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 Rally 'Round the Union Jack? Public
 Opinion and the Use of Force in the United

 Kingdom, 1948-2001

 BRIAN LAI

 The University of Iowa

 DAN REITER

 Emory University

 This paper provides the most comprehensive and extensive analysis to
 date of the possibility of a "rally 'round the flag" effect-an increase in
 support for the government caused by involvement in international
 conflict-in Britain, for the years 1948-2001. We use a fractionally in-
 tegrated time series model with an array of political and economic con-
 trols. Our primary dependent variable is intention to vote for the ruling
 party. The results confirm earlier studies that the Falklands War gen-
 erated a rally effect, but they provide a more sophisticated understand-
 ing of the Gulf War rally. New results also include the findings that
 participation in international crises which stopped short of war did not
 engender rallies, and that there were no rallies for the Korean, Suez, or
 Kosovo Wars. The findings indicate that when they do occur rallies are
 heterogeneous in nature, that rallies are most likely when there is in-
 tense and direct threat to the national interest, that the relationship
 between multilateralism and rallies in the British case is tenuous, and
 that rallies for the ruling party are sometimes expressed through sat-
 isfaction with the prime minister.

 Does involvement in international conflict affect a democratically elected govern-
 ment's popularity? Much of the empirical work on the so-called "rally 'round the
 flag effect" has to date been limited to exploration of the American case. In this
 paper, we test for the presence of rally effects in the United Kingdom. Past research
 has found that the Falklands War boosted Prime Minister (PM) Margaret Thatcher's
 popularity in the early 1980s, helping carry her to victory in the 1983 election.
 However, there are virtually no comprehensive studies exploring whether British
 conflict involvement has affected government popularity across a long time span,
 searching for the general effects of conflict on the popularity of British governments.

 This study aims to fill that gap. We ask the question: In the post-World War II
 period, has the popularity of the British government significantly increased when

 Authors' note: An earlier version of this paper was presented at the annual meeting of the Peace Science Society
 (International), November 1-3, 2002, Tucson, AR. For assistance with data and other issues, thanks to the United
 Kingdom Office of National Statistics, Matthew Baum, Joel Herndon, Rob O'Reilly, Fred Boehmke, Alastair Smith,
 Michael Lewis-Beck, David Sanders, Chris Zorn, and Mary McQuaid. We are exclusively responsible for any errors.

 C 2005 International Studies Association.

 Published by Blackwell Publishing, 350 Main Street, Malden, MA 02148, USA, and 9600 Garsington Road, Oxford OX4 2DQ, UK.
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 256 Rally 'Round the Union Jack?

 the nation was involved in international conflict? We conduct time series analyses
 for the period 1948-2001, using as our dependent variable intention to vote for the
 ruling party. Our principal independent variables include an array of measures of
 Britain's involvement in international crises and wars. We also include a number

 of political and economic control variables. Our research design offers a number of
 other advances. Most notably, we explore whether and how rallies decay across
 time, we separate the effects of wars and non-war crises, and we examine the effects
 of individual wars.

 Our results are striking, and build on previous work. They confirm past findings
 that the Falklands War led to an increase in public support of the Thatcher gov-
 ernment, as well as one previous study which found an increase of support for PM
 John Major's government during the 1990-1991 Gulf War. Our study also provides
 the first tests of possible rallies during the Korea, Suez, and Kosovo Wars as well as
 crises that did not escalate to war, finding no significant rallies for any of these
 events. Overall, our findings indicate that rallies are relatively infrequent, and that
 they are most likely after wars which respond to direct challenges to the national
 interest. The evidence does not clearly indicate that success draws a rally, and,
 interestingly, multilateralism does not seem to be a precondition for rallies, nor
 does it make rallies more likely.

 Our results also indicate the heterogeneity of rally effects. The Falklands rally was
 slightly larger than the Gulf rally. We also found that the Falklands rally decayed
 more slowly than the Gulf rally, and that the Falklands rally for the ruling Con-
 servative Party was driven somewhat by a boost in support for PM Thatcher herself,
 while the Gulf War rally for the Conservatives appears to have been driven entirely
 by a boost in support for PM Major.

 The remainder of this paper contains four parts. In the next section, we sum-
 marize the rally 'round the flag effect literature. In the second section, we discuss
 the research design. In the third section, we present and discuss the results, of-
 fering some comparisons to the U.S. case. In the final section, we conclude.

 International Conflict and Domestic Approval

 Strong evidence exists that foreign policy events affect the domestic political stand-
 ing of elected leaders. One study of the American president found that perform-
 ance in foreign affairs is as important as management of the economy in terms of
 public approval (Nickelsburg and Norpoth, 2000), and another found that losing a
 war can hasten an elected leader's exit (Bueno de Mesquita and Siverson, 1995; see
 also Chiozza and Goemans, 2004). Elected leaders understand this connection, and
 as a result politically vulnerable leaders are less likely to initiate crises (Chiozzi and
 Goemans, 2003), and elected leaders in general only start crises and wars they are
 confident they will go on to win (Rioux, 1998; Gelpi and Griesdorf, 2001; Reiter
 and Stam, 2002).

 The "rally 'round the flag effect" (or, simply, "rally effect") is the proposition that
 in times of international conflict, public support for the national leadership will
 increase. Four different although somewhat overlapping lines of logic have been
 presented to support this claim. The first is that the rally effect is driven by pa-
 triotism and a widespread desire to support the national leader (see in particular
 Mueller, 1970). Threats to the entire nation encourage individuals to look past their
 differences and support the leadership. This phenomenon has been linked to the
 general in-group/out-group hypothesis in sociology, that greater conflict with an
 out-group may improve bonds within the in-group (for a review, see Levy, 1989).

 The second strand of logic focuses on the efforts of the opposition. During a
 crisis, the political opposition mutes its public critiques of the administration. When
 the leadership's arguments and stated positions are unopposed, society's opinions
 become more strongly tilted toward the leadership (Brody, 1991). The reaction of
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 the domestic opposition in crises has been examined by other international rela-
 tions theorists. Kenneth Schultz (2001) made the point that in a crisis there may be
 a very short burst of support from the opposition in nearly all crises, but that
 eventually the opposition may decide to withdraw its support for the use of force.
 Third, when there is a crisis or outside threat, members of society more favorably

 view social institutions in general, including the state of the economy. These more
 favorable views of social, political, and economic conditions then percolate into
 higher approval ratings for the leadership (Norpoth, 1991; Parker, 1995). How-
 ever, sometimes the nature of the crisis itself may undermine economic expecta-
 tions aside from the foreign policy dimensions, as was the case in Britain during the
 Gulf War (Nadeau, Niemi and Amato, 2000). This line of logic overlaps somewhat
 with the patriotism/in-group out-group argument, as conflict with an out-group
 may improve one's perception of the in-group.
 Fourth, the use of force could demonstrate the public foreign policy competence

 of the leadership, which in turn could raise the public approval of the government.
 When a leader is elected, the public can only make rough estimates about the
 leader's foreign policy competence. The best way of demonstrating foreign policy
 competence is through the successful management of international crises and the
 victorious use of force, which in turn raises public approval of the leadership (Ri-
 chards, Morgan, Wilson, Schwebach and Young, 1993; Smith, 1996). Note that an
 important implication of this strain of logic is that rallies are more likely and of
 larger magnitude when the uses of force are successful, and/or when the public
 views them to be appropriate, that is, pursuing important aims at relatively ac-
 ceptable levels of cost.
 Although the possibility of rally effects has been explored deeply in the case

 of the United States, there is not a consensus over the evidence (Erikson, Mackuen,
 and Stimson, 2002:51). John Mueller (1970, 1973) was one of the first to document
 rigorously this phenomenon for the Korea and Vietnam Wars in particular,
 noting that the surge in popularity presidents receive at the beginning of a war
 fades over time. Since then, there have been a number of studies searching for
 the existence of such an effect (for reviews, see Russett, 1990; Baker and Oneal,
 2001). Some studies of individual events have claimed to find evidence of
 rally effects. Callaghan and Virtanen (1993) found a rally for President Jimmy
 Carter during the Iranian hostage crisis, especially among Independents. George
 Edwards and Tami Swenson (1997) examined the U.S. missile strikes against
 Iraq in 1993, finding rally effects for President Clinton, although they were much
 more likely among potential supporters, such as Democrats, than others. Suzanne
 Parker (1995), John Mueller (1994), and John Zaller (1993) found rally effects
 during the Persian Gulf War, during which President George H. W. Bush's
 popularity rating peaked at an historically unprecedented 89 percent before
 rapidly declining.

 Other studies which have explored rally effects in the U.S. for large numbers of
 international events have generally found only very small rally effects. Patrick
 James and Jean Sebastien Rioux (1998) examined crises from 1953 to 1994, and
 found that rally effects only sometimes occur, and when they do, the effect is small.
 William Baker and John Oneal (2001; see also Lian and Oneal, 1993; DeRouen,
 2000) generally concur, finding that rally effects for militarized interstate disputes
 (MIDs) are on average less than a percentage point. However, Matthew Baum
 (2002) found stronger evidence of rally effects, and that rallies are determined by
 international and domestic political and economic contexts; his more sophisticated
 research design may account for the differences in his findings. More generally,
 Giacomo Chiozza, and Hein Goemans (2004) found that when democracies par-
 ticipate in conflicts or wars their leaders do not enjoy longer terms in office, a
 finding consistent with the conventional wisdom that rallies even when they do
 occur are short-lived phenomena.
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 258 Rally 'Round the Union Jack?

 A related proposition to the rally effect is the diversionary theory of war. This
 proposition posits that leaders assume the existence of a rally effect, so when their
 approval ratings start to decline or they face crises at home they respond by in-
 itiating international crises abroad as a means of diverting attention away from
 domestic problems. The evidence on the existence, magnitude, and nature of di-
 versionary behavior is also mixed (Levy, 1989; Miller, 1995; Gelpi, 1997; Dassel and
 Reinhardt, 1999; DeRouen, 2000; Meernik, 2001; Davies, 2002; Fordham, 2002;
 Hendrickson, 2002; Mitchell and Moore, 2002; Moore and Lanoue, 2003). There is
 some evidence that when states experience domestic crises, other states predict that
 the troubled states are especially prone to diversionary behavior, and hence avoid
 conflict with these states (Leeds and Davis, 1997; Miller, 1999; Clark, 2003). There
 is also some evidence that when a state is undergoing certain types of regime
 changes, particularly transitions from autocracy to partial democracy, its leadership
 may become more likely to be involved in war as a means of solidifying its internal
 hold on political power (Mansfield and Snyder, 2002).

 There is a small amount of scholarship about the existence of rally effects in
 countries other than the U.S. Regarding Israel, one study found that Israeli military
 actions are more likely around the time of elections (Barzilai and Russett, 1990),
 another found some effects of external events on public opinion during the Gulf
 War (Arian and Olzaeker, 1999), and a third found that since independence Israeli
 uses of force had a reverse rally effect by increasing domestic protests (Sprecher
 and DeRouen, 2002). There is also a small amount of existing scholarship on the
 United Kingdom. T Clifton Morgan and Christopher Anderson (1999) examined
 the possibility of diversionary behavior in Britain. Looking at the years 1950-1992,
 they explored whether drops in the popularity of the government made conflictual
 foreign policy behavior more likely. They found that as the support for the Prime
 Minister's Party declined, the likelihood that Britain displayed, threatened, or ac-
 tually used force significantly increased.

 A few scholars have examined whether or not the Falklands War provided a
 substantial boost to PM Margaret Thatcher (and the Conservative Party), enabling
 her to win the 1983 election. Clarke, Mishler, and Whiteley (1990), Lanoue and
 Headrick (1994), Clarke and Stewart (1995), Anderson (1995:105), Clarke, Ho, and
 Stewart (2000), Norpoth (1991, 1992), Nadeau et al., (2000:153), Sanders (2003),
 and Clarke and Lebo (2003) attribute significant rally effects to the Falklands War,
 boosting Thatcher's popularity by as much as 21 points. Sanders, Ward, and Marsh
 (1987), Sanders, Marsh, and Ward (1990), and Sanders, Ward, and Marsh (1991)
 disagreed, attributing the surge in Thatcher's popularity in 1982 to changing per-
 ceptions of economic conditions, and that the Falklands War contributed no more
 than four points to Thatcher's popularity. Interestingly, however, Simon Price and
 Sanders (1993:328) shifted course, conceding "that the effects of the Falklands war
 on popularity were decisive in securing Thatcher's reelection in June 1983."

 Exploration of possible rally effects across a broader time period, which includes
 events beyond the Falklands War, is important. There are only a few time series
 studies of the determinants of public support for the British government which
 examine the effects of foreign events, and those that do examine at most a very
 small number of possible international rally events and do not explore for the
 possible decay of rally effects over time.1 No studies explore for possible rallies in all
 crises or wars involving Britain over the postwar period. Nadeau et al. (2000:153)
 found in a quarterly analysis of the years 1976-1992 that both the Falklands War
 and the Gulf War significantly increased the percentage of the British public who
 claimed they intended to vote for the ruling party. However, this paper did not

 1 In an unpublished paper, Bronski and Way (2003) use an events-based approach like Baker and Oneal (2001)
 rather than a time series approach to analyze factors that affect the magnitude of British rallies. They find that rallies
 are bigger when Britain acts multilaterally, is not a revisionist, and the dispute is more severe.
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 explore for the possibility of rally effects in the Korea or Suez Wars or of non-war
 international crises like the 1961 Berlin Wall crisis. Nadeau et al. found a surge in
 party vote intention in the last quarter of 1990 and first quarter of 1991, a result
 which they propose may be because of either the Gulf War or Major's elevation to
 the office of PM. Lanoue and Headrick (1994) looked at government lead (approval
 rating of the leading party minus approval for the opposition), and found that the
 Falklands War had only borderline statistically significant effects for the 1964-1987
 period. They also tested a rally dummy, which included an array of different po-
 litical events including the Suez War, and found it to be insignificant for the 1953-
 1987 period. Sanders (2003) examined governing party support for the years
 1947-1998, and found a significant rally effect for the Falklands, but no such rally
 for the Suez War.

 Examining the international determinants of government support in the U.K. is
 important. Leadership approval likely affects legislative outcomes; studies of the
 U.S. have shown a relationship between presidential approval and successes in
 Congress (Rivers and Rose, 1985; Neustadt, 1990; Brace and Hinckley, 1992; Ed-
 wards, 1997). Governing party support also gives the leadership a sense of its
 possible electoral fortunes, as increases in support could signal opportunities to
 hold elections and gain additional ground in Parliament, while decreases may sig-
 nal a need to enact policies to boost popularity before the next required election
 period (see Smith, 2004). Because elections are infrequent, governing party sup-
 port is essential because it is the only indicator of the status of the party with the
 public. Beyond the fortunes of the party, Prime Ministers may care about high
 approval ratings for their party as a way of leading the "core executive" of the U.K.
 (Heffernan, 2003). Last, Morgan and Anderson (1999) have claimed (using the
 same measure of support that we use here, party vote intention) that British leaders
 are more likely to initiate conflict when their approval drops (a diversionary effect),
 a proposition which in turn assumes that the initiation of conflict causes an ap-
 proval-boosting rally, round the flag. Hence, understanding the nature and extent
 of rally effects will help us better explore the possibility of a diversionary effect.

 Research Design

 This paper presents the first comprehensive test for the presence of rally effects in
 the United Kingdom during the post-World War II period. Again, the central rally
 hypothesis is that the approval of the national leadership increases when the nation
 is involved in international conflict. To test whether international crises and wars

 lead to rallies in the U.K., this paper looks at public opinion in the U.K. on a
 monthly basis from January 1948 to April 2001. The data comprise a monthly time
 series for this period. We obtained public opinion data from Butler and Butler
 (2000) and Market Opinion and Research International.2

 The dependent variable of public support for the government is measured as
 governing party support, which is the percentage of people who expressed an
 intention to vote for the PM's party. This measure has been commonly used in the
 study of British public opinion and is a complete time series for the period under
 study (Sanders et al., 1991; Price and Sanders, 1993; Clarke and Lebo, 2003;
 Sanders, 2003). Data are compiled from both Gallup polls and Market Opinion and
 Research International; the survey question is essentially the same over time.3

 Recent scholarship on studying time series in political science and U.K. party
 support have focused on the importance of fractional integration (DeBoef and
 Granato, 1997; Box-Steffensmeier and Tomlinson, 2000; Lebo, Walker, and Clarke,

 2 Thanks to Alastair Smith for data on the dependent variables.
 3 The question is worded, "How would you vote if there was a general election tomorrow?" The MORI data asks

 a follow-up question to those that answer undecided or refused: "Which party are you most inclined to support?"
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 2000; Clarke and Lebo, 2003). Instead of considering data as either stationary or
 integrated, fractional integration allows us to specify the series more precisely in
 order to more finely capture the dynamics of the series.4 Given this more appro-
 priate econometric method for analyzing time series, we model the party vote
 intention using fractional integration. First, we use Robinson's Gaussian semipar-
 ametric estimator to calculate an estimate of d (the degree of fractional integration).5
 Instead of deciding whether d is 0 (series is stationary) or 1 (series is integrated), we
 calculate a fractional value of d. For the 1948-2001 party vote intention series, we
 calculate d to be 0.76. We then filter this series using this value of d to produce a
 fractionally differenced series.6 We use this fractionally differenced series in our
 analysis of the effects of crises and war on ruling party popularity.

 Using this series, we conduct a variety of graphical and statistical tests to deter-
 mine its time series properties. Using both ACF and PACF tests, we find the series
 can be best modeled with a constant but no AR or MA terms. This finding was
 confirmed through the use of an ARFIMA model. The residuals from this model
 were plotted over time and tested using Q tests (with up to seven lags), none of
 which allowed a rejection of the null hypothesis of no autocorrelation in the re-
 siduals; the test statistic varies from 5.4 to 41.04 depending on the lags. Both
 techniques indicated that the errors were white noise, confirming a correct spec-
 ification. We also tested this model against models that used up to three AR terms
 and up to three MA terms. Using the Akaike Information Criteria (AIC), we de-
 termined that no combination of AR or MA terms performed better than a model
 with a constant and no AR or MA terms.

 The central independent variables measure the U.K.'s participation in external
 conflict. First, dichotomous variables are used for each of Britain's five wars from
 1948 to 2001, Korea, Suez, Falklands, Gulf, and Kosovo. There is a dichotomous
 variable in the model for each war; each of these five variables has a value of 1 for
 the month immediately following the initial month the U.K. was involved in the war
 and 0 otherwise.7

 We also model the possible persistence and decay of these rally effects after the
 first month of war using intervention analysis (McCleary and Hay, 1980; Yaffee,
 2000; Enders, 2004). Notably, previous research has demonstrated that in the U.S.
 case rally effects do not cause permanent shifts in the popularity of U.S. presidents
 (see Russett, 1990). Intervention analysis allows us to explore directly how long the
 rally lasts and how its magnitude changes over time, rather than making a priori
 assumptions about the nature of its decay. Intervention analysis has been used in
 other studies to examine the effects of external conflict on public opinion and
 internal violence (Rasler, 1986; Clarke et al., 1990; Kelly, 2003). Following these
 studies, we model these interventions as abrupt interventions in the time series
 rather than as permanent events.8 While we do not expect these events to have
 permanent effects, we do test for permanent and temporary effects, and explore
 whether the effect is abrupt or gradual. This approach allows us to model more
 accurately the initial impact of the war on public opinion and the effects for each

 4 For a good overview of fractional integration, see Box-Steffensmeier and Tomlinson (2000). They provide a
 thorough discussion of this methodology.

 5 Estimates of d (the degree of fractional integration) are calculated using Robinson's Gaussian semiparametric
 estimator in RATS (RGSER.SRC). The value of 0.76 is the value after we take 1 + d (the actual value of d - 0.24). See
 Lebo, Walker, and Clarke (2000) for further details on the use of Robinson's Gaussian semiparametric estimator of d.

 6 We use the program FIESRC in RATS to filter each series. This program essentially filters each series by its

 value of d based on the following formula (1 - B)dIYt.
 For Korea, the variable was coded 1 for the month of September 1950. For the Suez, the variable was coded 1

 for the month of August 1956. For the Falklands, the variable was coded 1 for the month of May 1982; for the Gulf
 War, the variable was coded 1 for the month of December of 1990. The Kosovo variable is coded 1 for the month of
 March 1999.

 8 Essentially, this means that we code the war variables 1 only for the initial month after the U.K. is in the war,
 instead of coding them 1 for all months after the war started.
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 subsequent month. We employ a single decay (6) term for each relevant coefficient,
 following both our theoretical expectations and the standard practice of political
 science research (see, for example, Clarke et al., 1998; Wang, 1999; Meffert, Nor-
 poth and Ruhl, 2001; Kelly, 2003; Wood and Doan, 2003).9

 The final conflict variable is onset of U.K. involvement in an international conflict

 during the month in question. We use International Crisis Behavior data for the
 variable, coded 1 if the U.K. is in a military crisis in a given month and 0 otherwise
 (Brecher and Wilkenfeld, 1997).l0

 We include economic control variables for inflation, unemployment, and interest
 rates. For inflation data, we used the Retail Prices Index provided by the Office of
 National Statistics, United Kingdom." Unemployment data come from the Year
 Book of Labour Statistics (various years) produced by the International Labour
 Office and the Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development (see
 http://www.sourceoecd.org). Following the lead of other work in this area (Price and
 Sanders, 1993), we use a change in the unemployment variable in the empirical
 models. Data on interest rates is based on the U.K. treasury bill rate provided by the
 International Monetary Fund's International Financial Statistics. Previous studies
 found a relationship between personal economic expectations and party vote in-
 tention (Clarke et al., 1990; Sanders et al., 1991), but these data are available only
 for 1980-2001. We used this variable on a subset of the series to test for robust-

 ness.12 However, the three other economic factors should pick up the effect of the
 economy on party vote intention, reducing any possible omitted variable bias.

 We also include a number of political control variables. First, we include a mea-
 sure of PM Satisfaction, which has been demonstrated to significantly affect party
 vote intention (Lanoue and Headrick, 1994; Clarke et al. 2000, Clarke and Lebo,
 2003).13 Following Anderson (1995:ch. 5), we also included dummies for "back-
 swing" effects (surges of support prior to election day), "honeymoon" effects
 (surges of support after elections), and by-elections. As Anderson (1995:99) did, the
 backswing variable is coded + 1, + 2, and + 3, respectively, for the 3 months prior
 to an election, 0 otherwise. The honeymoon variable is coded + 6 down to + 1 for
 the 6 months following an election, 0 otherwise. The by-election variable is coded 1
 if there is a by-election during the month in question and the ruling party wins, - 1
 if there is a by-election and the ruling party loses, and 0 otherwise.14

 Overall, the research design offers a number of improvements over other studies
 of rally effects, either in the U.S. or the U.K. First, it analyzes the longest time
 series yet for the U.K., 1948-2001. This allows in particular an exploration of the

 9 In addition to modeling the rallies as an abrupt onset and temporary duration, we also modeled them as a
 gradual onset and temporary duration (two delta terms), as well as abrupt/gradual and permanent duration. None
 of these specifications led to a better model than the abrupt onset and temporary duration. We also examined the
 buildup of a rally by using dichotomous variables that are 1 for each month the U.K. is in a war and estimating a
 decay parameter for the last month. We also did this for a few months prior to each war. None of these specifications
 altered or improved our presented findings.

 10 Other than the wars we specifically control for, Britain participated in the following ICB crises from 1948 to
 2001: Berlin Blockade (1948), Sinai Incursion (1948), Suez Canal (1951), Dien Bien Phu (1954), Iraq-Lebanon
 Upheaval (1958), Berlin Deadline (1958), Kuwait Independence (1961), Berlin Wall (1961), East African Rebellions
 (1964), Cod War I (1973), Belize I (1973), Cod War II (1975), Belize II (1977), and Operation Desert Fox (1998). We
 also tried using MIDs instead of ICB crises, but an MID dummy variable was not significant. On MID, see Jones,
 Bremer, and Singer, (1996).

 1 For description, see "Retail Prices Index: A Brief Guide," available at http://www.statistics.gov.uk/themes/
 economy/articles/briefguides/downloads/rpiguides.pdf

 12 Specifically, we examine the national prospections question, "How do you think the general economic sit-
 uation in this country will develop over the next 12 months?" XWe examine three other indicators (national ret-
 rospections, personal prospections, and personal retrospections) for the 1979-1996 period.

 13 Similar to the party vote intention series, the PM Satisfaction series is fractionally differenced. This series
 possesses some missing data. Because this is a control variable, we impute the missing values using an AR(2) process.
 The real and predicted values are highly correlated, providing some confidence in this procedure.

 14 The results do not change if the by-election variable is omitted.
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 262 Rally 'Round the Union Jack?

 possibility of rally effects in the Korea, Suez, and Kosovo Wars. Second, unlike most
 U.K. studies, it includes an array of important political controls, including back-
 swing effects, honeymoon effects, and by-election effects. Third, it is the first study
 to explore for possible rally effects in the U.K. for non-war crises. Fourth, unlike
 most U.S. or U.K. rally studies, it includes separate variables for specific wars,
 allowing for distinguishing between war rallies and crisis non-war rallies, and al-
 lowing for separating out unique rally effects in different wars. Many existing rally
 studies include only a single dummy variable for the presence of any crisis or war,
 regardless of its level of violence. Fifth, this study uses monthly data, whereas most
 other studies use quarterly data. Sixth, this study explores for possible decays in
 rally effects, that is, changes in the magnitudes of the rally in the months after the
 event begins.

 Results

 Table 1 displays the results from the ARFIMA models for the effect of international
 crises on the Party Vote Intention and PM Satisfaction dependent variables.

 The crisis variable examines the average effect of each crisis on changes in party
 vote intention. This variable is coded 1 any time the U.K. is in a crisis as defined by
 the ICB project. The crisis variable is significant in models 1 and 2 (in model 2, we
 add the economic and political control variables). However in model 3, when we
 add the PM Satisfaction variable, the crisis variable becomes insignificant. One
 possibility is that the rally effect is generated through support for the PM. We
 examine this possibility in model 4 where the dependent variable is the fractionally
 differenced PM Satisfaction series. The crisis variable is significant, indicating that
 crises do change Party Vote Intention through PM Satisfaction. While the crisis
 variable is significant in three of the four models in Table 1, its substantive effect is
 quite small, ranging from a 0.882 to 1.43 increase in support for months the U.K.
 was in a crisis. This result is somewhat in line with findings in the U.S. case.
 Examining presidential approval from 1953 to 1998, James and Rioux (1998) in-
 cluded a dummy variable for U.S. participation in an ICB crisis, finding it to be
 positively and significantly related to approval. Baum (2002) and DeRouen (2000)
 also found rally effects, each generally using a single dummy variable for the
 American use of force.

 TABLE 1. Effects of International Crises on Public Support for the British Government, 1948-2001

 Party Vote Intention
 PM Satisfaction

 Dependent Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
 International crises 0.882* (0.452) 0.974* (0.400) 0.532 (0.356) 1.43** (0.533)
 Inflation - 0.025 (0.207) 0.059 (0.189) - 0.088 (0.287)
 Unemployment - - 4.77* (2.45) - 3.65+ (2.17) - 3.57 (3.38)
 T-bill - - 0.065+ (0.037) - 0.046 (0.033) - 0.027 (0.031)
 Honeymoon - 0.258** (0.098) 0.124 (0.087) 0.415** (0.134)
 Backswing - 0.757*** (0.230) 0.559** (0.204) 0.617* (0.317)
 By-election - 0.502* (0.257) 0.119 (230) 1.15** (0.357)
 PM Satisfaction - - 0.336*** (0.025)
 Constant 0.251 (0.157) 0.422 (0.288) 0.325 (0.256)

 N = 640 N = 639 N = 639 N = 639

 R2 = 0.006 R' = 0.056 Rz = 0.261 R = 0.05
 DW = 1.77 DW = 2.14 DW = 2.38 DW = 2.02

 2 = 3.79 X2 = 35.6 X2 = 166.6 x2 = 31.97
 +p <.1, *p <.05, **p< .01, ***p < .001. All significance tests are two-tailed. Standard errors are reported in paren-
 theses under the coefficients. DW = Durbin-Watson D statistic.
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 TABLE 2. Effects of International Crises and Wars on Public Support for the British Government,
 1948-2001

 Party Vote Intention PM Satisfaction Party Vote Intention
 Dependent
 Variable Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9

 Korea

 mo - 0.093 (0.158) - 1.33'(0.652) 0.385 (0.439) 1.12 (1.68) 1.06 (1.89)
 81 - 1.00*** (0.004) 0.999*** (0.002) 1.00*** (0.002) -
 Suez

 mo 1.33 (2.89) 1.73 (3.01) 0.787 (3.98) 0.572 (1.30) 0.685 (1.46)
 61 - 0.179 (2.07) 0.605 (0.955) 0.665 (2.38) -
 Falklands

 oo 7.46** (2.82) 10.83*** (3.07) 10.62" (4.06) 3.47* (1.47) 5.70*** (1.64)
 61 0.51* (0.25) 0.569*** (0.167) 0.642*** (0.191) -
 Gulf

 (0 - 0.688 (1.19) 8.26** (3.22) 21.77** (4.25) 0.558 (1.21) 2.84* (1.34)

 81 0.958*** (0.107) 0.322 (0.333) 0.540*** (0.122) -
 Kosovo

 (oo 2.04 (2.89) 2.53 (3.23) 3.00 (4.44) - 0.705 (1.30) - 0.800 (1.46)
 61 0.232 (1.30) 0.213 (1.19) 0.188 (1.41) -
 Non-war crises 0.425 (0.411) 0.539 (0.467) 0.732 (0.614) 0.436 (0.409) 0.600 (0.459)
 Inflation - 0.003 (0.189) 0.131 (0.211) 0.107 (0.290) 0.045 (0.184) 0.026 (0.207)
 Unemployment - 3.54 (2.18) - 4.54+ (2.45) - 3.80 (3.37) - 3.74+ (2.18) - 4.96* (2.44)
 T-bill - 0.05 (0.034) - 0.105+ (0.054) - 0.124* (0.063) - 0.054 (0.034) - 0.089* (0.038)
 Honeymoon 0.135 (0.087) 0.265** (0.097) 0.428** (0.133) 0.130 (0.087) 0.264** (0.098)
 Backswing 0.586** (0.205) 0.791*** (0.229) 0.669* (0.313) 0.576 (0.204)** 0.782** (0.229)
 By-election 0.045 (0.232) 0.367 (0.259) 1.09** (0.353) 0.101 (0.230) 0.478+ (0.257)
 PM Satisfaction 0.333*** (0.026) - - 0.330 (0.026)*** -
 Constant 0.380 (0.270) 1.51* (0.616) - 0.375 (0.264) 0.581 (0.296)

 N = 639 N = 639 N = 639 N = 639 N = 639

 R2 = 0.275 R2 = 0.092 R2 = 0.104 R2 = 0.267 R2 = 0.074
 DW = 2.38 DW = 2.19 DW = 2.05 DW = 2.39 DW = 2.17

 x2 = 175.44 x2 = 58.56 2 = 66.17 2 = 170.68 3x2 = 47.52

 +p <.1, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001, ? p <.05, but not in predicted direction. All significance tests are two-tailed.
 Standard errors are reported in parentheses under the coefficients. DW = Durbin-Watson D statistic.

 Table 2 displays the ARFIMA model results for the full model. Political and
 economic controls are included.

 Notably, the crisis variable presented in the Table 2 models is slightly different
 than the variable presented in the models in Table 1, as it is coded 0 if the U.K. is
 involved in any of the five wars. Separate dummy variables are included for the
 individual wars. The aim is to estimate separate effects for British participation in
 wars and non-war crises.

 If this were a more conventional time series analysis, we would report a single
 coefficient estimate and a single standard error for each variable, that is, for the
 crisis variable and for each of the war variables. However, modeling decay effects
 through intervention analysis requires more cumbersome functional forms.'5
 Briefly, within the functional form for each of our war variables, there is a numer-
 ator term, (oo, which represents the initial effect of the war on the change in party
 vote intention, and a denominator variable 61, which represents the rate at which
 the initial effect decays.

 15 The actual intervention function is modeled as f(I,) = [(coo)/(l - 61)][,I. We also checked to see if other
 specifications fit the model better than this first-order transfer function using both the AIC and the Schwartz
 Bayesian Criteria. Both of these criteria allow us to compare models across the same samples of data to determine
 which model produces a better fit. None of these other specifications fit the model better.
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 The results are quite interesting. The variable for non-war crises becomes sta-
 tistically insignificant across all models in Table 2.16 This is evidence of the rarity of
 rallies, as lesser international episodes, which do not receive substantial media
 coverage and/or are not seen to threaten British interests directly do not cause
 rallies. Looking at model 5, which displays the results which include all of the
 political and economic control variables, only the Falklands War appears to gen-

 erate an initial rally that decays over time. The 0oo variable for the Korea, Suez,
 Gulf, and Kosovo wars are all not statistically significant, indicating the absence of a
 rally.17 While this initial model paints a picture of only one war generating a sig-
 nificant rally, one possibility is that rallies are partially being driven through the
 public's view of the PM (indicated in Table 1). To explore this possibility, model 6
 does not include the PM Satisfaction variable. In this model the Suez and Kosovo

 wars are still not statistically significant; Korea is statistically significant, but not in
 the predicted direction. However, the Gulf War is now significant and the size of the
 Falklands coefficient increases from 7.5 to 10.8. These results seem to indicate that

 the effects of rallies are at least partially transmitted through the public's view of the
 PM, both because the PM Satisfaction independent variable was significantly related
 to the Party Vote Intention dependent variable, and because dropping the PM
 Satisfaction variable affected the results on some of the various war variables.

 We examine this further in model 7 where the dependent variable is the frac-
 tionally differenced PM Satisfaction series. Both the Falklands and Gulf War sig-
 nificantly boost PM Satisfaction, presenting a more complex view of the nature of
 rally events. The Falklands war perhaps has the clearest effect on governing party
 support, providing an initial 7.5 percent increase in party vote intention. However,
 the results of models 6 and 7 indicate that at least part of the Falklands rally in Party
 Vote Intention is transmitted through PM Satisfaction (see Norpoth, 1992:107).

 The Gulf War produces a slightly different rally. First, the initial Gulf War boost is
 about 22 percent for PM Satisfaction. While this boost dies out quickly and by the
 sixth month contributes less than 1 percent, the initial boost is quite large. This,
 coupled with the results from models 6 and 7, is evidence that for the Gulf War the
 rally effect for the ruling government is transmitted virtually entirely through the
 increased popularity of the PM. Finally, the decay parameter for the Gulf War is not
 significant in model 6 but is significant in model 7, providing us with more evidence
 that the Gulf War rally is more than likely transmitted through the increase in PM
 Satisfaction rather than directly through an increase in Party Vote Intention.

 To test whether the findings for the Falklands and Gulf are driven by model
 specification, we run some additional analyses where we specify the intervention as
 simply an average rally across the length of the war. Each war variable is coded 1 as
 long as the U.K. was involved in the war (as opposed to the previous models where
 it was 1 for the onset of U.K. participation only).'" These results are presented in
 models 8 and 9 of Table 2.19 Looking at models 8 and 9, we see the same rally
 pattern that we found for models 5-7.

 Table 3 reports substantive effects, listing the estimated changes in Party Vote
 Intention for the Falklands and the Gulf, for each month after the start of each war.

 16 Dummies which code only successful or multilateral non-war crises or only those crises in which the U.K. was

 targeted are not significant.
 17 The 8 terms for Korea and the Gulf are statistically significant, but practically speaking this is inconsequential

 because the 6 terms are in the denominators. The to terms are in the numerator, so if tests reveal that o is not

 statistically distinguishable from zero, then the content of the denominator becomes essentially irrelevant.
 18 For Korea, we only model the first 3 months. We also used a variable which was 1 for almost 2 years while the

 U.K. was involved in the Korean war and this variable was also insignificant.
 19 Alternative intervention specifications were also tested, including an abrupt permanent change, a gradual

 permanent change, and an abrupt temporary change. For the permanent models, none of the war variables are
 significant.
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 TABLE 3. Substantive Effects for the Falklands and Gulf Wars on Party Vote Intention

 Effect of Rally

 Months Since Start of War Falklands (Model 6) Gulf War (Model 6)
 0 10.83 8.26

 1 6.16227 2.65972
 2 3.50633163 0.85642984

 3 1.995102697 0.275770408
 4 1.135213435 0.088798072
 5 0.645936444 0.028592979
 6 0.367537837 0.009206939

 7 0.209129029 0.002964634
 8 0.118994418 0.000954612

 9 0.067707824 0.000307385
 10 0.038525752 9.8978E-05

 Again, the 6 term allows us to calculate how the rally effects change across time.
 The first column of Table 3 displays the changes in the level of Party Vote Intention
 caused by the Falklands War for subsequent months, based on the estimated pa-
 rameters. We find that the initial boost in party vote intention is 10.83 percentage
 points and that this declines to 6.16 percentage points in the next period, followed
 by a significant decline in the following period. Thus, we find evidence of a tem-
 porary boost in the first 2 months after the start of the war (May and June 1982).
 This finding is similar to other studies, which find a boost in party vote intention
 because of the Falklands (Clarke et al., 1990; Nadeau et al., 2000; Clarke et al.,
 2000), although the increase is not as large as the 22 point increase Norpoth (1992)
 described in his analysis of the Thatcher years. Notably, Norpoth's observation of a
 22 point increase was confined to the single month of May 1982, whereas this and
 other studies look for rally effects across a broader span of time. The last column of
 Table 3 shows the substantive effects of the Gulf War rally. The initial boost of 8.26
 percentage points declines rapidly as it is less than half in the next period and is less
 than one percentage point in the third month after the start of the war. More
 generally, both the Falklands and Gulf patterns conform with the expectation by the
 U.S. rally literature that rallies decay rapidly.
 The economic variables received mixed support across all nine models.20 First,
 unemployment is significant at the 0.1 level in five of the nine models, while in-
 flation is never statistically significant. The interest rate variable is significant in
 about half of the models. Overall, these findings are slightly different from previous
 work on the effects of the economy on British public opinion, which found a strong
 significant relationship between economic indicators like inflation and unemploy-
 ment and public opinion (Sanders et al., 1991; Norpoth, 1991, 1992; Price and
 Sanders, 1993). One reason for the difference is that unlike some of these studies
 (Norpoth, 1991, 1992; Sanders et al., 1991), this paper looks at a much broader
 time frame than just the Thatcher era.21 Finally, we examined whether changes in
 different economic indicators had different implications for each of the two major

 20 Sanders (2003:13 n.3) found that neither inflation or unemployment affected government popularity for the
 time period 1947-1998. We also ran the models with lags on the economic variables, specifically lags up to 3 months.
 The core results on the international variables did not change, but with some of the lags the unemployment and
 T-bill variables are no longer significant.
 21 Price and Sanders (1993) examine quarterly data without some of our controls. We ran a similar model

 without backswing effects, honeymoon effects, or by-elections for our time period. We found that among the
 economic variables only unemployment was significant, and among the international variables only the Falklands
 dummy was significant. For the sake of comparison, we only modeled these war variables as simple dichotomous
 variables for the months that the U.K. was involved in these wars.
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 parties. We checked to see if Labour governments experienced additional popu-
 larity downturns during periods of unemployment and if Conservative govern-
 ments experienced additional popularity downturns during periods of inflation.
 None of the relevant variables were significant. We also ran a model for the years
 1980-2001 with the personal economic expectations variable, and the core rally
 results did not change substantially (results not shown).
 To return to the results of the international variables, the results indicate that

 rallies are comparatively rare, as crises below the level of war do not significantly
 increase support for the PM or change voting intentions. The more precise re-
 search design here isolates specific wars and improves over some previous U.S.
 studies, allowing for the more focused conclusions that rallies occur in wars but not
 non-war crises. Our finding is consistent with the Baker and Oneal (2001) finding
 that MIDs promising greater systemic instability caused larger rallies, although it is
 inconsistent with the James and Rioux (1998) finding that although all ICB crises
 cause a small rally effect for the U.S. president, the rally effect shrinks the more
 force that was used.

 A closer look at the American experience does reveal, however, some similarities
 to the findings presented here. Although rallies for the American president fol-
 lowing most crises and wars have been generally quite small or non-existent, there
 were a handful of events after which the president enjoyed a substantial boost in
 popularity. Franklin Roosevelt's popularity surged from 72 to 84 percent following
 the Pearl Harbor attack and John F. Kennedy's popularity increased by 11 points
 following the Cuban Missile Crisis. More recently, George H. W. Bush's popularity
 increased 18 points during the Gulf War, and George W. Bush's popularity sky-
 rocketed by 35 points in the fall of 2001 following the September 11 attacks (Mu-
 eller, 1994; Baum, 2002).

 Why do some uses of force and international events attract rallies of support
 while others do not? A first observation is that the public does not offer a knee jerk,
 automatic increase of support following every use of force. This offers some ev-
 idence against a very simple sociological take that any external threat causes the
 domestic ranks to close. Although domestic political and economic conditions play
 an important role in determining the nature and extent of rally effects (Baker and
 Oneal, 2001; Baum, 2002), international factors and in particular the nature of the
 conflict are also significant.

 Specifically, rallies seem most likely and largest after the nation has been clearly
 attacked or challenged and when vital national values are at stake, although ad-
 mittedly it is difficult to delineate uncontroversially what is and is not in the national
 interest. For the U.S., this was the context for the Pearl Harbor, Cuban Missile
 Crisis, Gulf War, and September 11 rallies. For Britain, the public recognized the
 need to respond to Argentinian aggression against British territory (the Falklands),
 as well as to the invasion of Kuwait by Iraq, but events in Korea, the Suez and
 Kosovo may not have been seen as a clear and direct threat to British security. This
 appraisal of the British public is roughly consistent with Jentleson's (1992; see also
 Oneal, Lian, and Joyner, 1996; Page and Shapiro, 1992) image of the post-Vietnam
 American public as "pretty prudent" because it supports foreign policy actions to
 defend national interests but not to use force to cause internal political change
 abroad. A similar caution in British public opinion accepted some but not all gov-
 ernment claims that British resort to force was ajustified response to aggression, for
 example rallying in support of the use of force in the Falklands and Gulf22 but not
 for Korea, the Suez or Kosovo.

 22 The U.K. and Kuwait have had a long-standing relationship even after Kuwait was no longer a British
 Protectorate. The British even came to Kuwait's assistance when it perceived a threat from Iraq after its inde-
 pendence (Brecher and Wilkenfeld, 1997). The U.K. and Kuwait also have strong economic ties worth about 300
 million pounds per year (http://www.trade.uktradeinvest.gov.uk/kuwait/profile/index/introduction.shtml).
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 A slightly different cut is that the presence and magnitudes of rallies are deter-
 mined by whether the public perceives the use of force as successful. As discussed
 above, some scholarship has argued that foreign policy outcomes affect leaders'
 domestic popularity, observing that leaders who lose wars get removed from power
 more quickly, and that elected leaders almost never start wars they go on to lose.
 James and Rioux (1998) found some evidence for the U.S. case that successful uses
 of force caused bigger rallies, although Chiozzi and Goemans (2004) found that
 successful uses of force did not extend leaders' tenure in office. The evidence here

 does not clearly indicate that the success is a precondition for rallies. Although one
 is tempted to say that the Falklands and the Gulf were much clearer victories than
 Kosovo, Korea, or Suez and hence more likely to attract rallies, the timing of the
 rallies as revealed by our intervention analysis casts some doubt on this conclusion.
 We tracked the Gulf rally starting in December 1990, and observed a sharp spike
 up followed by a quick decline (see Table 3), meaning that Major's government did
 not get a boost in support following the Coalition's victory in February 1991. In the
 Falklands War, there is a large spike in May 1982 when military actions commence,
 but it goes down over the next few months even though the Falklands are not
 recaptured until June.

 In the United States, public support for military action is larger when the UN
 Security Council approves, although approval is not necessarily bigger for multi-
 lateral uses of force which do not attract Security Council support (Chapman and
 Reiter, 2004; see also Kull and Destler, 1999). The multilateralism-public opinion
 relationship is even less straightforward in the British case (see also Bronski and
 Way, 2003). In the Falklands War, which generated the largest rally, Britain fought
 essentially alone (although with some non-military assistance from the US), al-
 though Britain enjoyed the diplomatic support of UN Security Council Resolution
 502 which called for Argentine withdrawal from the Falklands (http://www.un.org/
 documents/sc/res/1982/scres82.htm). For the two broadly multilateral wars fought
 under the aegis of the UN, there was a rally in the Gulf War but no rally for the
 Korean War. The Suez War was fought multilaterally, with France and Israel, but it
 also attracted the general opposition of the international community, and no rally at
 home. The Kosovo War, fought under the aegis of NATO, attracted no rally.

 On the American side, some have speculated that casualties undermine support
 for war (Gartner and Segura, 1998). For the U.K., however, low casualties do not
 seem to be a crucial factor in ensuring a rally. The U.K. suffered very few combat
 casualties during the Falklands War (225 killed), slightly more during Korea (670
 killed), although even fewer Britons died in the Suez War (16 killed), the Gulf War
 (24 killed), or Kosovo (zero killed). These are all very low casualties when con-
 sidered in contrast to some 908,000 Britons killed in World War I and 270,000
 killed in World War II (Small and Singer, 1982; Richardson, 1996:21).

 Finally, rallies affect the popularity of the ruling government in different ways.
 Part of the influence on ruling government support is transmitted through PM
 Satisfaction. Rallies like the one by the Falklands War had an effect on both Party
 Vote Intention and PM Satisfaction, with part of the effect on Party Vote Intention
 coming through a boost in the image of the PM. The Gulf rally for Party Vote
 Intention appears to have been entirely driven through the improved image of the
 PM. These findings indicate that rallies are not necessarily uniform in their effect
 on the public and how that effect gets translated into support for the government.

 Our findings shed a bit of light on the internal logic of rally effects. One im-
 portant question is: Are rally effects due more to sociological effects, that is, almost
 automatic reactions to external threats to the group, or are they due more to
 changes in the public's estimates of the government's performance? The findings
 here arguably lend some support to the latter over the former proposition. In the
 British case, rallies were not automatic reactions to the nation's involvement in war,
 as indicated by the absence of a consistent rally during three of the five wars, and
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 the absence of rallies during non-war crises. Rallies might be determined by the
 magnitude and directness of the threat, as there was a direct threat to a British
 possession in the Falklands as well as a threat to oil supplies through the Iraqi
 invasion of Kuwait. There were no rallies in the Korean, Suez or Kosovo wars,
 perhaps because the threats to British national interests were seen as less dire.

 Conclusion

 This paper explored for the presence of rally 'round the flag effects in the U.K.
 Using monthly data on the longest time series to date, incorporating a variety of
 political and economic controls, and using advanced econometric techniques such
 as fractional integration and intervention analysis, we found evidence of only nar-
 row rally effects. There were no significant rallies for non-war crises. For wars, we
 observed a significant rally for the Falklands War and a rally driven through the
 image of the PM for the Gulf War, and no rallies for the Korea, Suez, or Kosovo
 wars. Both the Falklands and Gulf War rallies were politically significant (estimates
 ranging from 7 to 22 points), although short -lived, as they tapered off quickly.

 The results here have several implications for our understanding of the rally
 'round the flag effect. First, rallies are quite rare. Separating out classes of events
 demonstrated that crises, which do not escalate to war, do not engender rallies, and
 that not all wars engender rallies. This is consistent with some research in the U.S.
 case (such as James and Rioux, 1998; Baker and Oneal, 2001) which finds rallies to
 be rare and small in magnitude, and with other evidence that participation in war,
 even successful participation, does not extend a leader's tenure in office (Chiozza
 and Goemans, 2004). At the most general level, this is evidence against a strong
 rally hypothesis that any participation in conflict automatically boosts public sup-
 port for the leader.

 Second, the findings somewhat improve our understanding of the international
 conditions which make rallies more likely. The results indicate that rallies seem to
 be most likely when the public perceives a direct, serious, unprovoked threat to the
 national interest, as in the Falklands and Gulf Wars. Lesser threats (such as crises
 which do not escalate to war), threats which do not seem to directly engage the
 national interests (such as Kosovo and Korea), and threats which do not seem to be
 clearly unprovoked (such as the Suez War, in which some members of the public
 viewed British actions as imperial rather than defensive) are less likely to garner
 rallies. This is consistent with the U.S. experience, as rallies were most likely when
 the American public saw the use of force as in direct response to serious, direct, and
 unprovoked threats, such as following Pearl Harbor, the North Korean invasion of
 South Korea, the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, and the September 11 attacks, but not
 during the invasion of Grenada or the campaign in Kosovo. Notably, the tendency
 of the public to be more supportive of responding to rather than initiating ag-
 gression is one reason why preemptive attacks are quite rare (Reiter, 1995).

 Importantly, the public's sense of what is and is not aggression does not appear to
 follow hard and fast a priori rules. Notably, the American public perceived a direct
 threat following the 1950 North Korean invasion of South Korea and rallied behind
 President Truman, but the British public did not perceive such a threat and did not
 rally. Further, leaders can sometimes exercise enough spin control to cast success-
 fully a military action as defensive, spurring a rally, even though the actual events
 are much murkier. The German government in 1914 was able to spin the July crisis
 as being driven by French, Serbian, and Russian aggression, to the point that most
 of German society, even socialists, rallied behind the war effort (Reiter, 1995:20).
 And, in 1964, President Lyndon Johnson was able to spin the Gulf of Tonkin
 Incident as a clear example of North Vietnamese aggression, which enabled him to
 acquire near unanimous Congressional support for the August 1964 Gulf of Tonkin
 Resolution, although as early as September 1964 Johnson himself questioned
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 whether or not this was a clear instance of aggression (Beschloss, 2001:38-39).
 However, there are important limits to a leader's "spin control" abilities. The Brit-
 ish government was unable to convince the public that the 1956 Suez venture was a
 response to unprovoked Egyptian aggression, even though it was in reaction to
 Nasser's unilateral nationalization of the Suez Canal. A series of polls from Septem-
 ber 1956 to September 1957 never revealed a majority approving of British military
 action (Epstein, 1964:142). Future research should explore this area further.
 Beyond issues of threat, the results shed light on some other international con-

 ditions that might affect the likelihood of rallies. Although the most successful wars
 were the only ones to earn rallies, the timing of the rallies casts doubt on the
 conclusion that success causes rallies. This is consistent with statistical evidence that

 successful wars do not extend leadership tenure, as well as anecdotal evidence of
 the political fates of leaders following successful wars, such as Churchill after World
 War II and George H. W. Bush following the 1991 Gulf War. Strangely, interna-
 tional or UN support seemed uncorrelated with the presence of a rally effect, a
 result made even more odd by research elsewhere which found that UN Security
 Council support increases rallies in the U.S. One possible explanation is that the
 signaling function served by the Security Council serves a different function for the
 American public than it does for the British public (Chapman and Reiter, 2004).

 Third, these findings help to resolve some divergence between evidence indi-
 cating at least occasional rally 'round the flag effects, and other evidence indicating
 the general absence of diversionary effects in the U.S. in particular. If the public
 only rallies against threats, which are serious, direct, and unprovoked, then the
 leadership may not have the opportunity to use force to cause a rally when its
 domestic popularity is low. That is, a government facing domestic threats will not
 use force to divert public attention because the government will not (usually) be
 able to invent the serious, direct, and unprovoked threat needed to cause a rally.
 Morgan and Anderson (1999) did find evidence of a diversionary effect in Britain,
 but our findings of very limited rally effects here encourage the reexamination of
 this question.

 Lastly, our findings have improved our understanding of the internal dynamics
 of rally effects, and in particular recognition of the heterogeneity of rallies. The
 speculation on the American side that rally effects are short lived has been con-
 firmed here with intervention analysis. We also found that the rate of rally decay
 varies. A new finding here comes from recognizing the difference between rallies
 for a government and rallies for an individual. British polling data distinguishes
 between support for the ruling party and satisfaction with the individual who is
 head of state, and we found that a rally for the ruling party is sometimes trans-
 mitted through a rally for the individual head of state. This striking finding should
 encourage further exploration of the exact meaning of a rally, and how the public
 places its focus on a government or an individual.
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