’ As Staw and Ross (1989) suggest, “escalatingibes are framed as
losing situations in which new investments hold phemise of turning one’s fortunes
around (217).” Along these lines, Farnham (198HDermott (1992), and Mclnerney
(1994) have adopted prospect theory to explairgiesadecisions during various
international crises, such as President Cartetisraduring the Iranian hostage crisis
and President Roosevelt’'s decisions during the btuairisis.

But, as Levy (1997) points out, theorizing on tekestion of the reference point
around which leaders frame and evaluate choiceainsnunderdeveloped—whether
around the status quo or aspiration level. Theregice point has been conceptualized as
a benchmark from which to gauge the current stitieeoworld and make decisions

moving forward. This is important, as how a demsis framed impacts preferences,

" Levy (2003) points to the gambler on a losingadtretho ups the ante to recover losses as the classi
demonstration of the sunk-cost phenomenon.
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and subsequently, decision-making. Do executigestiie status quo as the reference
point from which to evaluate incoming informatioi@®, do they compare such
information to their aspiration levels? As thed#@ture on domestic politics suggests,
with executives’ preoccupation of political poweaimenance, the level of public
support may serve as the reference point aroundnwigw information is processed.

To sum, when viewed in isolation, the domestictpdj dominant indicator, and
prospect theory approaches to foreign policy makiffer vague predictions regarding
sequential decision-making of democratic execut($= Table 1). The selectorate
theory and related approaches suggest executivesdepolitically not afford to back
down from a policy. Similarly, prospect theory gegts executives will tend to increase
commitment when policy is proving to be ineffectivEhe dominant indicator approach,
however, suggests when a strategy is proving &ffleetive, executives maintain its use,
but when it proves to be ineffective, executiveg&wstrategies.

To fill in the gaps in the construction of a theofysequential decisions, |
advocate an integrative approach: the dominantatdr approach can strengthen
prospect theory, while prospect theory can straargthe domestic politics approach.

By integrating these approaches, | suggest a theitiripe better able to specify the
conditions under which executives tend to back déram or increase their commitment

to a policy.
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Table 1- Comparing Theories of Decision-Making

Theory

Assumption Implication Sequential
Prediction

Selectorate
& Related

Primary goal of Executives must be Executives are unlikely
executives is to attentive to public to choose policies that

Theories maintain power preferences and will fail; likely to avoid
suffer audience costs backing down
for backing down
Prospect Executives are Executives take risks Executives tend to
Theory impacted by the when the policy is increase policy
manner in which a framed in the domain commitment in response
policy is framed of losses increasing costs
Dominant  Executives use the Executives makes Executives tend to
Indicator rate of change in  policy decisions that change strategy in
Approach dominant indicators most help them achieve response to a sudden
when assessing the objectives and rapid movement in
performance of a dominant indicators in
policy the negative direction
Escalation  Executives attend When facing negative  Executives tend to
Situations  to feedback on their feedback, executives become locked in to the
Approach initial decisions to face the difficult choice existing course of action

invest resources between increasing and escalate
effort or seeking a new commitment in response
alternative negative feedback
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Conclusion

In this chapter, | garnered insights from the &tare to take into account the
influence of domestic politics and policy feedbackthe sequential decision-making
process of democratic executives. The domestitiggoapproach provides valuable
insights regarding the information executives’ ilsenaking sequential decisions.
Specifically, it suggests executives are influenlogdheir domestic circumstances when
updating a policy. Given the importance of ciizgeferences to an executive’s goal of
power maintenance, | also explored the literatur@ublic opinion and foreign policy.
While significant debate exists, citizens appeadbas investors and thus like their
executives, act as if influenced by sunk costthal believe victory is still possible,
citizens tend to prefer to continue with a polidg.combining these insights, however, |
suggested that executives are freer to ignoresaitmeferences when their hold on
power is relatively stronger.

The literature on dynamic approaches to foreigicggrovides additional
insight, suggesting that executives do not treabtliicomes of policies as lotteries, but
continually evaluate the effectiveness of policissemphasis on dominant indicators.
While the literature produces conflicting predicsoregarding executive responses to
negative feedback, as | suggested, this literdfungely assumes information is
processed in a vacuum, or, in front of a generdience. Thus, it has not accounted for
the influence of variation in domestic politicalntexts on the manner in which leaders

use feedback in updating policy.
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Most importantly, | argued that the literature kagely ignored how leaders
process information from the domestic and inteomati realms. As a result, | examined
the literature on foreign policy decision-makinggrner insights into manner in which
executives process information and pointed to mosiheory as a way to bridge the
literatures.

In the next chapter, | construct a theory of setjakdecision-making by
combining these insights into an integrative appho@apable of making specific
predictions regarding the sequential behavior etcekives. In this respect, | aim to
move past the case study work and to the construofia theory of sequential decision-

making that lends itself to large-scale empiriesting.
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CHAPTER IlI

SEQUENTIAL DECISION THEORY

In the previous chapter, | reviewed the literatomedomestic political approaches
to foreign policy, the connection between publicnggn and foreign policy, and
dynamic approaches to foreign policy. | argued wiale previous theories of foreign
policy making have provided valuable insights wilgards to the factors affecting the
choice of a foreign policy, they have largely fdil® address sequential decision-
making. When sequential decision-making, or, thieows updating decisions leaders
make during the course of a foreign policy epistdes, been addressed, empirical testing
has largely been conducted via case studies. der éo gain leverage over
understanding the systematic influences on theesggl foreign policy-making process
of executives, | proposed an integrative approaigfhinibe appropriate. Specifically, |
suggested the insights derived from decision-mak&jgroaches would prove valuable
in constructing an explanation of how leaders psegeformation from both the
domestic and international realms.

In this chapter, | build from the previous litenawand present a theory of
sequential foreign policy making (labeled Sequémiecision Theory or SDT). SDT is
a two-level theory and emphasizes any explanatigolicy updating by democratic
executives must also explain citizen preferendegresenting SDT, | first discuss three
foundational assumptions regarding the sequergigktbn-process. Secondly, | outline

the assumptions of the theory with regards toeitszand then present propositions
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regarding their sequential preference formatiorc@ss. Then, | outline the assumptions
with regards to executives and then present proposiregarding their sequential
decision-making process. While the assumptionakerat both levels are grounded in
the literature, | acknowledge, given the debatdbkenliterature, there are plausible
alternative assumptions. While these assumptiomslisy a complex process, they are
necessary in order to gain leverage over the séi@lidecision-process.

After discussing the assumptions, | conclude thegpter by summarizing the
theory and discussing several implications of te®ty regarding the connection
between executives and citizens. Overall, therthsoggests that the manner in which
the performance of a policy impacts the sequedgalsions of executives is highly
contingent upon their domestic support. Thus, SBThtegrating previous decision-
theories, contributes to the growing body of litara examining the manner in which

the democratic process impacts foreign policy mgkin

The Foundational Assumptions of Sequential Decisiofheory

| construct the theory on the basis of three fotindal assumptions. For the
first foundational assumption, | assume foreigrigyoinaking does not consist of a one
shot decision, but rather a sequence of decisrr@\ving a particular international
issue. Rarely are issues resolved over a shaddoef time, and commonly, democratic
executives must deal with the same issue overgpenod of time (Billings and
Hermann 1998). Thus, foreign policy making is aatecision-making lottery where

executives make a choice to deal with an issudlamhope for the best; it consists of
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executives making initial choices and constantiynitwoing the effectiveness of those
choices in dealing with issues. During any subsagtime period, they may alter the
initial policy. For an outline of the assumed d&mnal sequence, see Figures 1 and 2.
The sequence continues until an executive decadesrminate the use of a particular
foreign policy tool (subsequent time periods deddi (i)).

Additionally, | assume an executive’s main goahaintaining political power.
Executives are preoccupied with winning electiong maintaining an adequate level of
public support in order to achieve their policy igoan order to win elections, maintain
adequate levels of public support, and remain ingrpexecutives must satisfy a
sufficient number of the selectorate (a winninglitioa of eligible voters), who are
assessing the executives’ decisions during forpalicy episodes (Bueno de Mesquita
et al. 2003). Since democracies have low loyadtyns due to their large winning
coalitions and large selectorates, executives temthact policies that provide public
goods and do so with a finite amount of resourtéisear disposal. Thus, executives, in
making sequential decisions, act as if cognizahefselectorate’s watchful eye, and
tend to anticipate public reactions to updatingslens.

Thirdly, I assume that the manner in which a deaiss framed impacts both the
preference formation process of the citizenry dneddecision-making process of
executives (Kahneman and Tversky 1979). Whethaoba situation is framed in the
domain of gains or domain of losses affects tHepi®pensity citizens and executives,

and subsequently, their policy preferences or daws They both tend to prefer to
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Figure 1- The Decision-Making Process as OutlinedybSequential Decision Theory:
Update 1

Executive’s
Level of
Public
Support
(t+1)

Initial Policy
Policy Assessment
(®) (t+1)

Movement in
Dominant
Indicators
(tto t+1)
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Figure 2- The Decision-Making Process as OutlinedybSequential Decision Theory:
Subsequent Updates

Executive’'s
Level of
Public
Support
(t+2)i

Policy
Assessment
(t+2)i

Updated
Policy
(t+2)i

Movement in
Dominant
Indicators

(t+1 to t+2)i

engage in more risky behavior, or increasing patiesnmitment, to recover losses and
less risky behavior, or maintaining or even dedrgggolicy commitment, in
accommodating to gains.

In terms of frames, | refer to the manner in whioh evaluation of a policy is

framed by the presentation of information. As Gé\storino-Courtois, and Mintz
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(1996) suggest, both evaluative and thematic frgrtake place. Evaluative framing
involves how a previous situation is presentederiatic framing involves content-
based communications to sensitize decision-makersrtain aspects of a decisional
environment. Thus, | define frames in terms ofleative framing that are created by
the presentation of a previous situation. Withareg to executives, the frame is
established by information that pertains to publipport. With regards to citizens, the
frame is established by the information that padao what the feedback suggests. As |
outline below, my main concern is if a decision os@mmitment takes places in the
domain of gains or in the domain of losses. df tipdating decision takes place in the
domain of losses, | suggest the decision is fraasedne to recover losses. If the
updating decision takes place in the domain ofgydisuggest the decision is framed as
one to achieve gains.

| distinguish between two types of risk. For axees, risk is defined in terms
of losing office. | treat escalation as risky &xecutives because while | suggest
committing more resources delays the incurren@udfence costs, it does not guarantee
a policy will succeed. Thus, if the policy faitbe fact that an executive committed
additional resources to the endeavor will be euvatlify citizens and if the endeavor
fails it will increase the risk of losing officeAn executive takes the risk, as | argue
below, in order to “gamble for resurrection” (Dowersd Rocke 1994), where escalating
commitment will either make the executive extremetyse or better off domestically
depending on the outcome of escalation. As | alglew, executives take this gamble

because they are vulnerable to audience costsrestingly, by escalating, they avoid
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immediately suffering audience costs, but make getwesmorevulnerable in the event
of a future failure. Therefore, it is risk, domeatly, to escalate commitment. For
citizens, risk is defined in terms of the directmfpolicy feedback. Preferring to
escalate commitment is risky for citizens becahsg aire investors in the outcome of
the foreign policy in terms of public goods. Esta@n does not guarantee that they will
extract the promised amount of public goods fromehdeavor, and they run the risk of
losing additional resources.

Below, | build from these three foundational asstiams in the construction of

Sequential Decision Theory.

Citizens’ Evaluation of Foreign Policy

With regards to the public and foreign policy, $ase citizens act as investors:
they do not expect a simultaneous return on investrand will continue with an
investment if they expect the return on investnfiaohievement of foreign policy goals)
will be realized in the future and will be lessrhtae incurred costs (Sullivan 2008).
Thus, they are willing to accept a risk in the fasfruncertainty in return for a
potentially greater benefit in the future. In fongptheir sequential preference, | assume
citizens are primarily concerned how sequentialgie@as impact the provision of public

goods, such as access to resources or nationaitgg¢Bueno de Mesquita and Downs
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2006)® Staying the course to achieve policy goals isepred to backing down, all else
equal.

In evaluating foreign policy, | assume citizens aifected by frames: they are
risk-acceptant in the domain of losses and riskss/an the domain of gains (Kahneman
and Tversky 1979). As investors who pay for fongiglicy in terms of money and
often times, casualties, citizens are heavily merficed by sunk costs (Arkes and Blumer
1985; Sullivan 2008). Thus, the manner in whigdeguential policy problem is framed
impacts the preference formation process of ciizéWhen in the domain of losses,
citizens tend to prefer executives take more risteynationally in terms of more action.
When in the domain of gains, citizens tend to agooghate to gains: since citizens pay
costs for maintaining foreign policy, they preferréap rewards as quickly as possible.

Moreover, | assume citizens reassess policy bgsed imformation concerning
the effectiveness of that policy. This informatisron dominant indicators of policy
effectiveness (Gartner 1997). | assume the fratreeies use for the sequential policy
choice is generated by the direction of movemenbiminant indicators from one time
period to the next. Dominant indicators are quantitative measureb@performance of
a particular foreign policy (Gartner 1997). Sudieeus on dominant indicators enables
citizens to simplify the complexities stemming froéin@ international arena in forming

their preferences.

& While the theory treats all public goods equalbriation in the importance of public goods tozstis
may impact their sequential preferences and howward/punish an executive for certain actions.
® This is an assumption | make regarding the maimehich information is presented to citizens. |
subsequently refer to this manner as “comparative.”
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| assume information regarding dominant indicatovement is provided to
citizens by the mass media, and, that this infoionas widely available during salient
foreign policy episodes (see Aldrich et al. 2008)oreover, | also assume that this
information captures actual movement in dominadiciators and is free from elite
manipulation® Thus, citizens are able to track the progressleider’s policy via the
mass media and a focus on the direction of movemeddaminant indicators of policy
effectiveness.

From these assumptions with regards to citizesguential foreign policy
preferences, | present the following general prajuos:

Proposition 1 After executives enact a foreign policy, citizemmsdithem

accountable for delivering on promises of publiod®

Proposition 2 After executives enact a foreign policy, citizemsdithem

accountable for effectively using their resouragshsas tax dollars and soldiers.

Proposition 3In deciding on their preferred level of policyntmuation, citizens

are impacted by the direction of movement in domimadicators as provided by

the media; they prefer higher levels of commitmehén viewing negative

movement in dominant indicators when compared patbitive movement.

19 As Berinsky (1992) suggests, elite discourse day @ significant role in framing foreign policy
choices. While | acknowledge this possibility witgards to sequential choices, for simplification
purposes, | assume citizens are able to view thetgative movement in dominant indicators freexfro
elite manipulation.
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Executive Decision-Making in Democratic States

Similarly to citizens, | assume executives actnagstors with regards to their
foreign policies: they do not expect a simultane@igrn on investment and will
continue with an investment if they expect the metn investment (achievement of
foreign policy goals) will be realized in the futuand will be less than the incurred costs
(Nincic and Nincic 1995). Thus, they are willingdccept a risk in the form of
uncertainty in return for a potentially greater &é&nin the future. As investors,
executives continually reassess the utility ofrtirerestments, or in the case of foreign
policy, the effectiveness of their policies in tarof likely policy outcomes and whether
they are worth further commitment. If the expedajath exceeds the expected costs of
continuing with the policy, executives will increatheir commitment to the original
policy.

SDT assumes that executives attend to specifistgpaformation from the
international realm: as investors, they reassess olicies based upon information on
policy effectiveness. Specifically, as with citige executives use dominant indicators,
which are quantitative measures of the performafeeparticular strategy, to guide that
assessment (Gartner 1997). Such an emphasis anatdrnndicators enables leaders to
simplify the complexities stemming from the interoaal arena and make timely

decisions!

| acknowledge the possibility that executives rajtch indicators of success as well as objectives
during the course of a foreign policy episode. ldweer, for the purposes of simplification, | assume
objectives remain constant and executives morti@isame indicators during the course of a foreign
policy episode.
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In processing information stemming from the int¢ioraal arena, executives are
concerned with the direction in dominant indicatasvement:> When such
reassessment suggests the policy is succeediagigimals to the executive that the
policy is more likely to achieve objectives in fl¢ure. When reassessment suggests
the policy is failing, this signals to the execetithat the policy is less likely to achieve
objectives in the future.

However, executives do not process informationneigg policy effectiveness
in a vacuum. Given the primary objective of maimfgolitical power, executives view
feedback in a particular domestic context. Aftetiating a policy and declaring that
policy is fit to achieve foreign policy objectivedbe model assumes executives become
vulnerable to suffering audience costs if they bdakn from the policy. If executives’
decisions during the course of a foreign policysede are perceived to be backing
down, they make themselves vulnerable to a backtashthe electorate (Fearon 1994;
Schultz 2001). Such an assumption suggests tleatixes cannot afford to simply
reassess the policy in a vacuum but rather mustitak consideration the domestic
political consequences of their sequential decssiofhey may decide increasing
commitment to a policy will not accomplish goalghe future, but do so nonetheless

because backing down will weaken their hold ontjwali power. In other words,

2 This is an assumption | make regarding the maimehich information is presented to executives. |
subsequently refer to this manner as “comparatiwbgre executives are influenced by the directibon o
movement from t to t+1 in making decisions at t+2.
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executives act as if audience costs will be inauif¢hey back down from an initiated
foreign policy™®

Thus, SDT assumes executives also act as if infletby a domestic frame.
This frame is shaped by the level of public supgorén to an executive that is directly
related to their chances of maintaining politicalyer. Such support is a function of an
executive’s handling of both domestic and foreifaies. Lower levels of support put
the executive in the domain of losses domestially spark more risky behavior
internationally in order to maintain power. Highevels of support put the executive in
the domain of gains domestically and spark moreseonmtive behavior internationally.
The mechanism at work here is based on the prdyiou=ntioned phenomenon of
audience costs: the previous level of public supgignals to executives how costly
backing down from a policy will be to their polisicfuture. If audience costs are
incurred at lower levels of support, the sufferafaudience costs is more likely to
jeopardize an executive’s hold on political power.

While previous theories of foreign policy tend telude variables from the
domestic and international realm in models withegpecified a causal mechanism
driving their interaction, SDT outlines how exewes process information from both
realms in order to arrive at decisions. Specilycal suggests executives are influenced
by a conditional framing effect of public supporiabel this phenomenon the

conditional framing effect Given the primary goal of executives is maintagrpolitical

13 The assumption regarding audience costs is agpteor a sequential framework, as once a policy
declaration has been made a democratic executexpizsed to audience costs, which are incurrelen t
event of the executive backing down short of adhigthe policy’s objectives. Arguments dealingtwit
executive competence in foreign policy making pritgadeal with leaders initiating a policy (such as
conflict) in order to demonstrate competency toghblic (Richards et al. 1993; Tarar 2006).
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power, the model suggests the concern over thetaiteolitical consequences of
suffering audience costs drives the policy updagpiragess. Thus, the domestic frame
conditions the manner in which executives procef&sination on policy feedback (see
Table 2, which includes predictions regarding updatommitment levels).

When executives’ hold on power is rather weak, theye less leverage over
foreign policy (conditions 3 and 4, Table 2). Ryérage | refer to the ability of
executives to absorb the domestic backlash frondelotering on a public good. As a
result, when viewing positive feedback on a forggticy (condition 3), executives tend
to update commitment to that policy by maintainihng previous level of commitment.
Because of the need to deliver on promised pulbladgand, the signal of eventually
delivering those promised given by the positivedfeseck, executives maintain
commitment. However, when viewing negative fee#tithcough this lens (condition
4), executives tend to update commitment to thatyby increasingthe previous level
of commitment. Because incurring audience costbdoking down from a previous
policy would jeopardize their hold on power, ex@ges increase commitment in order
to signal to the public that they are not backiog/d from the policy and are attempting
to deliver promised public goods.

If their hold on power is rather strong, their cb@s of maintaining political
power tend to not hinge upon the outcome of a@adr foreign policy, and as a result,
they have maximum discretion over sequential forgiglicy decisions (see conditions 1

and 2, Table 2). As a result, when viewing posifieedback on foreign policy
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Table 2- The Conditional Framing Effect of Public Sipport on the Executive Use of
Policy Feedback

Feedback Positive Feedback Negative

1). Executives have most 2). Executives have most
Public Support Positive leverage over foreign policyleverage over foreign policy

(Maintain commitment) (Decrease commitment)

3). Executives less able to 4). Executives less able to
Public Support Negative absorb audience costs absorb audience costs

(Maintain commitment) (Increase commitment)

(condition 1), executives tend to update commitnterbat policy by maintaining the
previous level of commitment to that policy. Undeis condition, neither backing down
short of delivering on promised public goods nar@asing commitment is preferable,
given that the feedback is signaling success. Wewavhen viewing negative feedback
through this domestic lens (condition 2), execwitend tadecreaseeommitment to that
policy. Because their grasp of power is relativalpng, executives can divert resources
elsewhere in the hopes of delivering on public gooecause they can more readily

absorb the incurrence of domestic audience cdstss, the model predicts that while
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executives tend to react similarly to positive feack across levels of domestic support,
those with positive levels of support act oppogitelthose with negative levels in
response to negative feedback.
From these assumptions with regards to the se@liéorteign policy decisions of
democratic executives, | present the following gahgropositions:
Proposition 4 Lower levels of domestic support will increase itin@ortance
executives place on avoiding audience costs.
Proposition 5Across levels of public support, leaders act sirtyilan response
to positive feedback: they tend to maintain presitayels of commitment.
Proposition 6 When executives’ levels of domestic support arésehtly high
to render their political future “audience costgifpexecutives increasingly
attend to the information on policy effectivenassn unbiased manner.
Consequently, negative movement in dominant indrsalecreases commitment
in the policy and positive movement leads to maiatee in commitment.
Proposition 7When executives’ levels of domestic support ave they tend to
increase levels of commitment in response to negétedback and maintain

levels of commitment in response to positive feelba

Conclusion
In this chapter, | presented an integrative apgrdaaainderstanding sequential
foreign policy decision-making. | built from thesights of the selectorate theory,

prospect theory, and the dominant indicator apgraaconstructing a theory capable of
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identifying the systematic influences on an exe@isi sequential decisions, on citizen
preferences during sequential episodes, and oreldwgonship between citizens and
executives in the crafting of foreign policy. Irgstingly, the integrative approach
produces new insights on the sequential decisidiinggrocess of democratic
executives (see Table 3).

Generally, the theory suggests executives are phintdncerned with
maintaining power and as a result, must attenaniytto policy feedback, but first and
foremost to public opinion. Thus, information amndign policy performance is
conditioned by an executive’s level of public sugipexecutives interpret feedback
through a lens of support.

The theory holds that once a policy has been edacitizens, who hold the key
to the executive’s political future, are concermeth public goods. Thus, the
mechanism at work connecting executives to thepeetive publics is the audience cost
mechanism, which posits once executives have eshagbelicy, their citizens will
punish them if they back down from a policy and faideliver on promised public
goods. Overall, however, the theory emphasizeésibizall audience costs are created
equally, and depending on the effectiveness ofliaypand the domestic context,
executives are more or less willing to incur them.

As | discussed previously, the literature has sstggl public opinion impacts
foreign policy, but has remained silent about theeditions under which public opinion
comes to influence the decision-calculi of exeagivSDT outlines the conditions under

which this relationship exists, and more specifigdahe nature of this relationship. If
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Table 3- Comparing Sequential Decision Theory witirheories of Decision-Making

Theory Assumption Implication Sequential
Prediction

Selectorate  Primary goal of Executives must be Executives are unlikely

& Related executives is to attentive to public to choose policies that
Theories maintain power preferences and will fail; likely to avoid
suffer audience costs backing down

for backing down

Prospect Executives are Executives take risks Executives tend to

Theory impacted by the when the policy is increase policy
manner in which a framed in the domain commitment in response
policy is framed of losses increasing costs
Dominant  Executives use the Executives makes Executives tend to
Indicator rate of change in  policy decisions that change strategy in
Approach dominant indicators most help her achieve response to a sudden
when assessing the objectives and rapid movement in
performance of a dominant indicators in

policy the negative direction

Executives attend When facing negative  Executives tend to
Escalation to feedback on their feedback, executives become locked in to the
Situations initial decisions to face the difficult choice existing course of action

Approach invest resources between increasing and escalate
effort or seeking a new commitment in response
alternative negative feedback

Executives are The manner in which In response to a failing

Sequential impacted by a executives process policy, executives
Decision double frame policy feedback increase commitment
Theory consisting of their depends on their when faced with low
domestic level of domestic context levels of domestic
approval and the support, and decrease

direction of policy commitment when faced
feedback with high levels
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executives are to determine the domestic politoakequences of their actions (i.e. the
extent of audience costs to pay), SDT suggestemgtwill they focus on their grasp on
political power, but they also will tend to antiate citizens’ preferences when making
sequential foreign policy decisions. Interestin@dT suggests executives are most
attentive to public opinion when their supportusfisiently low enough to make them
fear audience costs. Moreover, it suggests pshbiport and thus the ability of
executives to absorb audience costs is lowered wWiesnview negative feedback on
policy. However, while it may appear that contimgiiwith a failing policy is
incompatible with the goal of executives to maintgower, as previous literature
suggests citizens lower approval in the face dinigiforeign policies, as long as
executives do natoncedepolicy failure, they will not fully absorb audiencests and
will subsequently increase their chances of manmgipower.

When public support is sufficiently high, the thesuggests executives are
better able to absorb audience costs and as &, fesuis more on information rather
than on their domestic circumstances in decidingheir sequential policies. Under this
condition, in line with main predictions of the dorant indicator approach (Gartner
1997), the theory suggests executives back dowmwbkcy is failing and stay the
course when it is succeeding. Thus, an implicabio8DT is that citizens’ sway over
foreign policy is low when its support of execusvs high, and in order to gain leverage
over foreign policy, it must signal to executivhattsuffering audience costs would

jeopardize their hold on office by lowering support
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While | presented general propositions regarditigeni preferences and
executive decision-making in this chapter, in thapters that follow | derive specific
hypotheses with regards to military interventiogid®ns. In Chapters IV and V, |
explicate and test hypotheses regarding the prefeseof citizens. In Chapter VI, |

explicate and test hypotheses regarding the uggld@nisions of executives.
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CHAPTER IV
THE INFLUENCE OF POLICY FEEDBACK ON CITIZENS’ SUPPO RT FOR

ONGOING INTERVENTIONS

One of the main propositions of SDT outlined in @Gtea Il is that in order for
executives to maintain power they must, under sedanditions, attend to the
preferences of the citizenry with regards to fongiglicy. Specifically, SDT suggests
when the executive hold on political power is iagardy executives tend to anticipate
citizens’ preferences over an ongoing policy ireffort to avoid suffering audience
costs. But, are there in fact systematic influsrme these preferences over a policy over
time? Specifically, does the citizenry respongabcy feedback in the manner outlined
by SDT so that the executive can anticipate whaptieferred level of policy
continuation will be? To test this important posfiion regarding the first level of the
theory, | conduct an original experiment with refgato citizens’ reactions to feedback
on an intervention policy.

Previous studies on foreign policy making havelezhto assume that citizens act
either as investors (Sullivan 2008) or consumeradid and Nincic 1995). Of those
studies that have examined citizen’s reactionge¢dlback in the form of casualties, they
have largely examined aggregate public opinion lagatner and Segura 1998; Sullivan
2008). Thus, | choose experimentation for thresaas: 1) to examine how individual
citizens process feedback stemming from an inteéiwe@nd form their policy

preferences, 2) to generate wider variation innldependent variables, and 3) to
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examine a citizen’s preference formation processsacvarious informational contexts
at the individual level. Specifically, with regartb the first experiment presented in this
chapter, | focus on manipulating several indepehdanables in a context where
information is presented in a comparative fasliofhe use of the comparative context
enables me to focus on the impact of the direafdieedback on the sequential
preference formation of citizens.

In this chapter, | outline the experiment, by preseg the experimental logic,
procedures, and materials given to participantd,paasenting results of the statistical
analyses. | then discuss the implications of éseilts specifically in terms of military
intervention policies and generally in terms of &ongign policy over time, and
conclude with a discussion of the limitations ¢ g#xperiment. While this dissertation
is concerned with sequential decisions over theofisarce, | examine citizen’s
preference formation process regarding both mylitard monetary tools. Once foreign
policy declarations are made in public, executamessusceptible to suffering domestic
audience costs. Experimentation offers a suitatdthod for testing hypotheses in
different foreign policy contexts.

The results generally support the argument theteris are sensitive to
information regarding policy effectiveness. Spieaify, they appear to respond to
policy feedback in ways predicted by the SDT: niegdieedback entices them to prefer

investing more in the operation. This suggests@tkees have a basis on which to

14 Comparative fashion enables citizens to detectliteetion of feedback (change from one time period
to another) but not differences in change comptoedher time periods. In Chapter V, | manipuldie
independent variables in a context where infornmaiiopresented as part of a history and thus enable
examination of the effects of trends on informagwacessing.
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anticipate ways in which feedback influences pubéintiment.interestingly, the results
support the counterintuitive predictions | deriverh the theoretical model, which may
help explain controversies in the literature onlutpinion formation and the use of
force. And while the logic of the model is supeorin both military and monetary
interventions, citizens appear to be more domamsisee regarding military
interventions. Thus, by analyzing the processviddil citizens use in forming
preferences, | contribute to our understandindnefditizenry in models of foreign

policy making.

Experimental Logic

As Billings and Hermann (1998) argue, foreign gplilecision-making consists
of leaders reevaluating policy and updating basechfmrmation concerning
performance. Thus, foreign policy is not a onetslazision, but consists of executives
making a continuous series of decisions. In Chdftd outlined Sequential Decision
Theory (SDT) in an effort to explain how executivgslate foreign policy. The
building blocks of SDT come from the following: teelectorate theory, a framework
which highlights how an executive’s political cimgtances influence foreign policy
decision making; prospect theory, a framework faderstanding decision-making under
risk; and the dominant indicator approach, a fraoré&vfor policy assessment. SDT, the
amalgamation of these frameworks for understandeujsion making, offers a unique
two-level explanation for how citizens and execesivnteract during the course of a

foreign policy episode.
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The selectorate theory assumes that an execupvieary objective is to
maintain office (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2003)or&bver, it assumes that since all
executives answer to a winning coalition, they nauict policies that satisfy a
sufficient number of members of the coalition id@rto maintain office. Given that
democracies have low loyalty norms due to thegdarinning coalitions and large
selectorates, executives tend to enact policiggptioaide public goods. How does this
help to explain sequential foreign policy decismaking? The selectorate theory, while
offering strong predictions for the enactment a&fgn policies, is rather vague in terms
of sequential decisions.

In building from the office holding assumptions#lectorate theory to explain
sequential foreign policy decisions, | further exglthe link between citizens and
executives. As | outlined in Chapter Ill, execayin making sequential decisions,
consider public preferences, given that the puimicls the power to remove them from
office should they not enact their preferences.aAsimbrella assumption, in SDT, |
assume that citizens and executives use frames fohamg their preferences
(Kahneman and Tversky 1979). They tend to engagsk-averse behavior in choices
among gains but risk acceptant behavior in chaaoesng losses (Levy 1997). As
outlined by prospect theory, this reference depecelsuggests that the disutility of
losing a good is greater than the utility of acopgrt. Executives anticipate citizens’
preferences in a sequential foreign policy ared,thas are influenced by the

conditional frame of public support. But what desathe frame the citizenry uses?
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SDT suggests citizens use dominant indicatore asw well a policy is
reaching objectives in forming their sequentiaff@rences (Gartner 1997). Specifically,
the movement in indicators creates their frame; enwant in negative direction creates a
loss frame and movement in positive direction @gat gain frame that impacts the
manner in which citizens process information onfdreign policy. Normally, when
indicators suggest a policy is failing we shoulgeoct a decrease in preferences for that
policy or a switch to another in order to reachechyes; when a policy is succeeding,
we should expect an increase in preferences foptiecy or at the very least, a
preferences for maintaining previous levels of staeent in that policy (Gartner 1997).
However, the logic of SDT challenges the argumé@artner’s approach and builds
from the literature on escalation situations (Broak1992; Staw 2002; 1976; Staw and
Ross 1989). Given the assumption that the citizeansist of investors who are
impacted by the feedback frame, they prefer toease investment in the face of a
failing policy and maintain investment in the faafea succeeding policy. Below, |
outline the influences on citizen preferences theate this situation where the citizenry

appears to hold counterintuitive sequential prefess.

Public Reactions to Foreign Policy and Foreign Paty Making

Judgments as to how well an incumbent is handbngjgn affairs appear to
significantly predict approval ratings and votergh@ldrich et al 1989; Anand and
Krosnick 2003; Hurwitz and Peffley 1987; Nincic adthkley 1991). However,

research is divided on whether citizens are abtedot critically and independently of
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elite framing of information, or, whether they simpaccept the stories they encounter at
face value. On the one hand, research suggespsiliie predictably responds to
international events by focusing on the objectivka particular policy (Jentleson 1992;
Jentleson and Britton 1998; Nincic 1992). Howevaller (1994; 1992) suggests
exposure to media and elite opinion induces sugdpo#lite positions where elite
consensus exists, while it leads to polarizatiocases where elites disagree. For
instance, Berinsky and Kinder (2008) present evaddhat suggests when identical
information is organized or framed differently tammote a given story, this leads to
variation in political judgments.

Despite the debates regarding the elite framinfigreign policy, previous
research highlights elite perception of public amminfluences foreign policy behavior
(Aldrich et al 2006; McKeown 2000). Specificallgaders tend tanticipatehow
citizens will react to certain policies and act@dingly (Baum 2004b; Foyle 2004).
This logic, as | have outlined, forms the foundatxd SDT. My theory, however, goes a
step further and offers an explanation aBdwthe citizenry reacts to policy feedback,
since executives must come to understand the sgsitemfluences on public opinion
formation in order to anticipate how citizens wehct to policy feedback and eventually
decide whether to reward or punish them at thespdelow, | look towards the
literature on interventions to translate the lagfiSDT into testable experimental

hypotheses.
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Influences on Public Preferences over Foreign Boliche Case of Military Intervention

A military intervention operation offers a suitalést case for SDT.
Interventions rarely end after the initial decis@frinvolvement, and great variation
exists in terms of the duration of such endeavdrsresforce is used short of war
(Meernik and Brown 2007). Moreover, the bulk of therature on interventions has
focused on the initial decision to deploy troopsesources to a particular area (De
Rouen 1995; Morgan and Bickers 1992; Ostrom andlL986; Sobel 2001); although
recently scholars have begun to unravel the inftasron conflict prosecution once the
intervention begins (see Meernik and Brown 200X)d, this literature has produced
mixed results on the role of the public in intertien policy. Some authors find
increases in public approval tend to increase thelipity of executives to use force;
others find the exact opposite and suggest lagubfic support leads executives to
prefer using force abroad, while some evidence estgghat increases in approval tend
to decrease involvement (DeRouen 1995; James aed @891).

| suggest that these contradictory findings caexy@ained by the lack of
attention to foreign policy feedback, and specificaow the citizenry, who is assumed
to be an important factor in the policy making m@s€, responds to information
stemming from an intervention. Since public suppbdan intervention is assumed in
the literature to be an important factor in exglagnboth initial and subsequent decisions
on involvement made by executives, taking a stei bmexamine what factors
influence public support of sequential interventd@tisions is a fruitful endeavor.

Policy feedback has been shown to play a vitalirotee decision-making process of
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military leaders (Gartner 1997). By translating ime of argumentation to the public
realm, | argue scholarship on public opinion forimawill benefit. Specifically,
examining how the citizenry comes to process infirom emanating from the
intervention is crucial to understanding how theyne to form their preferences that
play a vital role in sequential foreign policy magi So, how do citizens form their
preferences regarding sequential foreign policyduinterventions? How does policy
feedback affect their preferences over the continereel of involvement? In my
attempt to address these questions, | build frathkoretical logic of SDT and look to
the literature on interventions for insights on himaranslate theoretical logic into
testable hypotheses.

In deciding on what they prefer in moving forwardhaan intervention, citizens
processes information and ask: “is this policy Wwabntinuing?” In processing
information, they do not act as consumers, as @rgyeNincic and Nincic (1995).
Rather, they act as investors (Sullivan 2008) uab sare influenced by sunk costs
(Arkes and Blumer 1985). Specifically, | assume ¢tiizenry consists of investors who
pay for a leader’s foreign policy in the form okés and potential casualties (Hibbs,
Rivers, Vasilatos 1982), and are concerned withréh&n on public goods (Bueno de
Mesquita et. al 2003). In other wor@dter an initial policy decision by the leader has
been made, the citizenry forms their preferencesdban the next decision’s perceived
effects to deliver public goods.

Along these lines, while democratic citizens temtd¢come weary of military

endeavors (Bennett and Stam 1998), they also teaxpress a great deal of confidence
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in their militaries (King and Karabell 2002). Oniteir military has been put into
action, the citizenry expects them to achieve thjeatives and deliver public goods.
Due to their confidence in their militaries anditldesire to enjoy public goods
promised by executives, | assume contrary to Bemmet Stam (1998) that citizens are
influenced by sunk costs.

As an investor, the citizenry relies on reducini@imation emanating from the
intervention to a manageable size; they tend tacagaitive shortcuts in the completion
of such tasks (Vertzberger 1990). Specificallyjmythe evaluation process, they use
dominant indicators as to how the interventionrgcpeding as shortcuts, both in terms
of the extent to which objectives are being achiesed the anticipated degree of
difficulty, or resistance, moving forward (Gartri97; Nincic and Nincic 1995). |
assume citizens use frames when processing infanmamanating from the
intervention and in the formation of their policseferences, use frames that are formed
based on the direction of movement in dominantcaigirs:> Thus, the citizenry tends
to form risk-averse preferences in choices amoimgsdaut risk acceptant preferences in
choices among losses (Kahneman and Tversky 19%4;1%97). As aresult, | assume,
in line with the escalation of commitment literapcitizens will tend to prefer
increasing commitment when facing adverse or negdtiedback.

Given the arguments on public good-seeking investwice the state is involved

in an intervention, | expect negative informatiarthe face of uncertainty to embolden a

15 While I acknowledge the debate in the literatureaerning elite framing effects, | make the simytif
assumption that citizens are concerned with thection of policy feedback and, given the wide raafje
available information sources, are able to extigistinformation from the media.
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member of the public further; the audience costshaeism, which suggests citizens
punish leaders for backing down from foreign paliggnerates this behavior. Citizens
are risk acceptant when feedback suggests faihadhee desirability of continuing the
intervention remains highly uncertain. Positiveormation in the face of continued
uncertainty, on the other hand, tends to suggesiocaand reaping rewards while the
opportunity lends itself. Given their general weass towards armed conflict, citizens
are risk averse when the feedback suggests sumedghe desirability of continuing the
intervention remains highly uncertain (which is tase when information is presented
in a comparative fashion). From this logic, Iq@et the following research hypothesis
on the effect of feedback:

Hypothesis 1Compared to conditions where feedback is posinegative

feedback_ willincreasethe level of support a citizen gives to continumith the

intervention.

Another underlying factor that appears to influetiedecision calculus of the
citizenry in ongoing interventions is the strategimportance of the mission.
Specifically, previous research highlights the pered strategic importance of the
mission impacts foreign policy, both in terms dfzgns’ approval of those actions and
the foreign policy enacted (Huth 1998; Mintz and/&&993; Morrow, Siverson,
Taberes 1997; Nincic and Russett 1979). Whenetifizleem the mission as
strategically important, they favor maintaining aiwement with that policy, whether in
terms of an intervention, interstate conflict, @de. This suggests that the despite the
fact resources are being diverted from domesticeors to international ones, citizens

are more apt to approve in cases where it is gi@athe national interest to do so.
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Also, because citizens operate in an uncertainremwvient due to availability of limited
feedback, the strategic importance of a missioniges them with additional
information that affects the utility of involvemenErom this logic, | present the
following research hypothesis on the additive d@ftddhe control variable labeled
“strategic importance”:

Hypothesis 2Compared to conditions where the strategic ingya¢ of the host

state is low, high strategic importance will ingedhe level of support a citizen

gives to continuing with the intervention.

Moreover, the type of intervention may influencéleipreference formation.
Fever and Gelpi (2004) suggest citizens’ sensjtitatcasualties depends on the strategic
importance of the mission and its likelihood of segs. While Sullivan (2008) suggests
that citizens tend to treat casualties as sunlscBsinnett and Stam (1996), Bueno de
Mesquita and Siverson (1995), and Mueller (1978uarthat they are highly sensitive to
military casualties, especially as they mount diaercourse of a conflict. Given the
debate concerning citizens’ sensitivity to casealtbthers argue that citizens, especially
in advanced industrial democracies, tend to suppong foreign aid as a tool of foreign
policy at consistently high levels (Otter 2003hefefore, citizens may be more
reluctant to increase support for continuing withi@ervention when it involves
sending soldiers versus money. While this stugyiimarily concerned with testing the
logic of SDT on interventions that consist of nailif operations, the type of intervention
may influence information processing. Thus, | preghe following research hypothesis

on the additive effect of the control variable ligoe‘intervention type”:
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Hypothesis 3Compared to conditions where the type of intetieenconsists of
military force, use of foreign aid will increaseetlevel of support a citizen gives
to continuing with the intervention.

Citizens’ views on intervention policy have beeowh to vary, both within and
across interventions (Gelpi, Feaver, and Reifl@>2QJentleson and Britton 1998).
Thus, policy feedback may not always hold the seusight in citizens’ decision calculi.
Given that resources have already been investediparticular mission, | suspect that
when the stakes are higher (strategic important®sif state is high) citizens will be
more domain-sensitive. They will be more risk gtaat when viewing negative
information and more risk averse when viewing pesiinformation. Thus, | present
the following research hypothesis on the interacéffect of strategic importance and
feedback (see Figure 3):

Hypothesis 4 The effect of feedback on a citizen’s suppordadaditioned by the

strategic importance of the host state. Comparednditions where strategic

importance of host state is low, citizens will ebtha greater difference across
feedback conditions when strategic importanceg.hi

Figure 3: Hypothesized Interactive Effect of Strate  gic
Importance and Feedback on Support

M Feedback Negative
O Feedback Positive

Support

Strategic Importance Strategic Importance
High Low

In addition, | suspect that the type of resourocggested into a particular mission
alters the manner in which feedback is processeapect citizens to be more domain-

sensitive when processing information on ongoinlitany interventions. In those cases,
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the stakes are higher and they more likely they@bmth take risks in order to recover
losses and quickly accommodate to gains in ordavédad future losses. From this

logic, | present the following research hypothesighe interactive effect of intervention

type and feedback (see Figure 4):

Hypothesis 5The effect of feedback on a citizen’s suppordasditioned by the
type of intervention. Compared to conditions whatervention type is
monetary, citizens will exhibit a greater differeracross feedback conditions
when intervention type is military.

Figure 4: Hypothesized Interactive Effect of Interv  ention Type
and Feedback on Support

M Feedback Negative

.— O Feedback Positive
0 :

Military Intervention Monetary Intervention

Support

In the next section, | describe an experimentigiesd to test the above

hypotheses regarding citizens’ processing of ingaicy feedback on interventions.

The Experiment
To test the hypotheses regarding public preferéroeation during
interventions, | constructed a hypothetical intéioral crisis modeled after the situation

in Somalia in the early 19908. The scenario | presented to participants outlintth

'8 The scenario presented to participants suggeseeihtervention included both humanitarian elements
and those specifically related to U.S. nationaliséc Such instances, where multiple objectivies a
pursued, are quite common (Jervis 1999).
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the concerns emanating from the situation andriti@liresponse of the United States.
They are then presented with information about @M the intervention affected the
situation facing the foreign country (comparing iiteiation before the intervention to
the situation after the intervention the followiyggar). The participants were asked to
reveal their preferred policy moving forward in thgeration.

Participants One hundred and forty undergraduate studentsxsTA&M
University took part in this experiment. The papants were randomly assigned to one
of eight experimental groups.

Design The structure of the experiment is a 2x2x2 betwgr@ups design (see
Figure 5). The factors are: (a) nature of polegdback (negative versus positive),
which is the main explanatory variable extractefithe theory; and two control
variables (b) strategic importance of the foreigardry to the United States (strategic
value versus no strategic value); (c) investmepe pvhether the U.S. provided military
assistance or monetary assistance).

The dependent variable is the preferred secomg §talicy of the participant
(decrease, maintain, or increase involvement), whlabel support.

Research Materials and Treatmeimhe instructions for the participants specified
in advance the choice they will have to make. 8igadly, they were informed they had
to read a specific scenario concerning a partiatriars abroad, the U.S. intervention
effort, and its effectiveness after one time peridtien, they were to indicate what
policy they would recommend the president shoulzpadhoving forward (decrease,

maintain, increase current policy).
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Figure 5- Experimental Conditions and Hypotheses: Eperiment 1

Positive Positive Negative Negative
Feedback Feedback Feedback Feedback
Military Monetary Military Monetary
Intervention Intervention Intervention Intervention
Strategic
Importance A B C D
High
Strategic
Importance E F G H
Low

Hypothesis 1: (C+D+G+H)/4 > (A+B+E+F)/4
Hypothesis 2: (A+B+C+D)/4 > (E+F+G+H)/4
Hypothesis 3: (A+C+E+G)/4 > (B+D+F+H)/4
Hypothesis 4: ((C+D/2)-(A+B/2)) > ((G+H/2)-(E+F/2))

Hypothesis 5: ((C+G/2)-(A+E/2)) > ((D+H/2)-(B+F/2))
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You will be exposed to a fictitious internationailsts. The crisis is a
consequence of a prolonged drought that hit adareountry. You will
be informed of what was our President’s initialp@sse to that crisis.
Then, you will read additional information concewgpihow well the

initial response has worked out. Once you havstad reviewing the
information you will be asked to give your opinion what the President
should do in response to the developing situation.

Please make this decision carefully. You may ne\peevious
information in your booklet at any time during yaxperiment up to the
point where you mark your choice. While this sfiedcenario is
hypothetical, similar situations are quite commathwespect to U.S.
foreign policy. Your thoughtful response will hefsearchers better
understand the complex deliberations concernirgryention operations
and the foundations of public support associated thiem.

After you mark your choice and turn the page, ydufimd the post-
study questionnaire. Please answer all questuithsut referring back
to any other information in the booklet. Once guestionnaire is
complete, please sit quietly until the investigatollects your booklet.

Strategic Importance Treatmemrtll participants were exposed to one of the

treatments concerning the strategic importanceefdreign country experiencing the

crisis to the United States. Half of the particisaviewed information suggesting that

the country in question was strategically valudbléhe United States (coded as 1):

as 0):

The small island country of Hitobia has traditidpddeen labeled as a
strategically important area to the United Statés vast amount of
natural resources as well as its relative locatiomnostile nations has
made it an area of concern for the United Stateddoades. Our
Secretary of State says that “ensuring Hitobiahiktais of vital
importance to U.S. strategic interests,” and tlestabilization of Hitobia
“would directly threaten the security of the Unit8thtes.”

The other half viewed information about a nontsigecally valuable state (coded

The small country of Hitobia has traditionally besepopular tourist
attraction. Its friendly atmosphere to Westerrrigig, along with its
climate, continues make it a top vacation spot.
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Type ofintervention TreatmenAll participants were exposed to one of two
treatments concerning the type of interventiongyoliHalf viewed information on the
use of the military to assist with the crisis (segd,500 troops, which | coded as 1),
while the other half viewed information on the adaid ($100 million, which | coded
as 0). For example:

(a)Initially in 2012, the President decided to s@risD0 U.S.
peacekeeping troops to Hitobia in the hopes oValtang the

humanitarian crisis and stabilizing the domestigagion there.

(b)Initially in 2012, the President decided to sartL00 million foreign
aid package to Hitobia in the hopes of dealing \thnemergency
situation.

Feedback TreatmenT.wo versions of feedback were administered. Hhathe
participants viewed negative information aboutefectiveness of the initial assistance
effort (coded as 1), while the other half viewedifige information (coded as 0). Each
of the four negative conditions presented infororasuggesting that the U.S. efforts
were not working to alleviate ills stemming fronettirought that befell that foreign
country. Participants read the following basedym® of investment:

(2)2013: A year since the arrival of the U.S. @adkage in 2012. The
domestic situation in Hitobia has worsened. liomlladditional
Hitobians have lost their homes and 800,000 maresaffering from
inadequate nutrition. The internal stability o ttountry has also
regressed, with reports suggesting the factionsadevant to discuss a
resolution to end the fighting.

(b)2013: A year since the arrival of U.S. troop2@12. The domestic
situation in Hitobia has worsened. 1 million addhtl Hitobians have
lost their homes and 800,000 more are suffering fimadequate
nutrition. The internal stability of the countrgdalso regressed, with
reports suggesting the factions do not want toudis@ resolution to end
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the fighting. U.S. troops have also encountergdifcant resistance
from local Hitobians in their peacekeeping effovt#th 50 U.S. casualties
suffered since the beginning of the operation.

All other participants were in the positive comatis and read the following:

(2)2013: A year since the arrival of U.S. aid paekan 2012. Hitobia has
witnessed vast improvements in its domestic sibmatil million victims
regained their homes and roughly 800,000 victimsehaceived food and
ample nutrition. The internal stability of the ety has also improved,
with reports suggesting the factions are discusairgsolution to end the
fighting.

(b)2013: A year since the arrival of U.S. troop2@12. Hitobia has
witnessed vast improvements in its domestic sibmatil million victims
regained their homes and roughly 800,000 victimehaceived food and
ample nutrition. The internal stability of the ety has also improved,
with reports suggesting the factions are discusairgsolution to end the
fighting.

U.S. troops have also encountered minimal resistémom local

Hitobians in their peacekeeping efforts, with 5 Lt&sualties suffered
since the beginning of the operation.

The Measure of the Dependent Variatarticipants were asked to circle one of
the following policies they most preferred in respe to the developing situation: (a)
decrease involvement; (b) maintain current levehweblvement; (c) increase
involvement. These were then coded as 0, 1, mspectively, for subsequent analyses.

Manipulation Checksln order to verify the effectiveness of the maugpions
and internal validity, respondents were asked i@sef questions. They were prompted
to circle the appropriate response with regardbeéaleveloping situation and whether it
was: (a) improving; (b) worsening; (c) don’t knoBimilarly, they were directed to rate,
on a scale from 1(low) to 10 (high), the stratagiportance of the host state and the

costliness of the intervention. The results ofrth@nipulation checks indicate the
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internal validity of the factors | manipulated (SEsble 4). While the results are not as
strong for the investment type check as for thelbaek and strategic importance check,
the results of a slightly modified manipulation ckef the investment factor in Chapter

V suggest the internal validity for the treatmenhigh

Results

Given that the goal of my analysis is to examireedfiects of the treatments on
the average preferred level of involvement, | candu2x2x2 between groups ANOVA
(see Table 5). As Davison and Sharma (1994) atiéndan and Wilkinson (1993)
suggest, while ANOVA can be useful to perform odioal data, interpreting results can
only be done in a “more or less” context. In otiverds, | can interpret the effects only
in a comparative manner.

The results support Hypothesis 1, as the main teffieeedback on level of
support is statistically significant [F(1,140)=9,1k.001]. The mean response in the
negative conditions is 1.15, while the mean respamshe positive conditions is .78.
This suggests those citizens in the negative fesddbanditions prefer higher levels of
continued involved than those in the positive cbads. In other words, citizens tend to
be domain sensitive in deciding on sequentiallygyred policies: when receiving
information that depicts failure, they tend to fatgher levels of continued policy

involvement, all else equal.
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Table 4 Manipulation Checks for Experiment 1

Table 4a- Effect of the Feedback Treatment on Participant’s Assessment of the Situation

# of Participants

Mean Response***

Negative Feedback Treatme

nt

63

.968

Positive Feedback Treatmen

t

71

.000

Dependent Variable: 1=situation worsening, O=situation improving

***Denotes difference of means significant at p<.001

Table 4b- Effect of the Strategic Importance Treatment on Participant's Assessment of
the Importance of the Host State to U.S. Interests

# of Participants

Mean Response***

High Importance Treatment

70

6.70

Low Importance Treatment

70

5.04

Dependent Variable: response on scale from 1-10 (with 10=highest level of importance)

***Denotes difference of means significant at p<.001

Table 4c- Effect of the Intervention Type Treatment on Participant’'s Assessment of the

Cost of the Intervention to the U.S.

# of Participants

Mean Response*

Military Treatment

72

5.59

Monetary Treatment

68

4.74

Dependent Variable: response on scale from 1-10 (with 10=highest level of importance)
*Denotes different of means significant at p<.05
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Table 5- Results of ANOVA on Average Level of Suppbacross Conditions:
Experiment 1

Treatment

Comparison of Means

Feedback

Strategic Importance

Intervention Type

Feedback*Strategic Importance

Feedback*Intervention Type

Negative Conditions: 1.15
Positive Conditions: .78
(9.11)***

High Importance Conditions: 1.16
Low Importance Conditions: .75
(10.64)***

Military Conditions: 1.04
Monetary Conditions: .89
(1.50)

Negative/High Importance Conditions: 1.46

Negative/Low Importance Conditions:

Positive/High Importance Conditions:

Positive/Low Importance Conditions:
(2.01)

Negative/Military Conditions: 1.36

Negative/Monetary Conditions: .90

Positive/Military Conditions: .72

Positive/Monetary Conditions: .84
(4.43)*

.89

.85
.67

f-statistic in parentheses. *** p<.001, **p<.01,<¢®5

In addition, the results also offer support to Hyy@sis 2, as the main effect of

Strategic Importance is statistically significantlan the predicted direction
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[F(1,140)=10.64, p<.001]. The mean response irstieegic importance high
conditions is 1.16, while it is .75 in the strategnportance low conditions. This
suggests that the strategic importance of thegtast has a statistically significant effect
on preferences.

Interestingly, the results do not support Hypoth&sias Intervention Typge not
a statistically significant predicator of suppdtiappears that when citizens decide on
the continuation of an intervention, the cuing effeom importance overrides the type
of intervention (military versus monetary) the leatias made.

As Table 3 depicts, hypothesis 4 is not suppdrtethe analysis—
Feedback*Strategic Importance does not achievistitat significance. Strategic
importance of the host state does not appear liceimée the relationships between
feedback and support, although the effect is irettpected direction. While it appears
that citizens tend to be more domain-sensitive wiregessing information on
strategically important hosts, results suggeshgirrexploration is needed.

However, the results do lend support to hypothgsés there is a significant
interactive effect between feedback and interveni§1,140)=4.43, p<.05]. As the
results suggest on Feedback*Intervention Type headnteraction graph in Figure 6
displays, the investment (in this case, type ofltmsce) mediates the impact that
feedback has on policy preferences moving forwahthile positive feedback tends to
sway participants into preferring lower levels ohtinued involvement and negative

leads them to prefer higher levels, the type adrivgntion attenuates this impact. The
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Figure 6- The Relationship between Feedback and Spprt across Intervention
Type Conditions

W Negative Feedback
O Positive Feedback

Military Intervention  Monetary Intervention

difference of means between citizens in the negdéedback and the positive feedback
conditions that are also in the military conditions64. However, the difference
between them in the monetary conditions is only .08us, the results suggest military
interventions heighten the domain-sensitivity @& titizenry, with citizens preferring
more risks with negative feedback and more cauwtiibim positive feedback compared to

monetary interventions.
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Discussion

While citizens respond to the direction of movemardominant indicators as
proposed by Gartner (1997), they do so in a countgtive fashion: they prefer
increased involvement when viewing negative feekbdhe results of the experimental
analysis suggest that the citizenry is domain s§&adn deciding on which policies to
prefer in a sequential process. The domain, wingili@s or losses, is determined by the
direction of the policy feedback: policy successspucitizen in the domain of gains
while policy failure puts him/her in the domainlo$ses. And as assumed by SDT,
citizens prefer higher levels of continued invoherhwhen viewing negative feedback;
they are willing to support risk taking in orderrexover previous losses and give the
policy a chance to succeed. They prefer lowerl$evkcontinued involvement when
viewing positive feedback; they are risk averse t@nd to accommodate in the face of
policy gains. This lends credence to sunk cogfsraents and the psychological
mechanism outlined by SDT, specifically, that abljpugoods-seeking investors,
citizens tend to use frames when processing infooman an ongoing information and
forming their sequential preferences.

The results point to additional effects concerrstrgtegic importance and
intervention type, variables that the literaturemervention decisions outlined as
important contextual variables affecting citizepstferences. While the type of
assistance does not appear to have a significgadnon preferred level of continued
involvement, it does modify the relationship betwéeedback and policy preference;

citizens are more domain-sensitive in military atiods. Thus, while feedback appears
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to work similarly across military and monetary mventions, its framing effect appears
to be heightened when force is used.

These results, however, only speak to those mngtvhere information is
presented in a comparative manner, where onlytibreof feedback can be perceived.
Thus, uncertainty concerning the likely outcomhbigh. Specifically, the experiment
provided participants information after the inittcision to get involved was made and
thus, the information was nested in an immediattohy policy feedback. Citizens were
able to compare the situation prior to the intet\@mwith the situation a year after the
intervention began. Because of the high levelnmiantainty in such instances,
information on success does not suggest the missistoeen completed; and
information on failure does not suggest the missi@mmot be completed. Here, the
feedback is noisy and does not contain enoughnrdgton for the public to confidently
determine whether or not the policy will deliveetpublic goods an executive has

promised.

Conclusion

One of the main arguments of my theory holds tinate are systematic
influences on the preference formation processtiaeas during sequential foreign
policy episodes. These influences, as derived ftentheory, stem from the movement
in dominant indicators of policy feedbacks. Asulesindicate, citizens prefer higher
levels of continued involvement when viewing negafieedback. Additionally, the

results suggest controlling for contextual faciersnportant in analyses of citizen
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preferences regarding military interventions. Z&tis prefer to continue with
interventions involving strategically importantt&® More importantly, they appear to
be domain sensitive when deciding on their pretefoeeign policy in a sequential
framework, and, the type of aid effort attenuakesdomain sensitivity.

Thus, citizens appear to act as investors and tofluenced by previous costs of
a mission (Arkes and Blumer 1985; Sullivan 2008j}hile the citizens may not broadly
approve of military action and with the job an ext@ce is doing in handling a mission,
they may nonetheless prefer to increase involvemé&his study, by asking citizens
about their sequential preferences rather than tipemions of the executive’s handling
of the mission, suggests previous measures ofdperdient variable may have
contributed to conflicting results. A citizen cdisapprove of the executive and prefer to
increase involvement, and by doing so reserveitfnt to modify his approval of the
executive in the future, especially if the interten has not been terminated. In Chapter
VI, | address whether executives anticipate sudtabier.

Overall, the experiment tested the reactions @fcitizenry to one piece of
feedback (comparative) from the intervention asdesults suggest that until the picture
becomes clearer, negative feedback leads theruijize favor more action while
positive feedback leads them to favor less actiBuat, how do additional pieces of
feedback work, specifically, when one piece of infation is part of an informational
context? In the following chapter, | address tjusstion by conducting an additional
experiment on feedback trends. Understanding hevpteference formation process

changes when certainty increases is a task to whmolw turn.
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CHAPTER V

UNRAVELING THE INFLUENCE OF POLICY FEEDBACK ON CITI ZENS’
SUPPORT FOR ONGOING INTERVENTIONS: EXAMINING REACTI ONS TO

FEEDBACK TRENDS

The results from the experimental analysis in Cérat suggest the citizenry is
sensitive to feedback and they react to such irdtion in the counterintuitive manner
predicted by the theoretical model: negative feelli@ads them to favor continuation
while positive feedback leads them to favor withdray from the conflict. In addition,
the domain sensitivity (gain versus loss) is laigghe context of a military
intervention. And, as others found, support is mikedy when dealing with strategically
important targets, though importance does not appdaeighten domain sensitivity.

However, the manner in which information concegram intervention is
presented to citizens may matter. This potentigldrtance is connected with the fact
that information stemming from an intervention hagdegree of noise regarding the
likely outcome of the mission. In other words, rament in a particular direction may
influence the public differently depending on tteure of that movement. While the
results of the experimental analysis in Chaptesuiggests the direction of feedback
guides the process, Gartner’s (1997) approach stgytieat the rate of change in that
direction, or trends, may also impact the procegsgdamerating more certainty about the

likely outcome of a policy. Feedback may be viewed different informational
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context, where the accumulation of feedback, not the direction, may come to
influence how subsequent feedback is interpreted.

This consideration raises two important questidioscitizens identify trends and
if so, do trends make a difference in the formabbtheir sequential foreign policy
preferences? To examine these questions, | comduatditional experiment that
relaxes the information assumption | made in Chapt@and presents citizens with a
history of feedback that enables them to view v@nmein the acceleration of movement
in dominant indicators.

In this chapter | outline the experiment; firsthy, presenting the experimental
logic, procedures, and materials given to participaand secondly, by presenting results
of statistical analysis with regards to the impiioa of performance trends and specific
research hypotheses generated from that implicatitmen discuss the results
specifically in terms of the sequential nature irstervention policy and generally in
terms of any sequential foreign policy, and conelu@he results indicate citizens are
impacted by the manner in which information is preéed to them, and specifically,
when information is presented as a history, th&ythe trends in policy feedback while
forming their sequential policy preferences, sugggsn acceleration in trends impacts
their information processing. While trends do appear to alter the relationship
between feedback direction and preferences, they &a interesting main effect: rapid

trends in either direction decrease preferencesdotinued involvement.
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Experimental Logic

As | have argued, foreign policy making rarely sigts of a one-shot decision.
Rather, it consists of leaders reevaluating anatipgl policy; it is sequential (Billings
and Hermann 1998). While the literature offersumher of insights into the initial
decisions involved in foreign policy making, it hasitil recently, largely avoided
addressing this sequential nature directly. Boddrom the main assumption of the
selectorate theory (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 20@8yely, that a leader’'s main
objective is to maintain office, | presented Seda¢iDecision Theory (SDT) in an
effort to explain how leaders update foreign palidyjhen, | explored an implication of
Sequential Decision Theory that emphasizes themete formation process of the
citizenry via experimentation in Chapter IV. Tngplication emphasized the
citizenry’'s processing of information on foreignlipy, specifically their processing of
information from one time period in comparisonhe previous time period.

In order to transform the selectorate theory intmework capable of
explaining sequential decisions and the citizenrgls in them, | introduced the main
assumptions of both prospect theory (Kahneman aedsky 1979) and the dominant
indicator approach (Gartner 1997). Since a leddpends on the selectorate’s support
and its perceptions of her competence in furthettiegnational reputation in order to
maintain power, | assumed that she acts as thdugisconcerned with how citizens
reacts to the performance of a foreign policy. §,lan examination of how the citizenry
processes feedback is most crucial in understarithiaga leader makes her sequential

decisions. To this process, | suggested the oityzeses frames that are shaped by the
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movement in dominant indicators. In other wordgjerstanding the nature of the
feedback concerning foreign policy performanceaisial.

However, in Chapter 1V, | focused on the main iroglion of my theory dealing
with the impact of theélirection of feedback on citizens’ information processing
(whether positive or negative). This focus wasrasatied given that the main
mechanism of SDT is the framing effect. But, Gartf1997) suggests that trends in
feedback may matter as well, as they may impactiéioesion maker’s assessment of the
certainty moving forward. This is because inforimabn foreign policy outcomes holds
a degree of noise regarding the likely outcomenahgervention and specifically,
whether a recovery is likely in the face of a faglipolicy. This determination, | argue,
impacts the degree of audience costs that arersdffie the event an executive backs
down from a policy. If movement in the negativeedtion suggests that not only is a
policy failing, but that a recovery is unlikelyaih citizens will prefer less involvement.
Building from this logic, | address the followingiestion: how do trends in dominant
indicators affect information processing and ultieiyathe formation of sequential
foreign policy preferences of the citizenry? Taliass this question, | explore another
implication of the combined insights of prospe@dty and the dominant indicator

approach: the certainty effect.

Public Reactions to Foreign Policy and Foreign Paty Making

As | outlined in the previous chapter, the literaton public opinion formation

suggests that while the public responds predictbigternational events (Jentleson
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1992; Jentleson and Britton 1998; Nincic 1992),arxzkrtain conditions, elite discourse
can drive public opinion (Berinsky and Kinder 20@&va, Astorino-Courtois, and
Mintz 1996; Zaller 1994; 1992). Despite this debathave argued that leaders must
come to understand how information will influenbege reactions and that the direction
of policy feedback plays a vital role in the prazeJhe logic of SDT poses two
additional questions: do citizens identify trendpolicy feedback and if so, do trends
make a difference in the formation of their seqiaidreign policy preferences?

As outlined previously, the information citizensw concerning foreign affairs
can be vast and come from sources such as prasid&etoric and media coverage
(Aldrich et. al 2006; Baum 2002). Citizens, likeyadecision maker, use cognitive
shortcuts to make sense of the world around theantf\derger 1999). In a sequential
process, SDT suggests citizens use a specificdfypegnitive shortcut: movement in
dominant indicators. This movement creates th@dravith which citizens use to
process information and form their opinions.

Additionally, however, the direction may be nestethin a wartime trend of
information (Gartner 2008). One hundred casuaitiesgiven month may send
different information signals depending on the @ftehange compared to the history of
previous feedback. If one hundred casualties atdga spike of ninety casualties from
the previous month, and previous increases inclimgechore than twenty from month to
month, then such an acceleration may make a diftereegarding citizens’ assessment
of the likely outcome of an intervention and whetbenot increasing involvement is a

preferred. How then do citizens process infornmatiosubsequent stages of a sequential
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process, where laistory of feedback is present? | look towards the litex@on
interventions to aid in the translation of the togf prospect theory and the dominant

indicator approach into testable experimental hypses regarding the role of trends.

Influences on Public Preferences over Foreign Boliche Case of Intervention Stages

An intervention operation offers a suitable testector exploring the
implications that arise when relaxing the inforroatil assumption of SDT.
Interventions rarely end after the initial decis@frinvolvement, and great variation
exists in terms of the duration of such endeavdreresforce is used short of war
(Meernik and Brown 2007). Thus, quite frequentiyerveners spend months
implementing a particular intervention policy angtidg this time the citizenry
processes multiple reports of feedback as to hewrntiervention is proceeding. Within
these reports, news media may present currenini@fiton as part of a history of
information from the intervention.

While bulk of the literature on interventions hasdsed on the initial decision to
deploy troops or resources to a particular arezntty, scholars have begun to unravel
the influences on conflict prosecution once therwvegntion has begun (see Meernik and
Brown 2007). The role of feedback, however, hanbargely overlooked.
Additionally, research has produced mixed resultthe role of the public in decisions
over the use of force (DeRouen 1995; James andl @884). By relaxing the
assumption on the manner in which information e&spnted to citizens, | attempt to

shed more light on the ways in which feedback grilces public opinion formation
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during an intervention, which is an important undking if we are to understand the
complex relationship between public opinion andcexige decision-making during
interventions.

As highlighted by SDT, in deciding on what theyfpran moving forward with
an intervention, citizens process information askt &s this policy worth continuing?”
As investors, they come to feel psychological &maent to human and material
investments in the conflict and prefer to redeeeséhprevious investments rather than
let them sink (Sullivan 2009). In other word$ter an initial policy decision by the
leader has been made, citizens form their prefesehased on the next decision’s
perceived effects on the attainment of public goods

SDT assumes that citizens rely on cognitive shtsttureduce information
concerning a policy to a manageable size (Vertahet§99; 1990). In a sequential
episode, they specifically use dominant indicatdrisow the intervention is proceeding
as shortcuts (Gartner 1997; Nincic and Nincic 199%)d, the direction in dominant
indicator movement creates frames for them to Usenvprocessing information
(Kahneman and Tversky 1979; Levy 1997). Negateslback puts them in a loss
frame and positive feedback puts them in a gamérarior to deciding their sequential
preferences. The loss frame leads them to fawavexing losses while the gain frame
leads them favor accommodating to gains. Fromidigie and in line with the previous
experiment, | present the following research hypsitst

Hypothesis 1Compared to conditions where feedback is positegative

feedback willincreasethe level of support the citizen gives to contiiguwith
the intervention.
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Unlike the first experiment, however, | relax gmsumption that citizens view
only one piece of summary information in isolatfor to forming his or her
preference and instead introducdeistory of feedback. And once additional information
is introduced, how the public interprets new infation depends on what exactly
occurred previously (Boettcher 1995). Specificalhe pattern and history of movement
in dominant indicators and its relation with neviormation become factors that
influence how the citizenry processes new inforaratn forming sequential preferences
(Gartner 2008; Gartner and Segura 2000; 1998).

Thus, in addition to the framing effects of directj the rate of change in
dominant indicators may influence the preferencmétion process of the public. The
change in the pace of movement consists of a sualigmnapid change in indicators,
which Gartner (1997) suggests, profoundly influendecision makers’ policy
evaluations. Suffering one thousand casualti@sgiven year will send different signals
depending on the manner in which those casualties accumulated over the course of
the twelve months. Specifically, the speed andotitéern of change send stronger
signals regarding performance and the likely outeaithe policy (Gartner 2008).

Also known as trends, these patterns represematbef change of recent dominant
indicators and can occur gradually or rapidly (Gart1l997).

How does this change in certainty alter the mamneaihich citizens who are
attempting to sift through noisy information, fothreir sequential preferences? As
prospect theory suggests, decision-makers tenmlkate the substitutability axiom due

to the certainty effect (Kahneman and Tversky 197/3)cording to the certainty effect,
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when given the choice between two highly probalkl®iaences involving a certain
outcome, people choose the prospect where theraetmocertain despite having a
higher utility for the other option; and, when give choice between two options with
very small probabilities of occurrence, most peaieose the prospect that offers the
largest gain. Given that | assume citizens arestors, they will tend to prefer
decreasing the involvement in an intervention wbentainty has been reduced across
levels of policy success: in this situation, | estpatizens to prefer less involvement as
the probability for recovery has been reduced. ddniidese conditions, they can bear the
costs of withdrawing in public goods lost, as ih@& seen as backing down but more so
as a necessary withdrawal.

In other words, the accumulation of feedback ineeseertaintyof citizens in
terms of what exactly is occurring in an interventand what its likely outcome will be.
When information produces higher levels of uncatiaand thus probabilities of victory
and defeat are both relatively small (feedbackaslgal), | expect citizens to choose the
decision that offers the largest potential gaiglfler levels of involvement with the
intervention and pursuing the total gain). Froms thgic, | present the following
research hypothesis on the additive effect of send

Hypothesis 2Compared to conditions where the feedback trergptadual, rapid

feedback willdecreasdhe level of support the citizen gives to contirquwith

the intervention.

However, prospect theory suggests that the feedipacll should alter the
domain sensitivity of citizens and condition thepawt direction has on sequential

preferences. Specifically, | expect citizens whewa rapid spike in feedback to be
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much more domain sensitive, and to prefer moreraooadation to gains when viewing
a succeeding policy and more risky behavior whemwing a failing policy. In other
words, in a situation where victory still possiblebut not very probable, | expect
citizens to choose the prospect that has the lagges much more so than where victory
is more probable but still uncertain. The logidloé framing and certainty effects
produces the following interactive hypothesis (Begire 7):

Hypothesis 3The effect of feedback on a citizen’s suppordadaditioned by the

feedback trend. Compared to conditions where fagdbccumulates gradually,

citizens will exhibit a greater difference acrossdback conditions when the
feedback trend is rapid.

Figure 7: Hypothesized Interactive Effect of Feedba  ck Trend and
Direction on Support

M Feedback Negative
OFeedback Positive

Support

Feedback Trend Rapid Feedback Trend Gradual

Moreover, the type of intervention may influencélxiopinion formation;
variation in the tool of intervention may alter tim@anner in which citizens incorporate
new information into their collective decision aalies. Specifically, scholars have
argued the public is highly sensitive to militagsaalties, especially as they mount over
the course of a conflict (Bennett and Stam 199&rBude Mesquita and Siverson 1995;
Fever and Gelpi 2004; Mueller 1973). In additischolars have also suggested

democratic publics, especially in advanced indaktiemocracies, tend to support using
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foreign aid as a tool of foreign policy at consnhg high levels (Otter 2003). While the
results of the previous experiment suggest the eypetervention did not significantly
affect information processing at an early stagmay gain significance as a conflict
progresses. From this logic, and in line with phevious experiment, | present the
following research hypothesis on the additive d@ftddhe control variable labeled
“investment type”:

Hypothesis 4 Compared to conditions where the type of intetieenconsists of

military force, use of foreign aid will increaseetlevel of support the citizen

gives to continuing with the intervention acrossdieack trends and direction.

But, citizens’ views on intervention policy haveelneshown to vary, both within
and across interventions (Jentleson and Brittor819%hus, policy feedback may not
always hold the same weight in citizens’ decisialtali. As resources have already
been invested into a particular mission, | susfieetype of those resources invested
into a particular mission alters the manner in WwhHeedback is processed during
subsequent stages of an intervention. Since ogigenerally support the provisioning
of foreign aid, | expect the type of resources stgd to alter their domain sensitivity.
When controlling for the trend in feedback, prewanilitary investments will further
embolden those in negative condition to stay thesm and they will propel those in the
positive conditions to accommodate to gains atrapavatively faster rate. From this
logic, and in line with the previous experimenprésent the following interactive
hypothesis (see Figure 8):

Hypothesis 5The effect of feedback on a citizen’s suppordadaditioned by the

type of intervention. Compared to conditions whatervention type is

monetary, citizens will exhibit a greater differeracross feedback conditions
when intervention type is military across feedbtaekds.
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Figure 8: Hypothesized Interactive Effect of Interv  ention Type
and Feedback Direction on Support

M Feedback Negative

.— O Feedback Positive
0 :

Military Intervention Monetary Intervention

Support

In the next section, | describe an experimentigiesd to test the hypotheses
regarding the citizenry’s processing of policy feadk during an intervention where

information is presented as part of a history.

The Experiment

To test the hypotheses regarding citizens’ prefe@dormation during an
intervention where a history of feedback is preseént constructed a hypothetical
international crisis modeled after the situatiorBomalia in the early 19905.The
scenario | presented to participants outlined bla¢hconcerns emanating from the
situation and the initial response of the Uniteat&t. They are then presented with
information about how well the assistance missias &ffected the situation facing the
foreign country, only in this experiment, multigdés of information are presented.

Specifically, participants viewed twelve piecesrdbrmation about the feedback of the

" The scenario was nearly identical to the one mteskto participants in the first experiment, althb
this one placed the hurricane as the catalyshftirmoil as opposed to a drought. Similarly, the
scenario presented to participants contained batalnitarian and security elements. Such instances,
where multiple objectives are pursued during aerirgntion, are quite common (Jervis 1999).
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mission and were asked to reveal their preferréidypmoving forward in the assistance
operation.

Participants One hundred thirty one undergraduate studentsxds A&M
University took part in this experiment. The papants were randomly assigned to one
of eight experimental groups.

Design The structure of the experiment is a 2x2x2 betwgr@ups design (see
Figure 9). The factors are two main explanatonyades: (a) direction of the policy
feedback (negative versus positive); (b) the feekliaend (rapid versus gradual); and a
control variable (c) investment type (whether th& Uprovided military assistance or
monetary assistancelnlike the previous experiment, this one holds tamisthe
strategic importance of the target state (all comals deal with highly important ones).
The dependent variable is preferred sequentiatpéfter one year) of the participant
(decrease, maintain, or increase involvement).

Research Materials and Treatmeihe instructions for the participants specified
in advance the choice they will have to make. 8igadly, they were informed they had
to read a specific scenario concerning a partiatriars abroad, the U.S. intervention
effort, and its effectiveness after each month ¢hercourse of one year, retrospectively.
Then, they were to indicate what policy they worddommend the president should

adopt moving forward. For example:
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Figure 9- Experimental Conditions and Hypotheses: Eperiment 2

Positive Positive Negative Negative
Feedback Feedback Feedback Feedback
Rapid Trend | Gradual Trend| Rapid Trend | Gradual Trend
Military
Investment A B C D
Monetary
Investment E F G H

Hypothesis 1: (C+D+G+H)/4 > (A+B+E+F)/4
Hypothesis 2: (A+C+E+G)/4 < (B+D+F+H)/4

Hypothesis 3: (A+B+C+D)/4 > (E+F+G+H)/4

Hypothesis 4: ((C+G/2)-(A+E/2)) > ((D+H/2)-(B+F/2))

Hypothesis 5: ((C+D/2)-(A+B/2)) > ((G+H/2)-(E+F/2))
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You will be exposed to a fictitious internationailscs that may happen in
the future. The crisis is a consequence of a masairricane that hit a
foreign country. You will be informed of what waar President’s initial
response to that crisis. Then, you will read addél information
concerning how well the initial response has workileti Once you have
finished reviewing the information you will be aski® give your opinion
on what the President should do in response tdekieloping situation.

Please make this decision carefully. You may reypegwvious information in
your booklet at any time during your experimentaphe point where you mark your
choice. While this specific scenario is hypothatisimilar situations are quite common
with respect to U.S. foreign policy. Your thoughtfesponse will help researchers
better understand the complex deliberations coimogintervention operations and the

foundations of public support associated with them.

After you mark your choice and turn the page, ydufimd the post-
study questionnaire. Please answer all questidth®wi referring back to
any other information in the booklet. Once theqjio&naire is complete,
please sit quietly until the investigator collegtair booklet.

Feedback Direction Treatmentwo versions of the feedback direction treatment
were administered. Half of the participants viewederally negative information about
the effectiveness of the assistance effort (coded) awhile the other half viewed
generally positive information (coded as 0). Eatthe negative conditions presented
information suggesting the U.S. efforts were gelheret working to alleviate ills

stemming from the crisis that befell that foreigruntry. Note in line with Gartner’s

(1997) logic, the absolute value in dominant inthicais the same across conditions.
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The only factor that varies (see below) is the neaimm which the situation arrives at
such a figure or trend. Those in the negative tmms viewed the following text:

The following graph explains how the situation indbia has changed
since U.S. involvement.

The graph describes how the situation has beergoigaga VERY
MONTH during the U.S. intervention. It indicatégetchange in the
number of Hitobians whose conditions worsened.
Total # of additional Hitobians homeless in 201208900

The other half in the negative conditions readftilewing text, which included

information concerning the presence of the U.Sitany:

The following graphs explain how the situation inddia has changed
since U.S. involvement.

The graphs describe how the situation has beergoigagE VERY

MONTH during the U.S. intervention. The first ghaindicates the

change in the number of Hitobians whose conditiwossened.

Total # of additional Hitobians homeless in 20120%00

The second graph shows the number of U.S. troafittas during the

operation. These fatalities are a consequenagsafgents of different

clans who wanted to gain control of scarce res@urce

Total # of U.S. troops killed in Hitobia during 2Dtelief mission: 215
The only factor that varies (see below) is the mesinn which the participant

arrives at such a figure or trenBarticipants read the following text:

(a) The following graph explains how the situatiorHitobia has
changed since U.S. involvement.

The graph describes how the situation has beergoigag VERY
MONTH during the U.S. intervention. It indicatéegetchange in the
number of Hitobians whose conditions improved.

Total # of Hitobian victims regaining homes in 20580,000
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(b)The following graphs explain how the situatiarHitobia has changed
since U.S. involvement.

The graphs describe how the situation has beergoiga VERY
MONTH during the U.S. intervention. The first ghajndicates the
change in the number of Hitobians whose conditiormoved.

Total # of Hitobian victims regaining homes in 20580,000

The second graph shows the number of U.S. troajittas during the
operation. These fatalities are a consequenagsafgents of different
clans who wanted to gain control of scarce res@urce

Total # of U.S. troops killed in Hitobia during 2Dtelief mission: 215

Feedback Trend Treatmem addition to the direction, | manipulated thend
in feedback and administered two different versioinhe feedback trend. Half of the
participants viewed feedback suggesting a rapaeofithange in movement in a
particular direction (coded as 1) and half vieweeldback suggesting a gradual rate of
change in movement in a particular direction (code®). The manipulation was
presented using both verbal and graphical repragens. The test for the effects of
trends in feedback, | control for context: gradu@hditions have relatively flat slopes at
the end of the sequence, whereas rapid conditiaves telatively steep ones. In line
with Gartner (1997), the cumulative totals aredhme; onljhowone arrives at those
cumulative totals is different. For example, thpid treatment, given to half of the

participants, appeared as the following (see Fiyaife& 11¥%

18 This trend closely approximates the “curvilineagreasing” condition in Gartner (2008).
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The graph illustrates that during the first 9 maendthe operation, the
impact of U.S. assistance was minimal. Howevevatds the end of
2012, there was a rapid improvement in Hitobia'sditoons.

Figure 10: The Improvement in Hitobia's Domesic Sit  uation 2012

@)

100,000 - W # of Victims Regaining
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Month

The graph illustrates that during the first mordhghe operation, the U.S.
consistently suffered 20 to 25 casualties per mohtbwever, as time
passed, the casualty rate rapidly decreased.

Figure 11: U.S. Troops Killed in Hitobia 2012 (a)
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The gradual treatment given to the other half efgiarticipants appeared as the
following (see Figures 12 & 1%
The graph illustrates that during the first montdhghe operation, the

impact of U.S. assistance was minimal. Howevetinas passed, there
was a gradual improvement in Hitobia’s conditions.

¥ This trend closely approximates the “uniform” caiuh in Gartner (2008).
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Figure 12: The Improvement in Hitobia's Domestic Si  tuation
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The graph illustrates that during the first monthghe operation, the U.S.

consistently suffered nearly 25 casualties per moktowever, as time
passed, the casualty rate gradually decreased.

Figure 13: U.S. Troops Killed in Hitobia 2012 (b)
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Type ofinvestment TreatmenAll participants were exposed to one of two

treatments concerning the type of interventiongyoliHalf viewed information on the

use of the military to assist with the crisis (segd?,500 troops, which | coded as 1),

while the other half view information on the prawising of money ($100 million,

which | coded as 0). For example:

(a)Initially in 2012, the President decided to s@risD0 U.S.
peacekeeping troops to Hitobia in the hopes ofatang the
humanitarian crisis and stabilizing the domestigagion there.
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(b)Initially in 2012, the President decided to sartL00 million foreign
a_id pe_lckage to Hitobia in the hopes of dealing wh#hemergency
Situation.

The Measure of the Dependent Variatarticipants were asked to circle one of
the following policies they most preferred in respe to the developing situation: (a)
decrease involvement; (b) maintain current leveheblvement; (c) increase
involvement. These were then coded as 0, 1, mspectively, for subsequent analyses
and labeled as support.

Manipulation Checksln order to verify that participants were affettey the
experimental treatments, they were asked a sefriggestions. They were prompted to
circle the appropriate response with regards taléweloping situation and whether it:
(a) improved; (b) worsened; (c) don't know. Simlyjathey were directed to circle the
appropriate response with regardéitavthe situation improved or worsened during the
course of the year: (a) gradually; (b) rapidly; don’t know. Participants were also
asked what type of aid the United States providdditobia (military or monetary). The
results of the manipulation checks indicate theriml validity of the factors |

manipulated (see Table 6).

Results

Given that the goal of my analysis is to examimedffects of the treatments on

the average preferred level of involvement, | candu2x2x2 between groups ANOVA
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Table 6- Manipulation Checks for Experiment 2

Table 6a- Effect of the Feedback Treatment on &patint’'s Assessment of the Situation

# of Participants Mean Response***
Negative Feedback Treatment 61 .90
Positive Feedback Treatment 65 .03

Dependent Variable: 1=situation worsening, O=situatmproving
*** Denotes difference of means significant at p&10

Table 6b- Effect of the Feedback Trend TreatmerRanicipant’s Assessment of The
Manner in Which The Situation Progressed

# of Participants Mean Response***
Rapid Feedback Treatment 64 .55
Gradual Feedback Treatment 66 .02

Dependent Variable: 1=Rapidly, 0=Gradually
*** Denotes difference of means significant at p&10

Table 6¢c- Effect of the Investment Type TreatmanParticipant’s Assessment of Type
of Intervention Employed by the U.S.

# of Participants Mean Response***
Military Treatment 70 .94
Monetary Treatment 61 .02

Dependent Variable: 1=Military, 0=Monetary
*** Denotes difference of means significant at p&10
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(see Table 7). As Davison and Sharma (1994) atiéndan and Wilkinson (1993)
suggest, while ANOVA can be useful to perform odial data, interpreting results can
only be done in a “more or less” context. In otiverds, as with the ANOVA results
presented in Chapter IV, | can interpret the effectly in a comparative manner.

While the effect of Feedback Direction is in firedicted direction and
approaches statistical significance, it is stat#ly indistinguishable from zero. While
those in the negative conditions prefer higherlkwé continued involvement than those
in the positive conditions (1.39 versus 1.19),résults do not confirm the relationship
depicted by hypothesis 1. This suggests the manmehnich information is presented to
citizens may impact their preference formation pescand minimize the impact of
frames as outlined by Sequential Decision Theory.

The results support Hypothesis 2, as the mairtieffieit Feedback Trenid
statistically significant and in the predicted diiren [F(1,131)=5.22, p<.05]. The mean
response in the feedback rapid conditions is Wwh#lge it is 1.39 in the gradual feedback
conditions. This suggests that variation in theearation rate of feedback has a
statistically significant effect on preference: wreontrolling for direction and type of
intervention, rapid feedback tends to lead citizets preferring lower levels of
involvement in comparison to gradual feedback,radipted by the combined logic of
the certainty effect and the dominant indicatorrapph.

The results do not lend support to interactivetiateship posited by Hypothesis
3 (Feedback Direction*Feedback Trend). The tremeschot alter the domain sensitivity

of citizens; they appear to use a similar degresdoafiain sensitivity whether they are in
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Table 7- Results of ANOVA on Average Level of Suppbacross Conditions:
Experiment 2

Treatment Comparison of Means

Negative Conditions: 1.39
Feedback Direction Positive Conditions: 1.19
(1.465)

Rapid Conditions: 1.12
Feedback Trend Gradual Conditions: 1.39
(5.22)*

Military Conditions: 1.19
Intervention Type Monetary Conditions: 1.34
(2.10)

Negative/Rapid Conditions: 1.18
Negative/Gradual Conditions: 1.47
Feedback Direction*Feedback Trend Positive/Rapid Conditions:  1.06
Positive/Gradual Conditions: 1.32
(.01)

Negative/Military Conditions: 1.23
Negative/Monetary Conditions: 1.49

Feedback*Intervention Type Positive/Military Conditions: 1.14
Positive/Monetary Conditions: 1.25
(.17)

f-statistic in parentheses. *p<.05

the gradual or rapid conditions. Additionally, Hpesis 4 is not supported by the

results, corroborating the null finding concernthg type of intervention in Chapter IV.
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However, in contrast to the previous experimentalysis, the results do not
lend support to Hypothesis 5, which posited thpetgf investment impacts the
relationship between feedback direction and supf@®dback Direction*Intervention
Type). It appears when considering the trend f@irmation in a sequential foreign
policy episode citizens’ domain sensitivity is ni@pendent upon the type of
intervention. Once again, the preference formatiotitizens during sequential foreign
policy episodes appears to be dependent upon theenan which information is

presented to them.

Discussion

The results of the first experiment support themtenet of SDT, namely, that
the direction of policy generates a frame that ictp#he preference formation process
of citizens. However, SDT assumes that citizergpaesented with information in a
comparative context, where they focus on the domaaf movement in dominant
indicators of performance from one month to thet @@ where certainty regarding the
likely outcome is still relatively low. In this elpter, | relaxed this assumption to test the
main tenet of the dominant indicator approach miggrfeedback trends. The result
suggests when citizens retrospectively view mudtjkeces of feedback, the certainty
effect emerges: a rapid acceleration in indicatovement lowers preferences for
continued involvement.

Interestingly, the interaction between the framangl certainty effect suggested

by prospect is not supported by the analysis. 8\aipid feedback does decrease
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preferences for involvement, those viewing rapitbgative feedback do not exhibit a
heightened propensity for gambling to recover IsesSEhus, citizens act as if they
commit a version of theundamental attribution errorthey attribute failures to
environmental factors and success to their owrviddal efforts (Quattrone 1982).
When feedback moves rapidly in either directiors thcreases the certainty of the cost-
bearing public; and when such information is pesitthey appear to gain certainty the
United States’ has done whah#edso do and when such information is negative,
appear to they gain certainty that the United Stdtas done all itando, not that it

must gamble for the higher prospect.

Conclusion

One of the main tenets of my theory holds theresgsgematic influences on
public preference formation during the various stagf a sequential foreign policy
episode. Previously, | explored the basic impiarat involving the direction of policy
feedback, the importance of the target state, la@diype of intervention with regards to
an intervention policy immediately following a coarfson between two time periods. |
explored these implications in the context whefermation was presented in a
comparative manner, enabling citizens to be infteeiby the direction of feedback.

In this chapter, | relaxed an assumption of SDRrémg the manner in which
information is presented to citizens to enableysiglof the impact of indicator trends
on sequential preferences. Operationally, | @éefithis trend using verbal and graphical

cues occasionally employed by the news media asldipe of recent monthly movement
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in both troop fatalities and improvement in locahditions. As results suggest, the
assumptions researchers make regarding the manngrich information is presented to
citizens matters. When a history of informatiopissented, all else equal, rapid
changes in the movement of monthly indicators efggmance increase support for
withdrawing in comparison to where movement ocguesiually. Interestingly, the
effect of the actual direction of the feedbackuglted in this particular informational
context.

The null result with regards to direction in the®ed experiment has
implications for prospect theory. Specificallyappears that citizens are more risk
acceptant when operating in the domain of losipet® a point As | previously
suggested, negative feedback decreases the praditdithred to a successful outcome of
an intervention. Thus, there appears to be a pilityahreshold, where once the
probably decreases to a low enough point, negége@back no longer makes citizens
risk acceptant. Rapid feedback appears to incithasiekelihood that citizens reach that
probability threshold.

While the second experiment tested an implicaticth@ dominant indicator
approach (Gartner 1997) that arises when relaxiagnformational assumption, several
differences are worth noted between it and Garsn@008) experiments. Gartner’'s
experiments were free flow, as individuals wereedblstop whenever they choose; my
experiment was forced flow, as individuals viewedlepiece of information in an
intervention sequence to ensure they received¢latnient trend. Also, his sole focus

was on casualties, while the feedback treatmerdgdted includes information on
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casualties as well as progress on the ground tadiath directionally consistent.
Additionally, the dependent variable for my anadyisithe sequential preference of
citizens, not whether or not they currently approf/éhe leader or the conflict. As |
argued previously, citizens may disapprove of dde€a job or of the conflict in general,
but, still prefer to heighten involvement if theglieve success is still possible and still
reserve the right to increase approval of the ewexat a later date. Therefore, more
research is needed to distinguish between the itmpdarious indicators of success
and of various questions regarding the conduchohtervention.

The results of the two experiments suggests framifegts, are most important
to citizens when information is presented in a carapve manner (Chapter 1V), while
certainty effects are most important to them wiméarmation is presented as part of a
history (Chapter V). Seemingly, citizens are k& prefer continuation during
subsequent stages of an intervention despite nedgatdback as long as uncertainty
regarding the likely policy outcome is high; if tanty is high, however, they
comparatively prefer less involvement. This isime with work in social psychology
and organizational behavior, which suggests impodaterminants of persistence to a
course of action is whether future investmentkslii to be efficacious and the severity
of the feedback itself (Brockner and Rubin 197%wsand Ross 1989).

This highlights the importance of the assumpti@geagchers make regarding
how information is presented to citizens. Whissume the citizens and executives are

impacted by frames generated by the direction bEypéeedback, and thus, view
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information as part of a comparison, examining gn&fice formation under a different
assumption has provided additional insights.

Scholars may question the external validity of myults. While political
scientists in general (Kinder and Pulfrey 1993) arternational relations scholars in
particular (see McDermott, 2002a, b) acknowledgeiniternal validity of
experimentation as means of testing hypothesestelebntinues regarding the
method’s external validity. As questions have beesed concerning the validity of
using students as participants in experimentakrese | have three responses to such
criticisms. Firstly, experiments are designed nyaio test hypotheses that were
deduced from a given theory. In this respecthbaibe sentiment expressed by Mook
(1983), who suggests the results of a given exmarirsimply support the logic of the
theory, given that the experiment is an approprpeesentation of the theory.
Secondly, Gartner (2008) employed undergraduatenatidnal samples in his
experimental research on the preference formati@itinens during interventions and
the results appear to be robust across sampled.ndmmain goal as previously stated
was to test several implications of my theory regag citizens. Thus, while these
generally supportive results are tentative, | enage future research to test the
robustness of the relationships uncovered by expgrtle sample.

In the following chapter, | address SDT's implicais regarding executive
decision-making and analyze historical data in otdéest hypotheses on executives’

sequential intervention decisions.
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CHAPTER VI
EXECUTIVE APPROVAL, POLICY FEEDBACK, AND DECISION-M AKING

DURING MILITARY INTERVENTIONS

The results of the experimental analysis descnb&hapter IV suggest citizens
are affected by frames in forming their sequeritegign policy preferences.
Specifically, the results support a main tenetdf Snegative feedback places citizens
in the domain of losses and entices them to pratee action, while positive feedback
places them in the domain of gains and entices togmefer less action. Despite the
assumption standing up to empirical scrutiny, pezegarding executives’ sequential
decisions during an intervention remain. How daaslic opinion impact executives’
use of feedback in making sequential decisions@detwhat conditions will public
opinion matter for executive decision making duramgintervention? While a
consensus exists in the literature suggesting pwipiinion does influence executive
foreign policy making generally, a more detaileddtetical and empirical examination
of this link is necessary, especially with regasilitary interventions.

Given the results of the experimental analyses;iwuggest citizens have a
heightened sensitivity to information on militanterventions, | focus on executive
decisions over the use of force. Specifically, ildbérom the recent literature on military
interventions, which emphasizes decision makingdarce has already been deployed
(see Meernik and Brown 2007). While the bulk & literature on military

interventions and on the use of force focus almgslusively on the initial decision to
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use force (De Rouen 1995; Morgan and Bickers 188%,0m and Job 1986; Sobel
2001), it provides useful insights for understagdiow executives make sequential
decisions.

In this chapter, | draw upon previous work on peiblpinion and the use of
military force, summarize my theory of sequentiatidion making and present it in the
context of executive decision-making during miltamterventions, and derive specific
hypotheses from the theory that emphasize thesictien between citizens and their
executives in the crafting of sequential foreigtiqgyodecisions.

| then test the hypotheses using a dataset ofttucr military interventions by
France, the United Kingdom, and the United Stata® f1960-2000. The evidence
suggests, in line with Sequential Decision Thesgguential decision-making during
military interventions is a complex process: pulpproval conditions the effect that
feedback has on involvement. Executives appele @ffected by the conditional
framing effect of public approval. Generally, wharpport for executives is low, they
tend to take more risks in an effort to avoid suifig domestic political audience costs.
When they are more secure in office, or when tha@nport is at higher levels, they tend
to listen to what the feedback is suggesting atlmueffectiveness of the policy and take

fewer risks.

Public Opinion and Decisions on the Use of MilitaryForce
Overall, scholars assume that a leader’'s mainigoahintaining power.

Therefore, under certain conditions, democraticettees must be attentive to public
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preferences (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2003). A/ung theme of research on the
connection between public opinion and foreign poigcthat public opinion must be
activated in order to potentially influence foreigolicy, and that activation entails
significant media attention (Powlick and Katz 1988)Given uses of military power
tend to receive more media coverage, scholars inas@vered various instances where
public opinion has influenced the executive ustoafe, although they have made
interesting arguments without attempts at largéesesting with regards to military
interventions (Baum 2004b; Foyle 2004; McKeown 2008owever, scholarship that
has examined the relationship between public opiamd the use of force on a large
scale has produced several debates concerningldt®nship between public opinion
and executive use of force.

For example, research on the “rally effect” examgrwhether executives enjoy a
boost in support when they employ military forcecatul has produced mixed results.
While Lian and Oneal (1993) argue on average thptaval does not change following
the use of force, other research finds signifigaptsitive effects. Several scholars
suggest approval increases when executives emptog internationally (Brody 1991;
Jordan and Page 1992; Mueller 1973). Oneal, laad,Joyner (1996), additionally,
suggest executives enjoy increased approval whenrédspond with force following
foreign aggression, while Lai and Reiter (2005)spre¢ evidence suggesting rallies occur

when there is an intense and direct threat to dtiemal interest.

2 However, see Baum (2003)



117

As research has produced mixed results regartisgieinner in which citizens
respond to uses of force, not surprisingly, researcdiversionary behavior of
executives, which relies on the existence of thig edfect, has also produced mixed
results regarding the manner in which executivepard to changes in their domestic
circumstances. Some scholars have found that Ipuldic approval rates of the
executive increase their propensity to use fortarmationally (DeRouen 1995; Foster
and Palmer 2006). As McDermott (1992) and Smifi9@) theorize, when domestically
vulnerable, executives take risks in the hopesotdtbring reelection chances.
Interestingly, however, additional research suggeséecutives are more likely to use
force when public approval is high, as it givesnthmore maneuverability (James and
Oneal 1991; Ostrom and Job 1986).

How can these insights be useful in understantiagonditions under which
public opinion influences foreign policy decisianfsexecutivesafter military force has
been deployed? A potentially fruitful line of r@seh to extract insights from is the
literature on foreign policy feedback. As the dssion below suggests, not only must
executives who wish to maintain power attend tolipudpinion, but also to the

effectiveness of their chosen policies.

Feedback during Conflict Episodes
As Billings and Hermann (1998) note, after a fongoglicy decision such as an
intervention is made and implemented, leaders veaaformation on the consequences

of their initial policy choice and evaluate thatamnmation before reconsidering the
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problem and making a follow on choice. In otherd# while the implementation of an
intervention policy is an important stage, execegimake a series of decisions during
the course of an intervention and use informattemsning from the intervention to help
make those decisions.

What characterizes the information executives kecand how does that
information affect their sequential decisions? nglaev (2003) constructs a formal
model of simultaneous bargaining and fighting, wihsaggest learning occurs when
information is revealed by manipulable negotiatb@havior and nonmanipulable
battlefield outcomes. This suggests that durimgctburse of military conflicts,
especially interventions consisting of the unilatelecisions to use force and
withdrawal, executives learn about the effectiver@sheir policies via feedback from
the battlefield. The focus on the effects of infiation acquirediuring fighting on
sequential decisions regarding the use of forceshagked a number of studies, all of
which find that such information, such as the ditlss of the initiator, alters the
decision calculi of leaders (Powell 2004; Ramse§x2(lantchev 2004).

While this literature has largely been preoccupigti the relationship between
battlefield information and decisions to terminhgestilities between two states, this
logic can be extended to the realm of military imémtions, where an intervening state
unilaterally decides to continue to use force @seehostilities. As Gartner (1997)
suggests in his analysis of the strategic assesssherganizations during wars,
decision-makers continually evaluate performanackalter behavior based on that

performance to maximize the likelihood a missiofi be accomplished. Gartner’s
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analysis highlights that the performance of a paldir strategy and its likely outcome
are revealed through changes in the rate of movemédominant indicators,” which
are measures of complex information. They caninfstiance, include a focus on one
indicator, such as body counts during a war, oo\aerall assessment of several
dominant indicators at once that signal success/éaof a policy (Gartner 1993; Gartner
1997; Gartner and Myers 1995). Garter (1997) adiniat rapid and sudden changes in
the rate of movement in dominant indicators spatlicp changes, as they provide a
clearer signal to decision-makers regarding thecéiffeness of their policies.

Military interventions are commitments by execusiveénterestingly, literature
on sequential decisions regarding commitment leteelsvestments suggests the exact
opposite of the strategic assessment literatudévigtuals tend to become locked in to an
existing course of action and respond to negatedlback by increasing resources
invested to a previous project even though it idesr whether increasing commitment
will lead to the attainment of objectives (Brockd®92; Dietz-Uhler 1996; Ross and
Staw 1991; Staw 2002; Staw and Ross 1989). Thaditerature on sequential
decision-making has produced contradictory argumesgarding the manner in which
executives update commitment levels in respongelioy feedback.

Below, | account for these discrepancies by sugug#tat executives respond to
feedback differently depending on their domestigagions. Overall, the literature on
public opinion and the use of military force andders’ decisions during the course of a
conflict suggest that power-seeking executivesrdheenced by public opinion in

deciding on the use of force, but, when making satjal decisions, also take into
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account the information stemming from the battlefieHowever, the conditions under
which public opinion influences the processing attlefield information remain unclear.
In the next section, | draw on these argumentsesgnting my theory on sequential
decisions specifically with regards to militaryententions and highlight the conditions
under which executives increase and decrease comemiiin response to negative

feedback.

Sequential Decision Theory

| build from several assumptions in the literatdiscussed above in applying
Sequential Decision Theory to military intervensonTo begin, the main goal of
executives is to maintain political power, and tithey make foreign policy with an eye
on what citizens generally prefer (Bueno de Mesgeital. 2003). When processing
information concerning an intervention, executiges impacted by how the situation is
framed (McDermott 1992). As the primary goal oéeutives is maintaining power, |
assume their levels of public approval act as mé&ahen they are deciding on
sequential policies. Executives are willing todalsks in order to obtain the higher raw
utility when in the domain of losses; when in tleedhin of gains, they tend to take
fewer risks (Kahneman and Tversky 1979). Thugpket executives to be more willing
to employ higher levels of involvement during atemention when faced with low
levels of domestic approval.

Additionally, | assume executives are investors g attend to information

stemming from the intervention regarding the effextess of an intervention policy
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(Nincic and Nincic 1995). Specifically, when magisequential decisions regarding a
policy, | assume executives use information conogrthe consequences of the policy
choice (Billings and Hermann 1998). The informatexecutives view consists of
movement within dominant indicators of interventiffectiveness (Gartner 1997). |
assume thdirection of movement is most important to executives indating the
likelihood of policy success. While conventional wisdom suggests information
signaling policy failure (e.g. more casualties,iiddal territory lost) will entice leaders
to retract the original policy and switch to anathreorder to achieve goals, SDT
suggests executives are likely to suffer audiestscafter withdrawing in the face of a
failing policy. Thus, | expect negative feedbaglentice executives to increase their
investment in the original intervention policy Imeir attempts to avoid suffering
audience costs.

However, not all potential intervention failureg areated equally. Some
executives may be better able to absorb the cbst$ailed mission. As Smith (1996)
suggests, when governments are assured of reeletttey make unbiased decisions
considering only international factors, but whemeve' evaluation of foreign policy
outcomes could potentially affect election resthtn governments are willing to take
more risks. In other words, public approval frarmasexecutive’s decision context and
conditions how they process battlefield informat{dfcDermott 1992). This insight in

light of the logic that intervention losses hurhdratic leaders suggests then when

L While Gartner’s (1997) framework emphasizes the o change in indicator movement, my theory
emphasizes the direction in indicator movementdmgxecutive sequential-decision making. By
focusing on direction, | attempt to make my theapyplicable to a wider range of intervention caass,
requirements on the duration of an interventionralaxed.
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things are going badly with a confliahd domestic conditions are poor, leaders will take
risks and “gamble for resurrection”(Downs and RotRk84).

But why are executives’ political fates so closdyl to intervention outcomes?
Could executives simply cut losses in the face failang mission and low domestic
support and still maintain power? The main medrarat play is audience costs:
backing down in the face of trouble would almostl ke fate of politically vulnerable
executives, as they would suffer audience costfafting to deliver public goods
(Bueno de Mesquita et. al 2003; Fearon 1994; Szl2@01). Under conditions of a
failing policy, executives cannot merely withdraiwey must at least maintain high
levels of involvement even if policy success iskelly (such as President Nixon with
regards to the U.S. intervention in Vietnam). Titervention may be going poorly and
decreasing an executive’s level of public approlat,by maintaining high levels of
involvement, the executive signals to the citizethiagt defeat has not been conceded.
Ultimately, the executive hopes that maintainifggh level of involvement will help
them avoid suffering audience costs and ultimatalgintain political power, not
necessarily achieve intervention objectives.

Thus, my theory suggests executives are influebgezdconditional domestic
frame in making updating decisions during the cewfsan intervention. Politically
vulnerable executives have incentives to escatatied face of a failed policy and signal
they are going for the higher raw utility (achieyimtervention goals in their entirety)

instead of scaling back the effort and signalireythre settling for the lower raw utility
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(achieving partial intervention goafs).When relatively politically secure, however,
executives are freer to make unbiased decision$cmod on what the information
stemming from the battlefield is signaling. My éing suggests when executives are
more secure and enjoy high levels of domestic supihey are able to deescalate in the
face of an ineffective intervention policy. Sirtbeir domestic support is relatively high,
their perceived level of competency in other afeaslelivering public goods
compensates for backing down, and “gambling founmestion” will not be rendered
necessary. Thus, | present the following resehyplotheses:

Hypothesis Approval mediates the effect feedback has onesyent actions: as

feedback becomes more negative at lower levelpmioaal, actions increase but

as feedback becomes more negative at higher lefalgproval, actions

decrease.
Research Design

To test the research hypotheses, | analyze a saset on all major military
interventions initiated by France, the United Kiogd and the United States between
1960 and 2000. They cases are extracted from thanyl Intervention by Powerful
States (MIPS) dataset (Sullivan and Koch 2009)niktary intervention is defined as “a
use of armed force involving the official deploynehat least 500 regular military
personnel (ground, air, or naval) to attain immtdiarm political objectives through
action against a foreign adversary (Sullivan andiK®009).” The MIPS data consists

of interventions against both state and non-stwersaries by France, the United

2 Although executives may switch strategies for gdorce, | assume a generic strategy of “military
intervention” once an intervention has been irgtilat As long as soldiers remain, | am interestetien
varying levels of commitment to the generic stratefy“military intervention.”
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Kingdom, the United States, Russia/USSR, and Chiitam the complete list of MIPS
cases, | analyze interventions undertaken by tleetimajor powers that are
democracies. The unit of analysis is the militemgrvention monti?

Because | am interested in sequential decislangag a military intervention,
the dependent variable of interest, Major Poweplvement, captures the level of
involvement of a major power during an interventinanth. The values of this variable
consist of the average level of hostility of acBdaken by a major power that are
directed against the target in a given month. Eiglalues indicate a major power acts
more aggressively towards the target. Data argeatefrom the World Event
Interaction Survey (WEIS), Kansas Event Data SygteEDS), and Conflict and Peace
Databank (COPDAB) datasets, which record the flbaotion and response between
actors using major newspapers from around the vforld

My two primary independent variables of interegitaee the policy feedback
from the intervention and public approval of theextive. The WEIS, KEDS, and
COPDAB datasets also contain information regardictgons taken by a target towards

the intervening state. Using these datasets isah®e manner described above, | create

% Sequential Decision Theory assumes that feedbaek dot come to play a role in leaders’ decisions
until the third month, when they can actually assasvement in dominant indicators (change from the
first month to the second month). Thus, the mottethis paper are estimated on thirty-four cases
because | drop those which do not reach the thadtim since there is no possibility for an assessoe
how things have changed from time period one te f@riod two to impact leaders’ decisions in time
period three. There are 16 US, 11 UK, and 7 Framenventions that last at least three monthse Se
Appendix, Table 1, for case listing.

2 While KEDS and WEIS data use the same scale, aviéints being scored from 11 at the low end of
conflictual behavior and 223 at the high end, tiidPOAB data scores events from 1-14. In order dael
the data on a meaningful scale, | recoded thestathat the range is from —50 at the low end of
conflictual behavior (cooperative) and 50 at ttghreénd of monthly average actions (force). For
example, an average of 12 or higher on the COPDgsiiesand 221 or higher on the WEIS/KEDS scale
are recoded as 50. The scale continually decress#sin average of 1 on the COPDAB and 13 or lowe
on the WEIS/KEDS are recoded as —50.
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a variable labeled Target Action Trajectory by satting the second lag (two months
prior) of a target’s average level of hostilitydmdhe first lag of a target’s average level
of hostility (one month prior), and re-scale itdgding 90 to the difference for
interpretation purposés. Higher values indicate increasing hostility oa trart of the
target, or, more negative feedback.

In order to capture citizens’ influence on execegivassessments of feedback, |
use executive approval ratings from Gallup datdX@. presidents taken from the
Roper Center, TNS Sofres and Anderson (1995) fenér presidents, and British
Political Facts (Butler and Butler 2000) and Galtlgta from the Roper Center for
British prime ministers. | lag these ratings onenth and label the variable Executive
Approval Lag. The lag of this variable is usedarder to capture the effects of
executive approval on the sequential decisionsrdegginvolvement in the following
month, as SDT suggests an executive’s domesticefianm place prior to receiving
information on an intervention’s progression. Albecause | am interested in how the
approval rating of executives conditions the eff#fdieedback on involvement, | interact
Target Action Trajectory with Executive Approvald 8abeled Target Action
Trajectory*Executive Approval Lag).

| include a number of controls in the model. Toamt for previous events in
the intervention that may impact sequential deossid include Major Power

Involvement Lag, which indicates the major powgngvious level of hostility towards

% This re-scaling is done to increase ease of inééafion of the multiplicative interaction termtime
model. Importantly, especially for the purposeshefinteraction between publics and executives, th
events data are coded based on coverage in majspapers, outlets perceived widely by democratic
publics.
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the target. Higher levels of previous hostilitypsld lead to higher levels of current
hostility. Also, I include Count, which is a measwf the number of months a state has
been involved in the military intervention at timeAlong the lines of sunk costs
arguments, the longer a state remains entrenchexd imtervention and the more
resources it has invested in the mission, the itfleecurrent level of involvement
(Fearon 1994).

Additionally, sequential decisions during militanterventions may vary with
the major power’s war aims, as the issues at stake been shown to affect public
preferences (Bennett and Stam 1996; Jentleson I888gson and Britton 1998). The
MIPS dataset codes the aims of the major powersvéwether they consist primarily of
Foreign Policy Restraint (Foreign Policy Restré@ijective), Humanitarian
Intervention (Humanitarian Objective), or, the campon category, Internal Policy
Change (Internal Policy Change Objective). | exgaecutives to maintain higher
levels of subsequent involvement when initial inwent is at its highest, or, when the
PPO consists of internal policy change, as thisahje requires more resources and
effort to achieve. While research suggests sugposgntering such interventions tends
to be relatively lower (Jentleson and Britton 19@8)ce a decision has been made, |
expect the costs of early exit to influence exe®utiecisions to maintain involvement in

such mission&®

% | acknowledge executives select themselves innientions and the selection process may impact
subsequent decisions. By including the policy otiye sought, | aim to control for the effects &t
initial decision process on updating decisions.
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| also include several controls that further acedanthe domestic political
climate of the major powers. Right Executive dichotomous variable measuring the
partisan orientation of executives at time t. dedhis variable as 1 when the President
of the U.S. is Republican, the Prime Minister ¢ thnited Kingdom is from the
Conservative Party, and the President of Franaemember of the Gaullist Party or one
of its successors. Previous research suggestegafthe left are less hawkish than
more right oriented parties (Koch 2009; Palmer,dam and Regan 2004).

Additionally, I include a control for whether thagisanship of the government
making a sequential decision at time t is diffeffeoin the one that made the initial
intervention decision and label it Government Cleangs executives may find it easier
to scale back a conflict if they are of a differpatty than the initiating party, as
audience costs will not apply to them, a switchnfreame government to different
government should decrease subsequent levelsa¥ement. And, since elections
have been shown to influence the conflict propgredfileaders, | also account for the
time in months a leader has until the next mandelection by including a variable
labeled Electoral Clock. With all else equal, pegt leaders to authorize higher levels
of involvement in their ongoing interventions asations near to avoid suffering
domestic political audience costs immediately priothese events (Fearon 1994;
Schultz 2001; Smith 1998).

| also include two dummy variables that indicateethler the United Kingdom or
France is the intervening state (United Statelsascomparison category). These

variables help control for the possibility that theee democracies have different
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baseline risk propensities during the subsequerd pieriods of an intervention episode.
To account for the non-independence of units,iivege the model clustering on the

intervention case. For descriptive statistics, &aiae 8.

Results

| estimate a random-effects generalized least sgU&LS) regression while
clustering on the intervention case to examine femgback and approval affect
executives’ sequential decisions during militaementions. Given the continuous
nature of the dependent variable and the factthigatiata include variables taken from
across space and time, GLS is an appropriate dgiimtachnique. Table 9 presents
results from random-effects generalized least u@BLS) regression analysis. Results
of Fisher’s Test for stationarity among unbalanpadels indicate the series are
stationary. Additionally, results of a Hausmart tedicate a random effects model is
appropriate.

The coefficient on Executive Approval Lag suggestscutives involve
themselves more in an intervention at higher legéfsrevious approval. However,
because of the presence of the interaction ternpadisitive sign on the coefficient
suggests that when Target Action Trajectory is zgrat the highest level of positive
feedback, an increase in lagged approval leads tocaease in involvement. The
coefficient on Target Action Trajectory is positigad significant, suggesting that an

increase in target hostility has a significant erdireg effect on major power



Variable
Major Power
Involvement
Target Action
Trajectory
Executive
Approval Lag
Major Power
Involvement Lag
Count
Foreign Policy
Restraint Objective
Humanitarian
Objective
Internal Policy
Change Objective
Right Executive
Government Change
Electoral Clock
United Kingdom
France
United States
Multiple Intervention
Ground Troops
Coalition
Target Hostility Level
Target Hostility Level
Lag

Table 8- Descriptive Statistics

Observations
690

690

690

690

690
690

690

690

690
690
690
690
690
690
690
690
690
690
690

Mean
6.902

90.130

53.501

6.9856

31.488
.200

.226

514

443
.330
29.740
.249
178
572
.510
.589
511
5.623
6.130

Std. Dev.
23.075

18.091

9.874

22.938

30.315
.400

418

.500

497
470
18.581
432
.383
495
.500
492
.500
18.325
18.245

129

Min
-50

0

31

-50

Max
50

180

83

50

132
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Table 9- GLS Model 1: Sequential Decisions over Imlvement during Major Power
Interventions 1960-2000

Independent Variable Model 1
Target Action Trajectory 496**
(2.71)
Executive Approval Lag .740*
(2.39)
Target Action Trajectory*Executive -.009**
Approval Lag (2.71)
Major Power Involvement Lag 3447
(9.31)
Count 247FF*
(7.16)
Foreign Policy Restraint Objective -0.446***
(4.81)
Humanitarian Objective -11.928***
(4.88)
Right Executive -.129
(.08)
Government Change -1.984
(.82)
Electoral Clock .068
(1.66)
United Kingdom -.396
(.22)
France -0.820***
(4.34)
Constant -38.199*
(2.21)
N/Overall R-sq 690/.466
Wald chi2(12) 590.89***

Z statistics in parentheses.

*k n< 001, **p<.01%p<.05
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involvement. However, this has very little meansudpstantively, as the result only
applies to when Executive Approval Lag has a valugero.

The coefficient on Executive Approval Lag suggestscutives involve
themselves more in an intervention at higher legéfsrevious approval. However,
because of the presence of the interaction terpdisitive sign on the coefficient
suggests that when Target Action Trajectory is nerat the highest level of positive
feedback, an increase in lagged approval leads tocaease in involvement. The
coefficient on Target Action Trajectory is positigad significant, suggesting that an
increase in target hostility has a significant erdirag effect on major power
involvement. However, this has very little meansudpstantively, as the result only
applies to when Executive Approval Lag has a valugero.

However, since the coefficient on the interactiemmt Target Action
Trajectory*Executive Approval Lag is negative, teigygests the enhancing effect of
negative feedback on major power involvement desliais lagged executive approval
increases. Thus, as hypothesized, the resultestutee effect of feedback on major
power involvement is conditioned by previous levadlexecutive approval. To tease
out the impact of feedback on involvement when éabgxecutive approval is greater
than zero, | graphically illustrate how the margjiethect of feedback changes across the
range of executives’ lagged approval ratings inuFegL4.

As Figurel4 illustrates, the marginal effect of aidge feedback on major power

involvement is positive and significant until lagigexecutive approval reaches 45%,



132

Figure 14- Interactive Effect of Target Action Trajectory and Executive Approval
on the Level of Major Power Involvement during Military Interventions 1960-2000

~——

Change in Major Power Involvement
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where it becomes statistically indistinguishabterirzero. While it remains positive, the
enhancing effect of negative feedback on major pomalvement steadily decreases as
lagged executive approval increases. Initiallg, targinal effect is .50 units of
increased major power involvement at the extremetdevels of lagged approval, but
this effect is .10 units as lagged approval readdés. In approximately 23% of the

observations, executives have a lagged approvahb&b%.
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Interestingly, the marginal effect of negative feack once again becomes
statistically significant bubtegativeonce lagged approval reaches 67%. As the graph
suggests, the dampening effect of negative feedatitiese higher levels of lagged
approval steadily increases as lagged approvaases. Initially this marginal effect is
.12 units of decreased major power involvementthsteffect is .24 units as lagged
approval reaches 81%. In approximately 11% ofblbservations executives have a
lagged approval at 67% or above. Thus, approyaas to condition how executives
process feedback when making sequential decisiomsgdan intervention. Executives
appear to take more action at lower levels of aygdr@nd appear to take less action at
higher levels of approval when facing an incredsgihgstile target.

| also plot the interaction differently to examitte marginal effect of executive
approval lag on major power involvement acrossliewéfeedback. Graphing the
interaction in this manner also supports the thexaidogic. As Figurels5 illustrates, the
marginal effect of lagged executive approval onanppwer involvement is positive
and significant until negative feedback (increastarget hostility) reaches 43, where it
becomes statistically indistinguishable from zeVghile it remains positive, the
enhancing effect of lagged executive approval ojonower involvement steadily
decreases as feedback becomes more negativallynitie marginal effect is .74 units
of increased major power involvement at the extremer levels of negative feedback,
but this effect is .35 units as targets increae# tiostility level by 42. In approximately

2% of the observations, targets increase theiilltp$¢vel by 42 or less.
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Figure 15- Interactive Effect of Executive Approvaland Target Action Trajectory
on the Level of Major Power Involvement during Military Interventions 1960-2000
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Interestingly, the marginal effect of lagged exeaiapproval once again

becomes statistically significant bnggativeonce negative feedback reaches 99. As the

graph suggests, the dampening effect of laggeduéixecapproval at these higher levels

of negative feedback steadily increases as feedib@mkmes more negative. Initially

this marginal effect is .16 units of decreased magaver involvement, but this effect is

.89 units as targets increase their hostility ldell80 units. In approximately 22% of
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the observations targets increase their hostawell by 99 or more. Thus, feedback
appears to condition the effect of approval on imement. Executives appear to take
moreaction when facing rather docile targets, and aptmetake less action when facing
increasingly hostile targets as approval increases.

As for the control variables, Major Power Involvarheag is statistically
significant and positive as expected, suggestiaghigher levels of previous major
power involvement subsequently lead to higher Ewélcontinued major power
involvement. Additionally, the coefficient on Cdus statistically significant and
positive as expected by the logic of sunk costggssting that longer periods of
involvement by major powers lead to higher levédlsubsequent involvement. As for
the variables controlling for the aims of the mgjowers, Foreign Policy Restraint
Objective and Humanitarian Objective are both niggaind statistically significant (as
well as substantively significant from a relatitarglpoint). In comparison with
missions involving the objective of internal paldl change, subsequent levels of
involvement in missions involving goals of foreigalicy restraint and humanitarian
objectives are roughly 9 and 11 points lower onhbstility scale respectively.

Interestingly, France is statistically significamd negative suggesting that
French executives have a proclivity towards lovesels of involvement during the
course of an intervention compared with Americaeceives. The effect is
substantively significant as well and suggests Elrexxecutives have lower levels of
subsequent involvement by nearly 10 points on @eena comparison with American

and British executives. As for the other domefstators, Electoral Clock, Right
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Executiveand Government Change are statistically indistisigaiole from zero,
suggesting citizens’ approval level of the exeatsrthe main domestic factor that

conditions an executive’s decision process.

Robustness Checks

Major powers may conduct multiple interventionsigiven month, intervene as
part of a coalition, and, may also hold varyingelewof resolve towards the attainment of
a particular goal. These considerations highlggtential biases to the empirical results
obtained in Model 1. To guard against potentiasbntroduced by those instances
where a major power is involved in multiple intemtiens in a given month, | create a
dummy variable to indicate whether the major powenvolved in two or more
interventions in a given monff. | label this Multiple Interventions, and run tmadel
with the variable to account for the potential ugfhce of having multiple investments at
a given time period on an executive’s updating slens. Additionally, take the variable
Coalition from the MIPS dataset to control for taasses where an executive sends
forces as part of a multinational force, which nadtgr the decision calculus regarding
sequential decisions as evidence suggests citaensore supportive of multilateral
interventions (see Gaubatz 1998)Iso, | take the variable Ground Troofpem the
MIPS dataset to control for those cases where aoutixe sends troops for ground

combat, which may indicate a higher level of resolv

%" The majority of multiple intervention months castsif only two interventions by a major power.
Exceptions include four ongoing interventions by thK. from December of 1963 to March of 1964, and
three ongoing interventions by the U.S. at sevaoaits during the 1990s.
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As Table 10, Model 2 depicts, the results of Mdbabpear to be robust. The
coefficients on the variables of interest remaatistically significant and in the
predicted direction, while the interactive relasbip between approval and feedback
mirrors that of Model 1. This suggests that exe@gtiare able to isolate the anticipated
domestic consequences of their actions acroswverteon episodes even if involved in
multiple interventions simultaneously, multilatenalerventions, or interventions
involving ground troops. Interestingly, howevenhil& the coefficients on Multiple
InterventionsandGroups Troopsire statistically insignificant, the coefficient on
Coalition is positive and statistically as wellsagstantively significant. This suggests
that executives maintain higher levels of committiemmilitary interventions that are
multilateral in nature. The result supports pregiarguments that suggest democratic
publics tend to offer more support to sending tsoaproad when they are apart of a
multinational force.

Additionally, there is an extreme outlier in thergde with respect to number of
troops committed: the U.S. intervention in VietnaAs an additional robustness check,
therefore, | drop those observations covering tt# thtervention in Vietham. This is
done to check whether this particular interventighich consists of over 500,000 troops
(nearly thirty times the median troop level), iaging the results. As Model 3 in Table
11 indicates, the results of Model 1 appear todbieer robust regardless of the sample,
as the coefficients on the variables of interestai@ statistically significant and in the

predicted direction.
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Table 10-GLS Model 2: Accounting for the Effects oMultiple Ongoing
Interventions, Multilateral Interventions, and Grou nd Troops

Independent Variable

Model 2

Target Action Trajectory
Executive Approval Lag
Target Action Trajectory*Executive

Approval Lag
Major Power Involvement Lag
Count
Foreign Policy Restraint Objective
Humanitarian Objective
Right Executive
Government Change
Electoral Clock
United Kingdom
France
Multiple Interventions
Coalition

Ground Troops

Constant

508
(2.80)
.803**
(2.56)

-.009**
(2.78)
316%
(8.47)
223%*
(6.39)
-9.397++
(3.95)

-12.118%+
(4.73)
1.403
(.87)

-1.554
(.62)
.065

(1.56)

2.745
(.99)

-7.591 %+

(2.80)

-.242
(.15)
6.473%*
(2.90)
2.417

(1.24)

-47.282**

(2.74)

N/Overall R-sq

Wald chi2(12)

690/.477

615.68***

Z statistics in parentheses.

*k n< 001, *p<.01%p<.05
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Table 11- GLS Model 3: Excluding the U.S. Interveribn in Vietham

Independent Variable Model 3
Target Action Trajectory 521*
(2.12)
Executive Approval Lag .780
(1.82)
Target Action Trajectory*Executive -.009*
Approval Lag (1.96)
Major Power Involvement Lag .184***
(4.29)
Count .052
(1.09)
Foreign Policy Restraint Objective -5.68**
(2.76)
Humanitarian Objective -4 .59**
(1.67)
Right Executive .100
(.05)
Government Change -.691
(.25)
Electoral Clock .037
(.85)
United Kingdom 1.21
(.63)
France -6.89**
(2.97)
Constant -43.276*
(1.94)
N/Overall R-sq 562/.090
Wald chi2(12) 52.93***

Z statistics in parentheses. *** p<.001, **p<.0I*p<.05
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Strategic Implications

Targets may anticipate the reaction of major powdfrtargets act strategically,
they will increase their hostility when lagged extee approval increases, as the results
of the previous analyses suggest this is when npajaers are most likely to deescalate.
To account for the strategic implications of theid®n process, | perform an auxiliary
analysis using the target’s actions as a functidagged executive approval and a series
of control variables that may plausibly influeneeget behavior. See Table 12, Model 4
for results of the auxiliary analysis.

The results of Model 4 suggest that targets daespond systematically to
increases in lagged executive approval, as thdiciesit on Executive Approval Lag is
statistically insignificant. Major Power InvolvemteLag and Target Hostility Level Lag
are both statistically significant and positiveggeasting that targets increase their
hostility in response to higher levels of previtwstility by both parties. Interestingly,
targets appear to increase their hostility tow#nésntervener when facing a Coalition
and an intervener with Multiple Interventions. 3kuggests that targets act as though
putting pressure on multilateral forces and inteere who are involved in other
interventions will further their objectives. Adidibally, targets appear to put less
pressure on interveners when they pursue a FoRatoy Restraint Objective or a
Humanitarian Objective, as the coefficients suggédsn internal change is sought
targets tend to increase hostility. The only othatable to reach statistical significance
is United Kingdom, which is positive and signifitasuggesting that targets tend to

increase involvement more when facing a British pared to an American intervention.
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Table 12- GLS Model 4: Auxiliary Analysis on Strategic Behavior of Target

Independent Variable

Model 4

Major Power Involvement Lag
Executive Approval Lag
Target Hostility Level Lag
Ground Troops
Multiple Intervention
Coalition
Foreign Policy Restraint Objective
Humanitarian Objective
France
United Kingdom

Constant

118w
(3.61)
-.053
(.80)
313w
(8.27)
1.132
(:59)
3.953*
(2.54)
5.879%
(2.71)
-5.056*
(2.11)
-4.125*
(1.96)
2.506
(.96)
6.370*
(2.35)
-.837
(.18)

N/Overall R-sq

Wald chi2(12)

690/.334

201.15***

Z statistics in parentheses. *** p<.001, *p<.01*p<.05

Thus, while evidence suggests targets act stratibgithe role of domestic

audiences of the intervener in the strategic po&sains unclear.
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Discussion

These results appear robust and support the tiesdreigic of a conditional
framing effect influencing executives’ decisiongidg the course of an intervention, as
their domestic situations appear to condition tpeicessing of battlefield information.
When their approval is low (44% or below) execusiaet as if they are in the domain of
losses domestically: they take more risks and asmenvolvement more at these lower
levels of approval when targets take more hostit®mas. This behavior is in line with
arguments on the escalation of commitment. As Sjgests, executives attempt to
secure power as they anticipate losing office rhating a defeat to their domestic
audience under these circumstances.

However, when approval is higher (67% or abovegcakives appear to focus
more on the feedback from the intervention: undesé conditions, they are in the
domain of gains domestically and tendlecreasenvolvement when faced with
increasingly hostile actions by targets at thegédri levels of approval. They take less
risky actions here because their approval ratinghigher, as is their likelihood of
maintaining power, and thus, they are able to dbsoffering audience costs. While
admitting failure may still make them susceptildestiffering audience costs, such
admittance is not as damaging at these levelspbapl. In these instances, the
positive domestic frame conditions the effect @dieack: negative feedback entices
them to invest less. Thus, at higher levels ofaygl, executives act in line with the

main assumption of the dominant indicator apprd&srtner 1997).
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These results presented in this chapter, in cotipmavith those from the
experimental analyses and previous literature,ligighan interesting story about the
relationship between citizens and executives dumgtervention. And under the
conditions where information is presented compeedtj citizens remain relatively
uncertain about the likely outcome of an intervemti Because of this, executives are
likely to take more risks in the next period in @rdo avoid admitting defeat and running
the risk of suffering audience costs. This is beeacitizens, while questioning the
competence of their executive to deliver publicdpm such cases, prefer to increase
involvement rather than back down and let costs. siExecutives act as though they
anticipate this preference and when politicallynarbible increase involvement in order
to avoid suffering audience costs. Thus, the @stisrof politically vulnerable leaders
and their citizens appear to coalesce.

Also, while the type of strategy executives empdogs not appear to alter the
conditional framing effect of approval on feedbaitig results suggest the use of a
ground strategy leads to higher levels of subsdgoealvement. In order to better
capture initial levels of resolve, future iterasoshould control for the specific force
levels that were initially employed.

The analysis also suggests a more detailed acobtime institutional variation
within democratic states and its potential impactlee sequential decision process of
executives is warranted. Specifically, the ressiliggest French executives have a
different level of sequential commitment to intertien missions, pointing to the

subtleties of its semi-presidential system as auttht variables to consider.
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Conclusion

While the previous two chapters addressed howetiizome to form their
sequential preferences during an interventionhis ¢hapter, | have attempted to address
the broad puzzle concerning how executives makisidaes during the course of a
military intervention, and specifically, how theizenry influences their processing of
information. In drawing from the literature on piclopinion and military force and
importance of battlefield information, | have sgied the logic of Sequential Decision
Theory with regards to military intervention deoiss and have tested the theory on
cases derived from the Military Interventions byvedul States (MIPS) dataset.

As the results indicate, executives are influermed conditional frame when
incorporating battlefield information into theirdsion calculi. When executive
approval is at lower levels, executives operatdéndomain of losses domestically and
thus are likely to take more risks in an interventafter viewing increasingly hostile
actions from targets. When executive approval fegher levels, however, executives
operate in the domain of gains domestically, aedikely to take fewer risks when
viewing such information. In other words, the lessuggest that executives do
anticipate the preferences of citizens when makewuential decisions, and specifically,
appear to follow those preferences when execuppeowal is sufficiently low. When it
IS, executives increase involvement when faced néidfative feedback, a preference that
citizens are likely to hold according to the logicSDT and the results of the

experiments.
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While the previous literature on public opinion amahflict suggests citizens tend
to lower their approval of the executive when viegvhegative feedback, the results
here suggests two caveats: such a “punishment” dstnaded to occur in the literature
appears to be conditional on the outcome of therwention, and, lower public approval
of an executive or of an executive’s handling abaflict does not necessarily entail a
preference for lowering involvement.

Ultimately, executive decision-making during tlerse of an intervention is a
complex process. Shifts in public opinion mattgreat deal, as leaders anticipate the
extent to which audience costs will jeopardizertheld on power based on their
approval levels. In other words, the results destrate how audience costs manifest
themselves in the interplay between assessmerdexisions. While these results are
tentative and subject to further empirical scrutitmgy have revealed the conditional
nature with which public opinion comes to impaceextive decision-making. And this
research offers insights from which the burgeotitegature on battlefield information
and decision-making during conflicts can build lmyrping to a conditional framing
process. Overall, this analysis contributes toréisearch that is taking place at the
nexus of international relations and domestic slitegarding the connection between
democratic publics and the foreign policy of tHeaders by extending inquiry beyond

initial policy decisions to sequential ones.
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CHAPTER VII

CONCLUSION

This dissertation has examined how public opiniot Breign policy feedback
interact to influence executive decisions over catmant levels during the course of a
military intervention. It began by pointing oupazzle: despite arguments in the
literature on escalation of commitments and audierosts suggesting that leaders tend
to increase commitment to a failing course of axtreal-world cases suggest otherwise.
Specifically, leaders do not appear to respondoumly to negative or adverse feedback,
and sometimes deescalate commitment as well. dier ®0 explain the puzzle, |
suggested a more detailed explanation of the acéienst mechanism was warranted.
With the recent rise in popularity of the militantervention tool with the end of the
Cold War, | suggested these foreign policy episaidfes suitable test cases for a
framework of sequential decision-making.

In Chapter Il, | adopted Billings and Hermann’s §89 conceptualization of the
sequential decision process. Then, | drew fromliteture on foreign policy making,
emphasizing previous efforts to explain executigeisions over the use of force. While
the selectorate theory (Bueno de Mesquita et. @BR@rospect theory (Kahneman and
Tversky 1979; McDermott 1992), and the dominantdatbr approach (Gartner 1997)
provide insights into how executives update comnaittrievels to a policy, | suggested
that an integrative approach may help in the canstn of a theory of sequential

decision-making that would lend itself to compresiea empirical testing. Specifically,
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while domestic politics and dominant indicator ayjgmhes suggest executives take both
domestic factors and policy feedback into accoumtmvmaking updating decisions,
prospect theory provides the necessary decisionAagapproach to explain how
domestic politics and feedback interact to shapesams.

In building from the previous literature, | presamhtSequential Decision Theory
(SDT), a two-level theory about how citizens aneidteack interact to shape the updating
decisions of executives. SDT is built from threarfdational assumptions: foreign
policy making involves a sequence of decisionsyatutive’s primary goal is to
maintain political power, and both citizens anderxees are influenced by frames. As
executives rely on citizen support for politicalgr, SDT suggests executives tend to
anticipate public preferences in making updatingigsiens. Thus, the first stage of the
theory explores how citizens form their sequerng@icy preferences based upon the
movement in dominant indicators of policy perforroan Based upon the assumptions
that citizens are investors who use frames basedeodirection of movement in
dominant indicators provided by the media, SDT sstgjcitizens tend to prefer higher
levels of commitment when viewing negative feedback

The second stage of the theory explores how exasutiecide on updating
policy. Driven by the audience cost mechanismizaskd upon the assumptions that
executives are investors who use frames basedede\l of public support, SDT
suggests the manner in which executives use infowm#o update policy commitment
is conditioned by public approval. Most notablyain effort to maintain political power

and avoid suffering audience costs, the theoryipi®dxecutives tend to increase
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commitment when viewing negative feedback throug¢gna of low support, but
decrease it when viewing such information throudgna of high support. Interestingly,
the theory suggests that executives tend to folloblic preferences when their hold on
political power is at its weakest. The results@asistent with recent work in IR that
suggests concerns with maintaining power may hiasléecision-making process of
democratic executives (Bueno de Mesquita and D@00§; Downs and Rocke 1994;
Smith 1998).

Chapters IV and V examined the preference formairocess of citizens via two
original experiments. Chapter VI included an aslpf a dataset on major power
military intervention decisions. Below, | summarithe results of the analyses in
Chapters IV-VI and discuss the U.S. interventiorie irag and Lebanon through the

lens of the theory.

Citizens, Executives, and Policy Updating

The results of the analyses in Chapters IV-VI galhesupport the hypotheses
derived from the theory regarding the behavioritzens and executives, with
important caveats. In Chapter 1V, | tested hypséisederived from the first level of the
theory regarding the preference formation procésstiaens. This was done via an
original experiment that consists of variationsha direction of policy feedback,
capturing progress in stabilizing a conflict abre@ad casualties, during the course of an
intervention. Interestingly, when the directionfeédback is emphasized across types of

interventions and levels of strategic importandgzens appear to prefer more
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commitment when viewing negative feedback. Addiidy, they appear to be more
sensitive to the feedback when viewing informatwout military versus monetary
interventions. In other words, they appear toaganvestors, and more so when force is
being used.

In ChapterV, | relaxed the informational assumpdiof the theory and allowed
for information to be nested in a history wheredfegck trends are present. Instead of
enabling citizens to compare current informationdy the previous time period, they
are presented with information capturing feedbaakngd) the course of an entire year.
The results of the experimental analysis suggégeas are able to detect trends, and
when trends are detected, they trump directiomapsg sequential preferences.
Specifically, citizens appear to prefer decreasmmgmitment when feedback moves
rapidly across types of interventions. This sutgjesizens may not punish leaders for
backing down when the probability of success agptabe low, which, according to the
theory, is the case when negative feedback ocepidly.

To test the second level of Sequential Decisioroind analyzed data on
military interventions by the France, the Unitechg@om, and the United from 1960-
2000. Specifically, | tested the conditional etfetpublic approval on how executives
use information on target hostility levels to ugdtteir intervention actions. Results of
a random-effect generalized least squares (GL3¢$8mpn suggest executives use
feedback differently depending on their domestjgpsut. Under the conditions of low
public approval, executives tend to increase astinmesponse to increasing hostility

levels of the target. However, under the condgiofhigh approval, executives tend to
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decrease actions in response to increasing hps#liels of the target. Thus, it appears
executives anticipate the consequences of themtuggdecisions with regards to their
hold on political power. They appear to act abé consequences of suffering audience
vary depending on their level of approval.

Overall, the results of the analyses in @&EplV and V suggest the direction of
feedback matters most to the public until a rapi#esoccurs. This is consistent with
Feaver and Gelpi (2004), who argue that the crdiaabr explaining citizen support for
ongoing missions is not mounting casualties butikedihood of success. In these
experiments, casualties are part of the feedbatikating the likelihood of success.
Thus, democratic citizens appear to be focuseth@tikelihood of success in forming
their sequential preferences over commitment tmemvention (Gelpi, Feaver, and
Reifler 2005). | argue they extract that likelilloloom the movement in dominant
indicators, of which casualties are included. Negamovement from month to month
does not appear to lower citizens’ perceptionseftrobability of success enough to
lower their preferences over commitment. Howesaespike in monthly movement
appears to lower their perceptions of the probigtoli success enough to lower their
preferences over commitment. This conforms toipressarguments in the literature on
escalation of commitment regarding how likely iaditional investment proves to be
efficacious (Leatherwood and Conlon 1985; StawRoxi 1977).

In Chapter VI, the results suggest executive®iolbublic preferences when
their hold on political power is relatively weals the public tends to prefer not

backing down when feedback is negative, under tbesditions leaders tend to increase
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involvement. When executives have a firmer graspditical power, they appear to
have maximum discretion in making updating decisiomhese results add to our
understanding of escalation situations by pointagthat “face-saving” behavior tends
to take place when a decision-makers grasp on pevweljeopardy (Brockner, Rubin,
and Lang 1981; Fox and Staw 1979). When executngdd on power is rather strong,
the need to “save face” appears to decrease.

In light of the results of the analyses, | discilesU.S. interventions in Iraq and

Lebanon.

Executive Decision-Making during Operation Iraqi Freedom: 2003-2004

Alleging Iragi non-compliance with U.N. weaponspectors, and specifically,
Security Council resolution 1441, President Bustiated the U.S.-led intervention in
Iraq on March 20, 2003. The primary goal of thieimention, according to Defense
Secretary Donald Rumsfeld, was to defend the Araerpeople through a number of
avenues, including the overthrow of the Husseimmegsecuring WMD, defeating
terrorist elements, and ensuring the necessaryitcamgifor the development of a stable
representative government (Garamone 2003). Detgmtatervention’s early success
with the toppling of the Hussein regime in April2003, defeating terrorist elements
and creating the conditions for a stable demochasie proven difficult (Donnelly
2004). How can Sequential Decision Theory expRriesident Bush’s decision-making
during the course of the intervention, specificatlis decisions to increase commitment

in response to escalations in violence?
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During the course of the intervention from April2003 to the President Bush’s
re-election bid in the fall of 2004, the target mvi#ajectory, and subsequently, the major
power response to that trajectory, fit nicely itlte theoretical framework. Evidence
suggests the president’s approval rating condiddhe manner in which he used
feedback from Iraq in updating commitment leveidter the fall of the Hussein
Regime, public approval of President Bush was higaching 71% (Roper Center). As
a result, the president maintained his previousllef’commitment to the intervention
by maintaining troop presence and overseeing thation of a Coalition Provisional
Authority in Iraq and installing Lt. Paul Bremerlmay of 2003 (O’Hanlon and
Campbell 2007).

However, the “Irag Spring Fighting of 2004,” ane: ttise of the insurgency
against U.S. forces led to increased levels of ciiment by U.S., such as the two
battles to take Fallujah in April and November 602 (Faulk 2006). Interestingly, at
the time of the spring fighting, executive approvalicated by Gallup polls had dropped
below 50% for the first time since President Busbktoffice (Roper Center). With
2004 election looming, this signaled to the presidieat he could not afford to suffer
audience costs for backing down. And in line with theory, President Bush increased
involvement despite failures in Iraq to effectivelgal with the insurgency and establish
the conditions for democracy. His approval app&afsave conditioned his response to
the feedback, and because of his refusal to baek dhe did not immediately suffer
audience costs. Specifically, as McAlister (2006fes, the perception of President

Bush as a “strong leader” played a vital role mVictory in the 2004 election. Overall,
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his behavior and the behavior of citizens fit tterysoutlined by the theory: he increased
commitment in an effort to avoid suffering audierosts, which would have seriously

jeopardized his hold on political power, and citiggewarded his firm stance.

Executive Decision-Making during the U.S. Intervenibn in Lebanon: 1982-1984
After a multinational force comprised of U.S. fasaaversaw the PLO evacuation
from Beirut in August of 1982, hostilities in Lel@monce again erupted in September.
In response, President Reagan sent 1600 marireekebatnon on September 29, 1982
with orders to establish a protective perimeteuadithe Beirut airport. The goal of the
intervention was to maintain the Gemayal regime statlilize the Maronite government
in Lebanon (Weisburd 1997). However, seventeentihsdater, on February 26, 1984,
President Reagan withdrew forces and declaredtthais impossible to enforce peace
in Lebanon (Clodfelter 2002). How can SequentietiBion Theory, and its emphasis
on the interaction between domestic support oettexutive and policy feedback,
explain President Reagan’s decision-making dutvegcburse of the conflict, especially
the decision to decrease commitment and withdravowt obtaining stated objectives?
During the course of the intervention in 1983, ténget event trajectory, and
subsequently, the major power response to tha&tctiajy, also fit nicely into the
theoretical framework. In April of 1983, a termgrattack hit the U.S. embassy, while in
August, a similar attack led to two marine casealit the Beirut airport. Domestically,
Reagan’s approval rating hovered in the low 40%eaneaching a low of 37% in early

1983 (Roper Center). As Sequential Decision Theaggests, backing down from the
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troubles and suffering audience costs at such éawl$ of approval would have
seriously injured Reagan’s hold on political powé&hus, in response to the escalating
violence against U.S. personnel, Reagan authoazsanbination of aerial and naval
support in an attempt to stabilize the situatiolodlter 2002; Friedman 1984).
However, in October of 1983, Shiite militia attadk@e U.S. marine barracks
near the Beirut airport, killing 266 U.S. militapgrsonnel (Clodfelter 2002). Why, then,
did Reagan decrease commitment to the point dfwetadrawal four months later? |
point to two factors: the increase in Reagan’s ipudpproval during the course of 1983,
and, the sudden and dramatic movement in dominditators as a result of the attacks
on the marine barracks. Reagan’s public appressd £5% from February of 1983 to
January of 1984 (Roper Center), thus changing tiener in which battlefield
information was processed. Because of this inergasupport, the possibility of
withstanding the incurrence of audience costs aswzd. Additionally, the nature of the
battlefield information changed. While the negatigedback during the course of 1983
was rather modest, evidence suggests that theivedeedback received as a result of
the October bombings sent a strong signal not anBresident Reagan, but to the
electorate as well, that the intervention woul@kfail to achieve objectives and that
seeking public goods elsewhere may be preferdhterestingly, this is consistent with
the results of the experimental analysis in Chayterhich suggest the public tends to
prefer decreasing involvement when viewing rapridgative feedback. The election

results of 1984, with Reagan’s re-election vict@gpear to follow this logic.
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To sum, President Bush faced declining approvaigatprior to his re-election
bid. SDT suggests this conditioned the mannerhithivhe used battlefield information
to update commitment to the intervention. Evidemgpears to support this claim: in
response to the increases in insurgent attackfagdnces to establish the conditions
conducive to democracy, President Bush increaseuninittment. While President
Reagan initially increased involvement in respadiesiew approval ratings and modestly
negative feedback, he decreased commitment todiiné gf withdrawal in response to
increasing approval ratings and rapidly negatieslback. SDT suggests the higher
approval ratings enabled Reagan to back down wlibkvar probability of losing his re-
election bid. And, consistent with the resultshef experimental analysis in Chapter V,
the rapidly negative feedback appears to havetteagublic to prefer the president to

decrease commitment and seek public goods elsewhere

A Look Ahead

To conclude, | briefly discuss three avenues fturiresearch: examining the
potential for elite manipulation of feedback, explg how approval and feedback
interact with decisions on when to quit a foreigrigy, and extending the analysis to
include citizens and executives from other demacsiates.

The empirical results in this study present sduarglications for future work.
Additionally, in an attempt to systematically tagheory of sequential decision-making,
| have made several simplifying assumptions in otdeéeduce the number of moving

parts in the analysis to two: public support of ¢ixecutive and the direction of policy
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feedback. While the experiments, data analysis baief discussion of the U.S.
interventions in Iraq and Lebanon highlight thefukess of the Sequential Decision
Theory in explaining the updating decisions of exees, future work should unravel
the various assumptions | have made. One of #ememptions concerns the public’s
source of information regarding feedback. Whigs$ume citizens are able to access
and attend to the direction of feedback in forntimgir sequential preferences,
scholarship suggests the possibility of elite malapon of information on foreign
policy (Zaller 1994). Citizens have been shownetact to the same information
differently depending on how that information iskaged to tell a particular story
(Berinsky and Kinder 2006; Geva, Astorino-Courtaisd Mintz 1996). Thus, relaxing
this assumption to account for the influence dedliaming of feedback by analyzing
partisan debates in the media and testing theenfle of media framing experimentally
is warranted.

Additionally, exploring how approval and feedbanteract with decisions on
when to quit an intervention appears to be a neé&xtansion of this analysis. As the
results of the experimental analyses indicateptii#ic appears to demand more in the
face of failureup to a certain point While Chapter V suggests sudden dramatic
increases in negative feedback spark citizensyt@saugh is enough (Gartner 1997),
perhaps the accumulation of a certain amount afugkfailures do so as well (Mueller
1973). Future work should analyze the amount gatiee feedback necessary (whether
immediate or its accumulation) to incite citizeadelieve policy failure is likely, and

thus, quitting is desirable and not seen as badtivgn but as good policy.
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As the results of the experimental analysis in @@y suggest, citizens are
capable of detecting trends. If, as the theoruesgexecutives tend to follow public
preferences when their grasp on power is relatiwagk, unraveling the potential
influence of feedback trends on executive decismaking is warranted. Also, in
analyzing decisions to quit an intervention, bragkiown the selectorate into an
executive’s winning coalition may help researclgais more leverage over such
decisions. While | have treated the winning caaliof executives generically as one
simply demanding that executives deliver on theangses of public goods, research
suggests parties of the left are less hawkish tiare right oriented parties (Koch 2009;
Palmer, London, and Regan 2004). This could hayitant implications for how
executives anticipate public reactions to theirqyolipdates during an intervention, and
thus, influence their sequential decisions.

Conducting the two experiments in Britain and Feamould strengthen
confidence in the experimental results. As theltesn Chapter VI suggest French
executives are more reluctant to increase involverdering the course of an
intervention, examining whether this is the restiltitizen preferences would further
our understanding of the sequential decision pfresn a comparative perspective.
And finally, extending the model to explain the apdg decisions of democratic
executives from a wider variety of institutionattseys would strengthen the
generalizability of the empirical results.

While the empirical analyses suggest Sequentialdim Theory can help

scholars gain leverage over sequential foreigrcpalecisions, this is simply a first cut.
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Not only do | hope future work will explore the ifigations of relaxing the assumptions
| have made. Also, | hope future work will test tineory’s explanatory power further
by employing the framework to explain updating dems over the use of other foreign

policy tools.
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MILITARY INTERVENTION CASES FROM MIPS DATASET

Start Date

Jun. 3, 1961
Jul. 1, 1961
Feb. 1, 1962
May 16, 1962
Dec. 10, 1962
Apr. 19, 1963
Jun. 13, 1963
Aug. 3, 1963
Dec. 17, 1963
Jan. 25, 1964
Feb. 19, 1964
Nov. 25, 1964
Apr. 28, 1965
Dec. 3, 1965
Aug. 28, 1968
Jan. 1, 1970
Apr. 30, 1970
Dec. 12, 1977
Apr. 28, 1978
Apr. 25, 1982
Sep. 29, 1982
Aug. 9, 1983
Oct. 25, 1983
Feb. 16, 1986
May 11, 1989
Aug. 14, 1990
Aug. 27, 1992
Dec. 3, 1992
Sep. 19, 1994
Oct. 14, 1994
May 23, 1996
Sep. 3, 1996
Feb. 1, 1998
Mar. 24, 1999

End Date

Jan. 30, 1962
Oct. 19, 1961
Jan. 27, 1973
Jul. 23, 1962
May 31, 1963
May 19, 1965
Nov. 30, 1966
Apr. 18, 1965
Mar. 27, 1964
Jul. 31, 1964
Dec. 31, 1965
Nov. 30, 1967
Sep. 20, 1966
Apr. 30, 1966
Aug. 30, 1971
Dec. 31, 1973
Aug. 14, 1973
May 30, 1978
May 16, 1980
Jun. 14, 1982
Feb. 26, 1984
Nov. 9, 1984
Dec. 12, 1983
Sep. 11, 1987
Jan. 31, 1990
Feb. 28, 1991
Mar. 19 2003
Dec. 31, 1993
Mar. 31, 1995
Dec. 21, 1994
Jun. 2, 1997
Mar. 19, 2003
Dec. 20, 1998
Jun. 10, 1999

Location

Target

Dominican Rep Neyjllista Regime

Kuwait
Vietham
Thailand
Brunei
Malaysia
Swaziland
Yemen AR
Cyprus

E. African Sts.

Gabon
South Arabia

Iragi Army
NVA andGbag
Pathet MNad/iet, PRC
TNKU rebdfglonesia
Indonesrank, guerillas
Riotsam labor movement
Tribestie Radfan
Turkish @rdek communities
ikihg military troops
Coup leadevigpnal govt.
NLECSY

Dominican Rep istedipposition

Zambia
Chad
Br. Honduras
Cambodia
Mauritania
Chad
Argentina
Lebanon
Chad
Grenada
Chad
Panama
Kuwait
Iraq
Somalia
Haiti
Kuwait
CAR
Kuwait
Iraq
Yugoslavia

S. Rhod&simbabwe)
FROLINAT in&nty
GualamArmy
Khmerdeou
POLISARERILA rebels
FROLINAT
Argeatin
Govt. sifipo forces; Syria
Libya and GUNTPH#&bels
New JERE/regime
Libya and GBAP rebels
Panamaonan(joriega)
Iragi Goweent
Iragi Governine
SomaliddatiAlliance
Haitian taily regime (Cedras)
Iraqi regifilussein)
Army mutineersifigpsoldiers
Iraq reg(ressein)
Iraq
Fedeeglublic of Yugoslavia
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