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This book is dedicated to William F. Martin and Mark D. Bulik, lifelong friends who have had the most influence on my understanding of politics.


Few nations, in the history of the world, have viewed themselves as more peace-loving than the United States. Although we pride ourselves on being ready to use military force when necessary, and even that we are quite good at it, we see ourselves as tolerant, long-suffering, patient, peaceable, and even meek. . . . Ironically, nearly every President since George Washington has seen fit to use military force internally, externally or both.1

Dr. Charles J. Stewart, Professor of Communication (1993)

In war, truth is the first casualty.

Aeschylus, Greek tragic dramatist (525–456 BCE)
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Preface

Rhetoric during wartime is about the creation of consensus. Since wars tend to drag on, consensus among the citizenry is vital if victory is to be achieved.1

J. Justin Gustainis (1993)

Ominous warnings of physical harm. Threats to freedom and the ‘‘American way of life.’’ Guarantees that force will be used only as a last resort.

Themes such as these have been used to persuade Americans to enter conflicts from the American Revolution through two world wars, across Southeast Asia and the Persian Gulf. Some themes of war rhetoric are transcendent; others apply to specific situations. Some reflect reality, while others are a smokescreen designed to divert attention from more important facts and motives.

From the moment his inaugural address begins, each president faces the challenge of persuading the electorate to share his worldview and support his decisions. As his term unfolds, he addresses the nation many times, on issues ranging from taxation to government programs. At no time, however, are the stakes higher or the rhetorical challenges greater than when the president attempts to convince Americans to go to war—to wound or kill others, and quite possibly, to demonstrate what Lincoln referred to as ‘‘the last full measure of devotion.’’

This book explores how presidents have crafted the messages that persuaded hundreds of thousands of Americans to take lives, and give up their own, in armed conflicts over the last two centuries. It uses a case study approach to examine ten American conflicts, beginning with the War of 1812 and ending with the War on Terror that started in 2001, including the war with Iraq.

There is no separate chapter devoted to America’s Revolutionary War, because there was no president or established federal government at the time, although some of the themes, leaders, and rhetoric associated with that conflict are referenced in the discussion of other conflicts.

For each conflict, the analysis begins with a review of the domestic political environment and the relationship between the United States and the enemy at the time. This context is essential because, contrary to some of the messages used to introduce it, war rarely occurs spontaneously. It is evolutionary rather than revolutionary. The risks are too great and the military operations are too complex for nations to launch their armies into conflict on short notice.

Even when wars are precipitated by surprise attacks (Pearl Harbor in 1941, the terrorist attacks in 2001), they are usually the culmination of political, economic, military, and cultural developments that have evolved over time. War requires extensive logistical and psychological preparation. It is essential to understand the true precipitating events before examining the persuasion process.

Each chapter explores the rhetorical strategies a president used to move the nation toward war, beginning with his earliest messages and culminating with his formal announcement. The greatest emphasis is on examining the president’s rhetoric on the brink of war, including the veracity of the facts presented and the validity of the rationale employed.

EXCLUSIONS FROM THE TEXT

A few notes about what this book is not about. This book is not anti-American, antigovernment, or antiwar. History offers a variety of examples, such as Hitler’s aggression in the late 1930s, when war appeared to be completely justified and the U.S. government acted in the best interests of its citizens and the international community. But history also offers more ambiguous scenarios, such as President James Polk’s military decisions in 1846 or George W. Bush’s speeches to the world community in 2003.

The focus is not on the validity of these conflicts, but on the persuasive techniques employed by presidents to engage in them. For example, the presidential presentations of the Lusitania sinking in 1915, the Gulf of Tonkin incident in 1964, and other key instigating incidents are examined for their persuasive effectiveness as well as their morality.

This book is also not about antiwar rhetoric, which, like its pro-war counterpart, includes general and conflict-specific themes that range from well-meaning and eloquent to duplicitous and self-serving. Antiwar rhetoric is discussed only if it directly influenced a president’s pro-war rhetoric.

The book also does not extend to the presidents’ ongoing communications programs to sustain wars once underway. Although the prewar message shapes the later one, they are separate subjects and the emphasis here is on the former. Each evaluation ends when the president commits troops to combat—with or without congressional authorization.

Finally, this book is not an attempt to blame American presidents for war; such a position would oversimplify how the U.S. decision-making process works. Despots such as Adolf Hitler or Saddam Hussein held the political and governmental power to drag their nations into war, but American presidents are at least partially limited by the complex checks and balances built into the U.S. Constitution.

It is also important to note that presidents have not always been the driving force behind the nation’s military exploits. History includes several presidents who were reluctant warriors. President William McKinley, for example, was among the last to support a conflict in Cuba, resisting Congress, the press, and even the American public before finally agreeing to deploy American military might.

It is essential to recognize that, although the president is but one of many political and civic leaders who influence the decision, he wields the most powerful bully pulpit, and is most capable of dominating the debate.

RECOGNITION

All writers are bound by the times in which they write—a distinct disadvantage when trying to make sense of history. This book was written between 2005 and 2010, at a time when many Americans were extremely angry with the administration of President George W. Bush for perceived disingenuousness and incompetence in leading America into war with Iraq. However, the goal of this book is not to cast blame on any one politician or office. Rather, it is to explore the tactics, messages, and themes used by presidents across the political spectrum as they have attempted to persuade Americans to go to war.

This book could not have been written without the help of many people, although any mistakes are the sole responsibility of the author. Emily O’Keeffe, Jera Aurand, Allysa Lorah, Sarah Shearman, and Mallory Haldeman are five exceptional West Chester University students who worked hard to track down primary documents, assemble chronologies, and offer valuable suggestions. Nick Whalen offered encouragement and insight, and Janet Marie Lordan, as always, served as a tremendous inspiration. The College of Arts and Sciences at West Chester University was kind enough to provide funding that allowed me to travel to conduct research. And the project simply could not have been completed without the assistance of my wife, Mary Elizabeth Chollet.
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Presidential War Rhetoric: An Overview

This is the people’s war, and to win it the people need to know as much about it as they can.1

Elmer Davis, Director of the Office of War Information (July 10, 1942)

American war rhetoric includes a number of universal concepts—messages, audiences, etc.—that transcend specific administrations or conflicts. At the same time, however, this rhetoric is also dynamic, evolving to reflect changes in the relationships among powers within the United States and around the world.

This chapter explores American war rhetoric from a number of different perspectives, beginning with a fundamental question: Why does a nation have to declare war at all? It then moves to an examination of the concept jus ad bellum, or Just War Theory, to review the conditions that are historically and internationally agreed upon as legitimate reasons for a nation to declare war. The chapter then moves from an international perspective to an American one, examining the constitutional process through which the U.S. government formally decides and declares to go to war, focusing on the complex and delicate balance between executive and legislative powers. The chapter concludes with a summary of the audiences and themes central to the American tradition of presidential war rhetoric.

WHY DECLARE WAR?

Does a country even have to declare war? The question can be addressed from legal, moral, and rhetorical perspectives.

In 1906 and 1908, historian Elbert Benton summarized the advantages and disadvantages of war declarations while lecturing on international law and diplomacy and the Spanish-American War. Benton noted that:

International practice and writers differ upon the necessity of a declaration of war. Many French writers support the view of its necessity, while other European and most American and English writers hold the contrary view. Hautefeulle, Heffter and Calvo are the leading advocates of the old view of an obligatory declaration of war. Le fur holds the same opinion and asserts that the great majority of writers agree with him. He gives two reasons for his position: to avoid all possibility of surprise, and to give formal announcement to neutrals of the state of belligerency and the substitution of the laws of war for the principles, so different, which prevail in times of peace. However, such European writers as Klüuber, Twiss and Phillimore think that no obligation rests upon states to make a formal declaration of war to enemies.2

Benton also pointed out that the opening of hostilities, declared or otherwise, fundamentally changes the rules among the participants:

The beginning of a war, whether through a declaration of war, a retroactive manifesto, or an unannounced overt hostile act, carries with it certain effects aside from the essential one of giving to the states involved the qualities of belligerents. These are the care of the interests of belligerents in enemy territory, the effect of war on treaties and conventions, the treatment of enemy subjects and property in enemy territory. . . .3

These moral and legal considerations are intertwined with practical considerations, both domestic and foreign. Within a nation, a declaration of war not only focuses the population’s attention on the conflict but also garners support for the decision. It helps to transform the conflict from potential to real. Since the declaration is almost always accompanied by a list of grievances against the enemy, it also serves as a reminder of the enemy’s transgressions, a rationale for the government decision, and a motivational tool to justify sacrifices that are sure to follow. It not only marks the beginning of the conflict but also frames the end of it, by allowing the declarer to identify the conditions that must be met for the nation to end hostilities. As Josiah Bunting noted:

The president must be able to articulate . . . continually, the aims and consequences of the war to . . . which his country has committed itself. At the end of . . . the day, all of America’s wars have been controversial . . . often the difference comes down to whether the American . . . people have been made to believe, through honest and frank . . . dialogue, the cause of freedom they are fighting for is just.4

A war declaration also includes one critical negative consequence, the assignment of permanent responsibility. The individual or group that declares war or votes to support it is held accountable for the sacrifices and potential military setbacks that follow. When the costs of war—national resources, money, and most important, lives—begin to mount, the declaration serves as a permanent record for audiences looking for someone to blame.

INTERNATIONALLY ACCEPTED RATIONALES FOR WAR

Most societies have historically professed a preference for peace while simultaneously agreeing that war is justified under some conditions. With the grudging acceptance that war will never completely disappear, philosophers, ethicists, and government officials have attempted to identify legitimate reasons to fight (jus ad bellum) as well as acceptable rules of engagement (jus in bello).

The Roman Cicero presented a moral justification for war in the century before the birth of Christ. Four centuries later, his ideas were incorporated into Christian teachings through the writings of Augustine of Hippo. In the thirteenth century, Christian theologian Thomas Aquinas expanded on the work of Cicero and Augustine in his Summa Theologica, and in the fifteenth century, Stanisław of Skarbimierz codified the concepts of Just War Theory in his defense of the war by Poland against the Teutonic Knights.

The central justifications of war would not seem to be altered as much by time or culture, as much as the influence of more powerful weaponry, such as nuclear bombs, and changes in the nature of conflict, such as the growth of terrorism against established states. Two influential texts from the 1970s, Michael Walzer’s Just and Unjust Wars and Barrie Paskins and Michael Dockrill’s The Ethics of War, have addressed the issue of just war in a modern context, and in the 1980s, the U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops found it necessary to issue a confirmation of the church’s long-established acceptance of Just War Theory.

Regardless of modifications to the theory that reflect new forms of war and weaponry, most Just War Theory advocates still agree that there are five conditions required for a declaration of war to be moral:

1. Just cause or right intention. The war is based on confronting real and certain danger to human life or defending basic human rights. Is the war to bring about peace, rather than some other narrower aim or advantage for the body waging the war?

2. Competent authority. Only a legitimate government or, in the case of revolution, a legitimate representative of oppressed people, can declare war. Obviously, the first of these is usually easier to identify and agree upon than the second.

3. Comparative justice or proportionality. Is the extent of the violence that will occur justified by the injustice to be righted? This condition is debated extensively throughout a conflict, particularly in clashes between asymmetrical forces, and has become a more critical criterion as military capabilities have escalated.

4. Last resort. Has every other means to extend the peace been exhausted?

5. Probability of success. Will the war achieve the goal?

There is no legal requirement or rhetorical necessity to address each of these conditions when declaring war, but many leaders, including American presidents, not only reference all five of these conditions in their own rationales, but also use these conditions as the foundations for their messages.

THE CONSTITUTIONAL PROCESS

The president has various communication tools to influence the decision to lead the United States into war, but, ultimately, Congress holds the constitutional authority and responsibility to make the actual declaration.

The development of the Constitution can be viewed as a set of compromises among individuals and groups with competing agendas, varied views of government process, and contrasting perceptions of human nature. All of these clashes played out in the constitutional debate over war powers. After lengthy discussion, the Founding Fathers ultimately compromised on the war powers issue, placing responsibility for declaring war in the hands of Congress while allowing the president to retain some powers in conducting military affairs. This decision broke precedents in two areas: the express requirement for the government to declare war, and the unorthodox designation of who would declare it. In his review of American war declarations, military historian John L. Bacon noted that ‘‘at the time of the Constitutional Convention in 1787, a formal declaration of war was neither required by conventional international law nor practiced as customary international law.’’5 Historian Brien Hallett pointed out that most monarchs retained the right to decide when a nation took up arms.6 War powers scholars Francis Wormuth and Edwin Firmage wrote that ‘‘in almost every monarchical state, the power to initiate war resided in the sovereign.’’7

The division of power reflects two arguments made at the Constitutional Convention, both based on the Founding Fathers’ profound insight into human nature. First, they reasoned that placing the decision to declare war in the hands of a collective legislative body, rather than an individual president, would be more likely to keep the peace, because a group would be less likely to act impulsively than a single individual leader might. Second, they took into consideration the practical matter of time. If a legislative body might require more deliberation than an individual in making the decision, conventioneers reasoned, a situation might arise in which immediate military action was necessary while the group deliberated. Therefore, if the nation was facing immediate hostilities, the president should be free to take immediate military action to defend the country.

In the end, the Constitution included two sections that addressed war-making authority: Article I, Section 8, which describes the powers of Congress, and Article II, Section 2, which describes the powers of the president.

Article I, Section 8 states that:

Congress shall have Power To . . . provide for the common Defence and general Welfare of the United States . . . To define and punish Piracies and Felonies committed on the high Seas, and Offenses against the Law of Nations; To declare War, grant Letters of Marque and Reprisal, and make Rules concerning Captures on Land and Water; To raise and support Armies, but no Appropriation of Money to that Use shall be for a longer Term than two Years; To provide and maintain a Navy; To make Rules for the Government and Regulation of the land and naval Forces; To provide for calling forth the Militia to execute the Laws of the Union, suppress Insurrections and repel Invasions; To provide for organizing, arming, and disciplining the Militia, and for governing such Part of them as may be employed in the Service of the United States, reserving to the States respectively, the Appointment of the Officers, and the Authority of training the Militia according to the discipline prescribed by Congress; To exercise exclusive Legislation in all Cases whatsoever, over such District (not exceeding ten Miles square) as may, by Cession of particular States, and the acceptance of Congress, become the Seat of the Government of the United States, and to exercise like Authority over all Places purchased by the Consent of the Legislature of the State in which the Same shall be, for the Erection of Forts, Magazines, Arsenals, dockyards, and other needful Buildings; And To make all Laws which shall be necessary and proper for carrying into Execution the foregoing Powers, and all other Powers vested by this Constitution in the Government of the United States, or in any Department or Officer thereof.8

This first article clearly and comprehensively identifies congressional authority over the decision to go to war, but must be interpreted in relation to Article II, Section 2, which states that:

The President shall be Commander in Chief of the Army and Navy of the United States, and of the Militia of the several States, when called into the actual Service of the United States; he may require the Opinion, in writing, of the principal Officer in each of the executive Departments, upon any subject relating to the Duties of their respective Offices, and he shall have Power to Grant Reprieves and Pardons for Offenses against the United States, except in Cases of Impeachment.9

In their review of the Constitutional Convention’s debate on war powers, Wormuth and Firmage pointed out that the delegates differentiated between ‘‘declaring’’ war and ‘‘making’’ war, but, ultimately, ‘‘the power to initiate war was left to Congress, with the reservation that the President need not await authorization from Congress to repel a sudden attack on the United States.’’10

The overlap in responsibilities appears to have addressed short- and longterm needs as well as practical and philosophical considerations. It was apparent from the outset, however, that the shared responsibility central to the compromise created permanent tension between the two branches of government. This tension has been exacerbated, time and again, by the emotions that rage when a nation is confronted with the possibility of war. (Ironically, the father of the Constitution, James Madison, would be the first White House occupant to test the war powers arrangement as president in the 1812 conflict with the British.)

But beyond the overarching power struggles between the branches, there were procedural problems with the arrangement as well. First, there was the very act of defining a war. If the president, as commander in chief, deployed troops but failed to acknowledge a state of war, did war exist? If the president refused to ask for a declaration but Congress felt that war existed, what could the legislature do? Second, there was the evolutionary aspect of war. As Constitutional Convention delegates had predicted, national emergencies (the responsibility of the president), frequently occurred before larger conflicts (the purview of Congress). When did the former end and the latter begin, and who would make that determination? Third, there was the inherent problem of a president functioning as the leader of the military while Congress controlled the purse strings. What would happen if a president committed troops to war but the legislature refused to provide the money needed to support his decision?

In Hallett’s review of the history of war power declarations, he found that these issues have never been resolved:

the people’s representatives have never exercised this power in any clear-cut, unambiguous way in over two hundred years. . . . During the times of war it reverts to earlier feudal forms, placing the commander-in-chief ‘‘where kings have always stood.’’11

Over time, the legal authority has devolved into an arrangement in which presidents, prior to a conflict, ‘‘consult with Congress,’’ in the broadest possible interpretation of the phrase. But even this arrangement leads to an additional conundrum, because the consultation is only as useful as the quality of the information the president decides to share. If a president is intent on war, he is unlikely to provide accurate, balanced, and complete information that could invite even more debate. If a president is imperious, has a contentious relationship with Congress, faces a House or Senate dominated by the opposing party, or some combination of these factors, he is unlikely to consult in any way that could empower opponents.

The power-sharing arrangement must also take into consideration the fact that Congress, rather than the president, may be the driving force when it comes to moving the nation toward a conflict, or that the president may not always publicly support a war decision while his actions indicate otherwise. Presidents William McKinley and Harry Truman were reluctant warriors, agreeing to commit military forces only after many other leaders, both inside and outside the government, had advocated the use of force. James Polk deployed troops on the Texas border, Franklin Roosevelt pushed for an extremely aggressive oil and steel embargo against Japan, and Lyndon Johnson escalated John Kennedy’s clandestine military support for South Vietnam. Each of these actions encouraged conflict, while each of these presidents professed to be doing everything possible to avoid war. It is an oversimplification to assume that presidents are always the driving force or decision-makers in a war, or that when they are, they communicate their intentions to Congress and the American people candidly.

Finally, since the end of the Second World War, the constitutional process has been further complicated, and Congress has been further marginalized, by the emergence of a new international organization: the United Nations. In the latter half of the twentieth century and first decade of the twenty-first, many American presidents have elected to make their case to go to war through the UN, paying lip service to, but essentially bypassing the constitutionally mandated process of the U.S. government. As a result, they have initiated, maintained, and even concluded wars without ever requesting or receiving a formal congressional declaration to go to war.

AUDIENCES FOR PRESIDENTIAL WAR RHETORIC

A president attempting to make a case for war must address up to five audiences: the American public, the American military (a subset of the American public), Congress, the enemy, and the international community.

The president must consider the most obvious audience, the American public, from a number of perspectives, since wars influence everything from taxation and allocation of government resources to manufacturing and trade, and, because of this enormous impact, invariably become central issues in the election process. On the positive side, wars tend to produce a ‘‘rally around the flag’’ effect that invariably improves the public approval rating of a president. On the negative side, a war that is poorly justified, militarily unsuccessful, or fails to achieve stated objectives leads to public unrest with both the president and his political party.

The four-year election cycle for the presidency is the most obvious political timetable for the White House to consider, but the entire House of Representatives and one-third of the Senate face reelection every two years. Thus, the president makes a war decision at the very most only twenty-four months before an election. The president is forced to consider the political ramifications of a war decision regardless of when it occurs. The history of presidential war rhetoric includes a variety of examples of presidents framing their arguments, or even timing the beginning or escalation of war, at least partially based on the election cycle.

The American citizenry can also be considered in terms of their overall attitude toward the conflict. Some percentage of the population will be against all wars, and some will oppose a specific war based on the rationale for the conflict or the enemy involved. For example, in both world wars, presidents were forced to address German Americans who felt varying degrees of allegiance to the enemy.

The American military presents a different set of rhetorical challenges. The culture and law of American military organizations are founded on duty to country and obedience to the chain of command, so there is no need to persuade this audience the same way it is important to convince nonmilitary citizens. But it is still essential for the president to explain to those who will fight the war why they are fighting. Obviously, no audience will make a greater sacrifice, so the president’s war rationale normally includes messages designed to motivate the military and acknowledge the contributions troops will make in the conflict to come.

Congress, the smallest and most clearly defined audience, is the most critical group for the president to win over for a number of reasons, the first and most obvious of which is its role in the war declaration process. Using the bully pulpit and private conversations, presidents attempt to create direct pressure from the executive office and indirect pressure from congressional constituents to gain agreement from senators and representatives. Supportive members of Congress are then used to reinforce the legitimacy of the president’s message, creating the impression that the entire government, and, by extension, large portions of the general population, support the decision. Like the public it represents, however, Congress is often divided on the issue, based on party affiliation (a reflex reaction to opposing the president on general principle) or the specifics of the conflict. In fact, the history of congressional war declaration votes demonstrates that, with few exceptions (such as World War II), party affiliation may be the single greatest indicator of congressional support for the president’s decision to go to war.

Members of Congress consider how their support, or lack of it, for such a critical decision will impact their own reelection chances. In prewar situations where there is enormous public support for a declaration, such as the Spanish-American War or the Second World War, or when the outcome seems to decidedly favor the United States, such as the Persian Gulf War, legislators clearly have faced lower political risks in supporting the president than opposing him. In conflicts where the nation has been more evenly divided or the outcome was less predictable, such as the Vietnam War or the War on Terror, members of Congress have been forced to apply a more complicated analysis before casting their votes. Support a president when the war is short and successful, and reelection chances improve significantly. Support a president in a conflict that does not have popular approval, goes poorly, or both, and members of Congress face a hostile constituency demanding to know why they approved of such a disastrous decision.

In addressing the enemy, the president normally makes a distinction between two groups: enemy leadership and enemy citizens. In addressing enemy leadership, the president usually communicates through both public and private channels, frequently to threaten reprisal, maintain ongoing discussions in hopes of avoiding conflict, offer compromises, etc. For enemy citizens, however, the communication is frequently more public than private, and is usually designed to alienate enemy leaders from the population at large.

Finally, the president must consider the international community as an audience. Support for the president’s decision, or lacking that, acceptance of it by other heads of state, strengthens the president’s message to other audiences. This increases the possibility of non-American military support for the war, and helps foster international cooperation that implies that the action is morally acceptable. The converse is also true; the message may include a warning to other nations not to support the enemy or risk retribution in doing so. Either result, the commission or omission of forces, should help the American military effort.

Occasionally, these audiences are in conflict, complicating the president’s rationale, but more often than not, most of them (with the exception of the enemy, and, in particular, enemy leadership) have similar value systems and objectives and will respond to the president’s message in similar ways. In the history of presidential rhetoric, some White House leaders have emphasized some audiences over others, but most have attempted to address all of them to make their best possible case before going to war.

CENTRAL THEMES AND RHETORICAL FORMS IN WAR RHETORIC

Although wars involve different enemies and disputes, most presidents employ a number of traditional themes and rhetorical forms in their war messages.

Themes

The themes in presidential war rhetoric include self-protection, the enemy as the aggressor, Just War Theory, moral superiority, the inevitability of conflict, and guaranteed victory.

Many of these themes are closely interrelated. For example, self-protection and enemy as the aggressor are both based on the assumption, stated or unstated, that the United States has been forced to take military action in response to provocation. This framing can be a rhetorical challenge when the enemy is not actually involved in offensive actions, but presidents deal with this by demanding that the enemy government take some specified action by a particular date and, if the enemy fails to do so, describing their inactivity as a form of hostility.

Just War Theory, discussed earlier, is related to the moral superiority characterization. Some presidents go as far as to use religious terminology in their rationales, and others include a secular but still powerful framing in which the United States represents good and the enemy represents evil. Regardless, presidents usually describe their actions as morally justified, and sometimes describe the United States as morally superior to the enemy’s political system, leadership, or both. The use of Just War Theory principles and the moral superiority argument are often framed in the context of, or associated with, international support for the military action.

‘‘The leader of a country in imminent danger of aggression from a foreign enemy is expected to assure the population that resistance will be resolute,’’12 noted Murray Edelman. This expectation causes presidents to consistently speak in absolute terms when describing both the beginning and the end of war. They often introduce their prewar addresses with a recitation of the great lengths the United States has gone in attempting to avoid conflict, a perspective closely associated with America as reactive agent, as well as how the president, in conjunction with leaders of other nations, has exhausted all other options besides war. Following this recitation, they conclude that war is unavoidable. As Charles Stewart noted, the underlying message is that ‘‘each president was forced to act: he had no other choice; it was his solemn duty; it was obligatory regardless of means or outcome.’’13 In explaining America’s escalation in Vietnam, for example, Lyndon Johnson stated that ‘‘renewed hostile actions against the United States ships on the high seas in the Gulf of Tonkin have required me to order the military forces of the United States to take action.’’ In his rationale for the Persian Gulf War, George H. W. Bush said that the twenty-eight countries with forces in the Gulf ‘‘have no choice but to drive Saddam from Kuwait by force.’’14

While presidents describe the inevitability
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