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Abstract

IN PURSUIT OF THE ENDSTATE - WHAT'S ALL THE FUSS?
by MAJ George J. Woods, Ill, U.S. Amy, 52 pages.

The monograph's purpose is to explore the importance of the
endstate, its degree of clarity and its effect on protecting national
interests. It also investigates the importance the endstate serves in
reducing friction within military forces. It primarily focuses on the
deveiopment of strategic and operational objectives as well as the impact
these objectives have on the design of task forces to achieve those

The paper first defines conflict and its characteristics as they relate
to defining the endstate. The differences between conflict resoiution and
conflict termination are explored. The paper also explores the conditions
that affect the degree of intensity and the duration of conflicts based on
whether the conflict is more rational or emotional in its character.

The paper then discusses the interrelationship between the
principles of war, tenets of operations and other concepts that military
leaders have traditionally used to develop campaign plans. The
discussion demonstrates the key concept governing the interrelationships
is the first principle — objective.

Organizational theory is then introduced to enhance the discussion
of the importance the endstate plays in the psychology of organizations.
The discussion focuses on the importance of developing operative goals
that guide the design of organizational structures and which motivate and
sustain group and individual behavior within the organization.

Two campaigns — OPERATION BARBAROSSA and OPERATION
DESERT STORM -- are analyzed for illustrative purposes to show the
effect the endstate played in the planning, organization and conduct of
these campaigns. OPERATION BARBAROSSA, the German invasion of
the USSR in 1941, serves as an exampie of a vague endstate; one in
which the government and the military fail to achieve consensus. In the
dynamics of human interaction, the uitimate purpose of the campaign
becomes confused and the German offensive cuiminates before victory is
achieved. OPERATION DESERT STORM, the United States-led coalition
in the Persian Gulf in 1991, serves as an example of a clearly stated
endstate and its effect on the planning, organization for and the execution
of a campaign.
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Abstract

IN PURSUIT OF THE ENDSTATE - WHAT'S ALL THE FUSS?
by MAJ George J. Woods, Ill, U.S. Armmy, 52 pages.

The monograph's purpose is to expiore the importance of the
endstate, its degree of clarity and its effect on protecting national
interests. It also investigates the importance the endstate serves in
reducing friction within military forces. It primarily focuses on the
development of stretegic and operational objectives as well as the impact
these objectives have on the design of task forces to achieve those
objectives.

The paper first defines conflict and its characteristics as they relate
to defining the endstate. The differences between conflict resolution and
conflict termination are explored. The paper aiso expiores the conditions
that affect the degree of intensity and the duration of conflicts based on
whether the conflict is more rational or emotional in its character.

principles of war, tenets of operations and other concepts that military
leaders have traditionally used to develop campaign plans. The
discussion demonstrates the key concept goveming the interrelationships

is the first principle - objective.

Organizational theory is then introduced to enhance the discussion
of the importance the endstate piays in the psychology of organizations.
The discussion focuses on the importance of developing operative goals
that guide the design of organizational structures and which motivate and

‘i and individusl behavior within the ization.

Two campaigns — OPERATION BARBAROSSA and OPERATION
DESERT STORM - are analyzed for illustrative purposes to show the
effect the endstate played in the planning, organization and conduct of
these campaigns. OPERATION BARBAROSSA, the German invasion of
the USSR in 1941, serves as an example of a vague endstate; one in
which the government and the military fail to achieve consensus. In the
dynamics of human interaction, the uitimate purpose of the campaign
becomes confused and the German offensive cuiminates before victory is
achieved. OPERATION DESERT STORM, the United States-led coalition
in the Persian Gulf in 1991, serves as an example of a clearly stated
mmmwoammmwmmmmm

of a campaeign.
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introduction

Generally speaking the United States is a peace-loving nation. It
would rather resoive differences between nations through peaceful
competition or a combination of political and economic means.
Throughout the nation’s history United States citizens have been reiuctant
to use military power to settie intemational disputes. They believe they
have a vested interest in determining whether their sons and daughters
deploy to regions around the worid to protect or defend US national
interests. |

"The criteria for deciding to employ military forces exemplify the
dynamic link between the peopie, the govemment, and the military."

The United States does not send its forces to war frivolously. The costs
and benefits are weighed throughout the conflict to determine whether
military force is still acceptable. Acceptability is determined by the
decisiveness of victory, the relative quickness of the conflict, and the
minimization of American casuaities. If these criteria are not met, then the
American people may very well demand that the government remove the
military from the conflict.

This American reiuctance to use military force is a resuit of
traditional isolationist feelings bomn in the eighteenth century based on the
relative comfort the Americans feit with two vast oceans protecting its
shores. Although thrust into the role of world leadership following the
Second World War, the United States has not changed its basic view of
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using war as the last means to resolve conflict. Deterrence and
peace-ioving became even more relevant during the Cold War's nuclear
parity. The use of military force had to be tempered to ensure the two
superpowers did not venture into thermonuciear war. However, with the
end of the Cold War the United States’ tradition has become harder to
uphoid. The United Nations and the regional powers friendly to the
United States iook to the US for guidance and leadership in maintaining
regional stability as nations jockey for power in the vacuum created by the
Soviet Union's demise.

Not only is the United States under greater pressure to exert its
international leadership rdle. but it experiences intemal pressure
concerning national strategy deveiopment. In the democratic process,
civilian leadership and its complementary senior level military leadership
change every four to eight years. Consequently, "national policy, military
strategy and operational design have a disturbing tendency to accentuate
ways and means to the detriment of considering the overriding importance
of the ends.” In other words, the military and the country’s citizens may
admit that there are times military force is necessary to protect national
interests, but many of the politicians are reluctant to teil the military, up
front, which interests they are willing to risk spilling American blood to
protect.




During his tenure as the Secretary of Defense, Caspar
Waeinberger defined criteria, commonly called the “Weinberger doctrine”,
to guide American political and military decision-makers when to commit
American military power to protect US interests. The intent of the
"doctrine” was to avoid wasteful commitment of American lives and
resources. His criteria for the proper application of military force were

stated in a speech on 28 November 1984:

1) The United States should not commit forces to combat
overseas uniess the particular engagement or occasion is
deemed vital to our national interest; 2) [the commitment

shouild only be made)] with the clear intention of winning; 3)

it should be carried out with] clearly defined political and

military objectives; 4) [it] must be continually reassessed

and adjusted if necessary; 5) [it should] have the support of

the American people and their elected representatives in
Congress; and 8) {it shouid] be a last resort.?

Several times the Reagan administration’s cCivilian leaders came to

the defense department seeking a solution to political problems using
military force.* The military was reluctant to commit forces readily. it was
also reluctant to commit forces for vague goais. Most recently, the United
States military has been criticized by the civilian leadership because of
the military’s unwillingness to get involved in such operations as Restore
Hope in Somalia and intervention in the civil strife in the former
Yugosiavia. The military’s unwillingness stems from the politicians'
reluctance to provide clearly defined goals and/or objectives — the
endstate.




| The purpose of this paper is to explore the importance of the
endstate, its degree of clarity and its effect on protecting national
interests. From a theoretical perspective, its definition is critical to the
organization, synchronization, motivation and sustainment of national
military power to protect US national interests. It is vital to both the
planning and execution of military operations. Iits clear definition
provides the conditions to reduce the effects of friction that develop when
mobilizing a force, especially a very large force, to win war. This paper
will answer the following questions: Is the clear definition of the
strategic-operational endstate the critical factor in conducting operational
art? Is it worth the fuss and frustration to think through clearly defining
strategic and operational objectives in very complex and uncertain
international conflicts before committing national military power and
placing American lives in harm's way? What are the consequences or
risks inherent in committing forces before clearly defining the objective(s)
to be achieved?

This paper focuses on the impact of the endstate at the
strategic-operational level intersection. This an appropriate level of
analysis because it is where political goals translate into military goals
and it is at this level that military organizations are put together to
accomplish specific tasks. They are not organizations dictated by a fixed

table of organization and equipment nor are they typically forces that




have a habitual working relationship. Task forces are created for the
specific mission and then dissolved.

This paper first defines the concept of the endstate to analyze the
impact the endstate's clarity has on the use of military force. Second, the
interrelationship of some principles and tenets which guide US military
forces in conducting campaigns are examined for their value in
demonstrating the critical importance of the well-defined objective. Third,
some theoretical constructs of organizational psychology are used to
examine the importance the objective plays in structuring and sustaining
organizations to accomplish their assigned function. The paper
demonstrates endstate’s importance in campaign planning and execution
from a conceptual point of view. For illustrative purposes, comparison is
drawn on the importance the endstate's clarity played in the planning for,
the organizational design of and the execution of two campaigns,
OPERATION BARBAROSSA and OPERATION DESERT STORM.

Defining the Endstate

What are the endstate and related concepts that help clarify its
meaning? At the strategic and operational level it has been heipful to
analyze any operation's objective in terms of the ways, means and ends.
Ways mean the programs, such as doctrine or tactics, used to achieve
the end. The means are the resources available to achieve an end. The

end is a termination or conclusion, a natural termination of a process, or




more simply an outcome.® The endstate is more a subset of the end.
One can think of it as the “physical condition that represents the end or a
part of the end."® The endstate then is a mental image of the conditions
that define achievement of the end. It is the leadership's vision of the
end. It is communicated by the commander-in-chief in his intent and
concept of operation.

For the military the endstate's definition takes on greatest meaning
in conflicts where conflict means "the application of conventional or
nonconventional force or forces—not necessarily in direct armed
conflict—in the conduct of interstate or intrastate disputes...in theory and
in reality it is broader in scope than war. War is actually a subset of
conflict."” This definition of conflict and war describes the continuum of
the use of force to achieve national objectives.

Nations engage in conflict to influence an opponent to behave
differently and in a manner that best serves each nation's interests.
Conflict occurs because nations cannot agree on a mutually acceptable
set of behaviors common to both nations' interests. Commonly, itis a
zero sum game. If one nation gets its way, the other automaticaily does
not get its way. One is the victor and one is the loser. Frequently,
nations enter conflict with a clear understanding of what they want to gain

from the conflict and what they do not want their opponent to gain. Other




times they do not have a clear picture of what they want. Consequently,
nations engage in prolonged, wasteful conflicts.

One author explores the concepts of conflict termination and
conflict resolution. They are ways of defining the different forms the
endstate can take. Conflict termination is the temporary cessation of
conflict resuiting directly from one nation's decision to stop fighting. One
nation uses force until it gets its opponent to do its will. It is a decision to
stop rather than the cessation of hostilities because the parties are
mutually exhausted. It is temporary because the conflict's core causes
are not resoived. The fundamental differences between the nations still
exist and fester until the opportunity to resume conflict occurs. On the
other hand, conflict resolution permanently ends the conflict between
nations. The goal is for one party to cause the other to modify the
behavior that antagonizes the conflict. Through reason and less violent
exercise of national power both nations come to mutually acceptable
terms. In this case, there exists a mutually beneficial solution to the
nations' differences aithough the gains experienced by one nation may
not be as great as the opponent nor as great as the nations set out to
gain in the conflict. In a cost-benefit analysis the nations agree they have
more to gain than lose by resolving their differences.’

These terms seem to define a rational process to end conflict. But
students of Clausewitz know rational factors are but one-third of




Clausewitz's trinity that affect the conflict's nature. Chance and emotion
also play an important role in affecting the duration and intensity of
conflicts. A way to categorize the degree of rationality associated with a
conflict's causes is to look at whether conflicts are interest-based or
value-based. Interest-based conflicts are more transitory in nature. They
are more rational in nature. They are game-like. In this view of conflict,
nations rationally chose to enter into conflict for an expressed purpose.
There is some tangible goal the parties are interested in achieving from
the conflict. it has rules. This kind of conflict's endstate is easier to
visualize. Alternately, value-based conflicts are more deep-seeded.
These conflicts are more fight-like. They are emoctional and based on
intense hatred. There is an absence of rational rules. As a result, these
conflicts are usually more intense, they usually last longer and they are
usually void of a rational solution.® The endstate in this situation is less
clearly visualized and more difficuit to quantify.

The ideal state of eptering into conflict with another nation then is
to do a thorough rational analysis of the costs and benefits of engaging in
the conflict. This cost-benefit analysis is only possible with a clear
understanding of the conditions that end the conflict. They may lead to a
permanent solution — conflict resolution — or they may lead to a more
temporary solution -- conflict termination. Ideally, the fundamental




question that should be asked is: how do | want this conflict to look when
the fighting has stopped and some semblance of order is restored?"

The implication is clear. Nations should avoid entering conflicts
whose endstate cannot be defined, quantified or easily visualized. If
nations go to war without a clear (usually more rational in nature)
endstate they may find themselves embroiled in conflicts they are unable
to control and thus unable to conclude on favorabile terms. Whether the
conflict's endstate is designed to be a temporary or permanent solution to
nations’ differences, the clearer the endstate is the better off the nation is.
it eases policy transiation into military objectives. In other words, the
conditions by which polificians and military leaders can easily envision a
beginning and an end to the conflict eases the decision-making process,
putsnationalresématless risk, and more easily gains national
support. Another author expressed it like this:

[it is] imperative that three critical pieces of guidance be

developed: a clear statement by the political authorities of

the desired situation in the post-hostility phase of the conflict

(a vision of what the area should "look like" following

hostilities); a clear set of political objectives that will, when

achieved allow or cause the above vision to become reality;

and a set of military objectives that will, when achieved,

allow or cause the above to happen. The resuitant

guidance will significantly affect how the battie on the

ground is to be fought.

Unfortunately, there are numerous cases of conflicts throughout
history when nations did not thoroughly consider the estimated costs and

benefits accrued during hostilities. Either one or both of the belligerents




did not consider what they wanted to achieve out of the conflict. Initially,
there was no rational choice to enter a conflict. The desire to engage in
conflict instead was an emotional choice; one in which a nation-state's
core values were challenged. These conflicts are typically fraught with
problems. They have no clearly defined endstate. Consequently,
opposing nations do not know when their interests are best served.
Neither conflict resolution nor conflict termination is reached. Rather,
nations fight until they can fight no longer. They exhaust themselves,
pause, and resume the fight some time in the future. Resources in
money, materiel and, most importantly, precious human lives are wasted
in vain attempts to get the other nation to bow to some ill-defined
condition or a condition that is totally unacceptable to the other nation. In
conflicts where nations’ core values are questioned, the entire
nation-state fights in “death ground.”” They fight to the death.

The endstate is critical in defining the political conditions to
achieve when applying military, economic and political power against a
belligerent nation. What do operational-strategic leaders have to guide
them in realizing its importance in an environment of political, social and
interational pressures to commit forces for political objectives? US
forces have used principles of war, tenets and other concepts to guide
them in doctrine development and in campaign development to achieve
operational objectives. These notions have survived the test of time.
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Though professionals understand what the principles, tenets and
concepts are, they do not fully understand why they work. First it is
necessary to look at these ideas to understand their effect on campaign
planning at the operational level. Then it is beneficial to look at
organizational theory as a way of explaining why these time-tested
concepts have worked.
Principles, Tenets and Concepts

Herman Kahn and Fred Ikie in On Escealation: Metaphors and
Scenarnios, suggest the critical missing connection between military
planning and execution is insufficient thought about how and under what
circumstances to terminate conflict.” Ikle further elaborated on this point

in his book Every War Must End when he said,

Not only military leaders are sometimes guilty of designing

wars as if they had to build a bridge that spans only half a

river. Civilian leaders, too, may order the initiation of a

military campaign without being troubled by the fact that

they have no plan for bringing their war to a close.™

Professionals have done considerabie thinking about operational
art and campaigns designed to accomplish operational objectives. The
doctrine on campaign planning, which is consistent with principles of war
and tenets of operational art, illustrates the military's concem with the
endstate and the effective use of the United States' national resources.
Campaign planning considerations emphasize focusing the plan on a
specific objective, organizing the force and sequencing operations to
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achieve that objective, and planning for friction (e.g., expecting the
unexpected).

Campaign planning, the process of determining the ways an
operstional force will accomplish operational and strategic objectives,
must transiate broad strategy into tactical actions. It aligns the
operational means and ways to achieve the operational and strategic
endstate. JFC Fuller, the noted military writer, spoke of the important link
between the campaign plan and the objective. He said, "A plan of a
campaign demands a definite object...and this object, in its tum, demands
a series of moves each demanding an objective of its own.""* Fuller
implies that series of moves, commonly referred in doctrine as
sequencing operations, are planned to create the conditions in which an
opponent's options are narrowed until the opponent must give in to the
demands placed upon him. These series of objectives may aiso need to
weaken an enemy at the place one chooses to attack him.

Operational pauses, related to sequencing operations, are also
important to anti<ipate in planning. One author concluded that four
factors influenced operational pauses. They were weather, shifting the
main effort, political constrzints, and cuiminating points.' Unfortunately,
the commander can only influence shifting the main effort. He might
slightly influence the political constraints and culminating points, but
certainly cannot influence the wecther. Cperational pauses are

12



unavoidable facts of operational art. Therefore, a way to deal with them is
to anticipate their effect on operations. One can only do this by
thoroughly planning and estimating when pauses are likely to occur, then
link them to existing intermediate objectives or link them to intermediate
objectives that coincide with the estimated pauses. This creates the
conditions where pauses occur at the time and place the force chooses
rather than reacting to pauses in situations the force may find
disadvantageous.

Military operations are unique in every situation. War is an
interactive affair of opponents hiding their intentions from the other side.
Therefore, plans are based on estimates of friendly and enemy
capabilities. They are usually less than perfect. Consequently,
enemy actions, and confusion of battle—will impede both sides.""’
Overcoming friction requires leaders to see the battiefield, to decide
quickly, and to act on those decisions without hesitation. They must be
prepared to take action with incomplete information, recognizing that
waiting for such information will invariably cause them to forfeit the
opportunity to act. Similarly, staffs must respond quickly to implement
these decisions without creating their own inertia that would increase the
friction in the organization.**

13



For years the armed forces of many Westem nations have
conducted wars according to several principles of war. The principles of
war have not only guided the conduct of war, but have served as a way of
evaluating the conduct of campaigns throughout history. The first listed
principle of war is objective. To conduct successful military operations,
each one should focus on “a clearly defined, decisive, and attainable
objective."™ Even in operations other than war, where the military may
support primarily political operations, the political ieadership and the
operational commander are not exempt from the requirement of clearly
defining the campaign objective. FM 100-5, the United States Army's
keystone doctrinal field manual, clearly states this premise: "The uitimate
objective of operations other than war might be more difficult to define,
nonetheless, it too must be clear from the beginning.'®

Harry Summers stressed the importance of the objective in his
book On Strategy. He noted that it was the first principle of war and
deliberately so. He believed all eise flowed from it and that it was halif the
strategic equation.? The objective serves another purpose not mentioned
in the Army’s new doctrine. It determines war's value. [t is this value that
the American public uses to assess the costs of war and the level of
commitment in supporting a war. The costs are measured in terms of
taxes and, more importantly, the risks to American sons’ and daughters’

14




Another principle of war critical to the success of any large
organization, especially a military operation, is the concept of unity of
command. This particular principle implies two slightly different concepts
that fall under the rubric of unity of command. Unily of command itself
means that all forces are under one responsible commander. A useful
guide to organizing a force for conducting operations is to designate a
commander for each objective or intermediate objective of the operation.
Unity of effort, a related concept, requires coordination and cooperation
among all forces toward a commonly recognized objective, aithough they
are not necessarily part of the same command structure.? Unity of effort
may be the principie more operative in combined or interagency
operations where unity of command may not be possible but is still
desirable.

To accompliish an objective the military organization must create
an organizational structure to ensure all the working parts are focused on
achieving the overall aim. The military organization at the operational
level of war is not a fixed organization. It must be tailored to meet each
unique situation. Implicit in making any structural changes in an
organization is the fundamental question of what the organization is being
structured to achieve. There must be a clear understanding of what the
organization as a whole is supposed to achieve and how all its
components contribute to that overall objective. Without it, the
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fundamental question cannot be answered. Therefore, restructuring the
organization's hierarchy without a clear endstate is just guess work.

Besides principies, tenets of operations have served the military
well as guides, too. Currently the United States Army has five tenets:
agility, initiative, depth, synchronization and versatility. Initiative and
agility are most closely associated with the endstate. Combatants and
their leaders, in the milieu of combat where chaos reigns, must make
decisions on the battiefieid with imperfect information. Clearly a force can
only achieve and maintain the initiative if the entire force has a clear
understanding of its tasks and its purpose. Otherwise, actions are
random rather than focused on contributing to an overall objective. A
force only maintains the initiative in an interactive free play, such as war,
if they have agility--the ability of a force to act and react faster than its
enemy.>* Agile forces are intelligent and well-trained forces. However,
intelligence and training, without an understanding of the endstate, add
nothing to the thorough planning of operations nor to their smooth
execution.

Synchronization and versatility also relate to the endstate. Large
organizations have many moving parts. With current weapon systems’
ranges, forces are considerably dispersed on today’s battiefield in space
and time. In operations with well-defined objectives, military
organizations plan and execute operations to mass the effects of all its

16



weapons systems - both lethal and non-lethal. Versatility too is
dependent on the endstate. It is the process of transitioning, during the
campaign, to a variety of roles and missions in an evolving organization to
achieve conditions that define the endstate. The transition causes
organizations to shift priorities and emphasis to meet the changing
demands of the conflict. A force cannot be versatile without a clear
understanding of what the organization is supposed to achieve. Rather it
is more dependent on chance than being a planned change.

Much of what the military knows about the importance of the
endstate and its effect on organizational structure and on the design and
execution of operations is reflected in the scientific study of organizations.
Organizational theory is more comprehensive and iooks at the holistic set
of systems that make up organizations. [t looks at the relationships
among these systems. Although focused primarily on business
organizations there is much it offers the military. Understanding the
theory adds depth and new meaning to the time proven principles of war,
tenets of Army operations and doctrine on campaign planning.

Organizational Theory

The first theoretical topic discussed in most organizational
psychology texts pertains to the critical importance of organizational
goals. The concept of goals used in this literature is synonymous with the
military’s concept of objective. Organizational goals serve several
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functions. They focus attention. They provide a source of legitimacy.
They serve as a standard. They affect the structure of the organization.®

The common belief among noted organizational theorists is that:

Those that are able to make their goals sufficiently

prominent so that the objectives are, indeed, common

knowiedge throughout the organization, are presumed to

m.: competitive advantage in mobilizing collective human

One way of analyzing organizational goals is to identify goals
along a continuum — from the most general to the most specific.
Organizational theorists agree there are three general categories of
goals. First, there are official goals. They are the publicly stated goals of
the organization. They are the most general in nature. Operative goals
are the next level of specificity. They are the typical day-to-day goals that
affect most behavior in organizations. Sometimes these goals are
gompatiblowim official goais, sometimes not. An example of official goals
and operative goals not coinciding existed in the Vietnam conflict. The
United States publicly stated that winning the "hearts and minds" of the
Vietnamese people was a key goal in achieving success in Southeast
Asia. In reality, units conducted search and destroy missions looking for
insurgents. At best these operations only temporarily disrupted village
life. In the worst cases whole villages and their livelihood were destroyed.
The United States’ insensitivities toward the Vietnamese cuiture often
caused the civilian population to become alienated and hostile to the

American presence. The inconsistency in matching behavior toward
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achieving the official goal occurred largely due to the difficulty of
specifying the behavior that leads to winning the "hearts and minds” as
well as the difficuity of knowing when that goal was achieved. The third
type of goal, and the most specific, is operational goals. Operational
goais exist when there is an agreed upon criteria by which goal
achievement can be measured and the contribution of that goal to the
official or operative goals can also be measured.?’ Destroying the
enemy’s operational reserve, his command and control or his logistics
capabilities is an example of this concept.

Linking the goals of the component parts of the organization
becomes imperative in focusing the various activities of the organization.
A method of linking goals is to conduct some type of means-ends
analysis. This kind of thought process involves changing non-operational
goais into operational goals. Identifying the operational objectives by
phase in a campaign plan is an example of this process. Once this is
done, then goals are sub-divided throughout the organization to guide,
direct and coordinate subunit and individual behavior.?

Frequently, the larger organizational goal is somewhat intangible in
nature (non-operational). it may be vague. In this situation, the process
of distilling operational goals from non-operational goals to define tasks
required to accomplish the larger objective is better accomplished through
a participative process. The participative process aids in more thorough
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definition of the objective, it enhances consensus building, and it
enhances communication throughout the organization.® The military
decision making process, when practiced regularly and in an environment
whers open communication is encouraged, is an effective way of building
consensus in the organization.

The ability to design organizations is critical to success in military
operations, especially at the operational ievel of war. Van Creveid
discusses the necessity to plan for war's uncertainty by better designing
organizations. He believes that the quest for certainty will never be
fulfilled. War is an interactive affair. Therefore, the secret in maintaining
the initiative is to handle information faster than the enemy through the
design of organizations or increasing the information-processing
capabilities of the organization.® An organization confronted with a task,
and having less information available than is needed to perform that task,
may react in one of two ways. One is to increase its information-
processing capacity using technological solutions or improved
techniques. The other way is to design the organization in such a way as
to enable it to operate requiring less information. Failure to do one
causes drops in performance. Consequently, friction occurs in the
organization.

Operations at this level can rarely be predicted with any degree of
certainty. Factors such as the friendly mission, the enemy's likely actions,




the time available to complete the mission, the terrain in the area of
operations, and the friendly troops available (commonly referred to as
METT-T) affect each operation differently. Consequently, each situation
is unique and must be addressed with the proper design of task forces to
accomplish each mission. Campaigns at the operational level of war will
most likely be joint and often combined as well. Therefore, task forces
will have to be designed with appropriate command and control structures
to achieve unity of effort. Linking, subdividing and operationalizing goals
naturally leads to the next concepts in organizational design:
differentiation and integration. The first theoretical concept is
differentiation.

Differentiation refers to the division of labor. The most common
reasons for dividing the labor in the organization are because of the
nature of the tasks being accomplished and because of the peopie in the
organization. Some tasks require specialization and can best occur when
groupings occur according to functionality (e.g., what people do).
Examples of this concept exist in the staff structure, branches (i.e.,
infantry, intelligence, etc.) and branches of service. The other concern
deals with the span of control. A leader responsible for subordinate
organizations can reasonably control 3-7 subordinate elements. To avoid
exceeding the span of control other commands (i.e., adding a corps

headquarters when there are eight divisions in the theater of operations)
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are created at the same level. Therefore, differentiation not only occurs
horizontally across functions, but occurs verticaily due to the span of
control. ®

The other concept of organizational design is integration. It is the
means of coordinating tasks across the divisions created in differentiation.
it parailels closely the military tenet of synchronization. Porter and
associates call it the “"concept of rational coordination™® — the integration
of tasks into a meaningful whole. It is what purposeful organizations
intend to do whether it is put into practice or not. Because organizations
require specialization to accomplish complex goals, differentiation occurs.

‘The subordinate goals, however, are not independent. Rather, they are
interdependent and require coordination with the other parts of the
organization to accomplish their required tasks sufficiently. Joint
operations, combined arms operations, and the use of liaison parties to
coordinate with flank forces are examples of integration.

From a theoretical standpoint, internal friction (in the form of
internal conflict) can abound in organizations if: they are not properly
designed with a clear operational objective and; they do not link
sub-tasks using a reasonable means-ends analysis. The ideal should be
clearly stated and communicated objectives — operational goals — to
reduce the effects of organizational friction. Operational goals provide a
focal point for organizational and individual activities. They shape




decisions about resource allocation, a most important aspect of
campaigns where massing effects is vital to defeating an enemy. When
improperly planned, the derivation of operational goals that do not specify
prioritization, sequencing, or shifting emphasis can be the source of
conflict in organizations. They can cause competition for scarce
resources in the organization. They cause differences in goal orientation
- a phenomenon in which goals of suborganizations either diverge or
conflict. Another phenomenon, goal displacement, can occur. it occurs
when the organization does not build goal consensus and misperception
or confusion reigns. Normally in the void or confusion a subgroup
imposes its own goals.* The military realizes this dynamic will likely
occur more frequently since future operations will likely be combined
operations.

Even in the best circumstances, nations will constantly pull

and tug as they seek to achieve their own ends. Differing
goals, often unstated, cause each nation to measure

progress in its own way. This produces differing

perceptions of progress. Thus it is imperative that clearly

defined and attainable objectives are explicitly stated and

shared by participating nations in the coalition.®
Conflict, by this definition, is a form of internal friction that works against
the efficiency of the organization.

internal organizational conflict is "the interaction of interdependent

people or groups who perceive incompatible goals and interference from
each other in achieving those goals."® It is a dynamic, interactive

process. It is affected by the interdependence of the parties. It involves
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the frustrating, blocking or interfering with the other party's achievement
of an objective. It occurs in organizations that have ciearly delineated
operational goals that are tightly linked with the official goals. However,
in organizations without these conditions conflict can have paralyzing
effects.

Although conflict can be debilitating, it is not all bad. Conversely,
total cooperation is not a desirable situation either. There are dangers of
too little and too much cooperation associated with organizational
structuring. The division of labor and specialization creates feelings of
parochialism in the specialized functions. Specialists tend to become
more functionally interested to the exclusion of the overail organization.
Additionally, favoritism may develop between functions of similar
specialities encouraging too much cooperation between the like groups
and encouraging conflict with other groups less similar (interservice
rivalry is one example). Consequently, errors in the group's direction may
not be contested due to the group's smugness. Groups may also not
share necessary information due to strained intergroup relations.”

Organizational design is but one aspect of getting large
organizations to accomplish complex missions. The other haif of the
equation is getting individuals at all leveis of the organization to exert the
effort to make a contribution to achieve the overall mission. Motivating

and sustaining behavior throughout the campaign down to the tactical
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level is essential to mission accomplishment. The clear definition of the
uitimate objective of the campaign, linking the operational goals to
achieve this objective and communicating those goals have a significant
impact on the effectiveness of the organization. in many ways, the human
dimension is more critical than the actual design of organizations.
Independent human decisions and actions performed in the context of the
overall aim can overcome poor organizational design in many cases.

Effective goal-setting in organizations enhances performance.
People accomplish more when they set goals than when they do not.
They accomplish more when goais are set for them than when they are
not. Those who set goals outperform those who do not. Goal-setting's
effectiveness is dependent on certain criteria. it is most effective when
the following criteria are followed: goal specificity, goal difficuity,
feedback, participation, and expected versus unexpected evaluation.®
specific the goal, the more likely the goal will be achieved. Specificity is
facilitated by setting quantitative rather than qualitative goals. By setting
goals, one te::'s to reduce the range of human performance. It usually
leads to more predictable ievels of output® This point reinforces earlier
discussions about distilling clear operational goals from a clearly
identified endstate.
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The measure of difficuity aiso enhances human performance.
Generally speaking, the more difficult or challenging the goal the higher
the level of performance one can expect.® Goals cannot be impossible
to achieve. Peopie can feel heipless when presented with
overwheimingly difficuit goals. Additionally, peopie can refuse to accept
the goal. However, the point is to set a challenging objective to achieve
and more often than not peopie will exert the effort to achieve the
standard.

Participative decision making generally enhances performance as
well. It is not as much a motivational process as it is a cognitive process.
Participative decision making aids in greater task clarity. Individuals
understand the tasks better, hence they get a better sense of where to
direct their efforts.*' The current command and staff model of decision
making at both the tactical and operational levels for single-service, joint
and combined operations, when conducted property with sufficient time,
encourages participative decision making. Not only does the command
better understand the objective, they are better able to execute military
operations without guidance or decisions by the commander.

The importance of participative decision making increases since
studies have found that the most important factor in the decision making
process is problem identification and recognition. Reliable information is
required to identify the problem and its causes accurately. This is easier




said than done. The inaccuracies in problem identification are due to
many factors. Among these factors is the effect an individual's
experience has on the way they process information. it is affected by the
confusion exists as to the accuracy of the data received. Lastly, both of
the factors may combine to interfere with reliable information processing. <
However, integrating many specialists who are experts in their functions
into the decision making process increases the probability of receiving
and interpreting the information affecting a problem.

Another aspect of goal-setting that enhances performance is
fesdback. Feedback coupied with goal specificity and difficulty enhances
motivation and performance toward achieving the goal. Obviously the
more quantifiable the goal, the more individuals or groups are able to
judge how close or how far from achieving the goal they are. Given
accurate feedback, they are more capable of judging what corrective
behavior they can take to ensure goal achievement.© Intelligence
technology conducting battie damage assessment is invaluable for this
purpose. Feedback does not guarantee the person or group will work to
achieve the goal. The assumption is that they will work to achieve the
goal if they know what behaviors it will take to achieve it. Certainly with
the quality of achievement oriented soldiers, sailors, marines and airmen
in the current force, this aspect of goal-setting can be most beneficial in
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enhancing individual and group performance. These assumptions of
human behavior may not be cross-cuitural, however. Therefore, feedback
may not have the same effect on warriors of other nations in combined
operations.

The last factor of goal-setting that enhances performance deals
with supervisory roles and task difficulty. it has some application to
campaign planning or execution. it deals with expected versus
unexpected evaiuation. Studies have shown that higher job satisfaction
occurs under two conditions. When an expected evaluation is coupled
with easier goals, performance is higher. For harder goals, performance
increases when evaluations are unexpected.* The issue here is one of
accountability. If individuals, groups or units are given responsibility for
tasks or goals contributing to the overall goal, then various leveis of
supervision enhance goal achievement considering the tasks' difficuity.
One way of making this concept relevant to operational art, however,
reiates to the commander's presence at the key location and time during
an operation. The commander’s presence is usually vital to successfully
complete a mission. When and where the commander chooses to place
himseif to influence operations is a judgment each commander makes. It
should coincide with what the commander thinks is the critical task to
achieve the objective. The clarity of the endstate is one important factor
that aids commanders at all levels in making this determination.



To this point the paper has: defined the endstate and its
characteristics; looked at concepts, principies of war, and tenets of
operations that have traditionally guided the development of campaign
plans and; explored organizational theory as a way to understand the
psychology of organizations. The final portion of this paper presents a
comparative analysis of two campaigns in history to illustrate the
importance the endstate piayed in the success or failure of these
campeigns. The campaigns analyzed are OPERATION BARBAROSSA,
the German invasion of Russia in 1941, and OPERATION DESERT
STORM, the United States-led coalition campaign to liberate Kuwait from
Iraqi occupation in 1991.

Campaign Analysis

it is difficult to compare two campaigns because there are so many
factors that cause them to be unique. However, the two campaigns
studied are similar enough to compare the effects of the endstate’s clarity
on their success or failure. It is not the author’s contention that the
endstate'’s clarity is the only factor determining the campaign success or
failure in this analysis. Both campaigns were mechanized and armor
batties primarily. Both campaigns were offensive. Both occurred over
similar terrain. Both campaigns were primarily conducted by one nation's
forces and doctrine (both campaigns had intemational forces involved).
Both offensive forces had air superiority. There were major differences,




too. The forms of government and civilian control of the military,
intemational opinion, weather, operations in other thesters, and locations
of sustainment bases are but a few of the major differences. Realizing
these similarities and differences the comparison and contrast will look at
the following criteria: What was the endstate? And how did it affect the
planning, organization, and execution of the campaign?

OPERATION BARBAROSSA

Hitier announced his intent to invade the East on July 21, 1940.%
The threat from the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics potentially
blocked his pian for European continental control. Following the Battle of
Britain, the failed attempt to knock the British out of the war, Hitler tumed
his focus east. His intent in attacking the USSR was to remove them as a
threat to German plans before they could become strong enough to attack
Germany itseif. OPERATION BARBAROSSA began June 22, 1941 after
delays of several weeks due to problems erupting in the Balkans, Greece
and Crete. Hitier released three Army Groups: Army Group North was
directed toward Leningrad; Army Group Center was to seize Moscow
and; Army Group South was directed to control the resource-rich
Ukraine.

There are some historians who believe the invasion of Russia was
doomed to fail from the start. They contend the Germans could never
have won a war against the USSR even though their initial victories in the




campaign were stunning. There are at least two authors who believe
otherwise. Matthew Cooper believes the Germans could have won the
war if they secured Moscow before the winter of 1941. However, they
would have had to optimize their forces and focus solely on the capture of
that vital city.®® Bryan Fugate, on the other hand, believes the Germans
could have won if they had concentrated on a winter Ukrainian campaign,
cut the supply lines to the North, and then continued to attack north to
Moscow when the weather improved.’ It is not unreasonabie then to
assume that OPERATION BARBAROSSA could have been successful.

The campaign ended in December 1941 virtually at the gates of
Moscow. From that moment the Germans lost the strategic initiative and
unieashed the full wrath of the Soviet army. It led to the uitimate
destruction of Germany. Why did the Germans fail? First, one must look
at the endstate then determine its effect on planning for the campaign, the
resuitant organization of forces to achieve success, and the campaign's
execution.

What was the endstate? In a conference between high military
officials and HiﬂéronJuly 21, 1940, Hitler clarified what he wanted
Germany to do to the USSR. He wanted to destroy the Soviet army or
control enough of its territory to keep Soviet bombers from ranging
German territory. There were three political aims: the Ukraine, the Baltic
area, and White Russia - Finland. He further clarified the objectives as
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Kiev, Moscow, and the Baltic States. The purpose was aiso to protect the
Romanian oilfieids. After achieving these objectives, the northem and
southem wings were supposed to join to conduct a limited drive on the
Baku oilfieids in the Caucasus.*

There was no additional guidance. The German Army high
command (OKH) was free to plan the operation given these objectives.
These objectives might possibly have been sufficient to develop an
operational campaign if the army and the political head of state trusted
one ancther. The army could have developed its own pian and advised
the head of state as to its content. If it met the test the head of state
could approve the pian. This did not occur in Germany in 1940. The
OKH developed their own plan. Hitler did too. It was not until Hitler's
directive 21 reached the OKH on December 18th that the differences in
the vision of the endstate became apparent. OKH believed the center of
gravity was Moscow. Hitier thought it was Leningrad. Consequently the
planning for, the organization for and the execution of OPERATION
BARBAROSSA became fraught with internal friction.

Another factor that caused the German defeat was the policy
towards the Russian people. Hitler's unstated goal of purifying the
countryside of Slavic peoples worked against the military and political
objectives. Referring to the earlier discussion about interest-based and
value-based conflicts, Hitler tumed this war into a value-based war. He
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created the conditions where there was no soiution to the conflict. The
conflict couid neither be resoived nor terminated until either all the Slavs
were incarcerated or Hitier changed his policy. Neither condition was
going to occur. Hitler's policy toward the Russian people gave Stalin all
the public support he needed to prosecute the war against the Germans. ®
This aiso serves as an exampie of official goals versus operative goals.
Hitler expressed to his army the threat the Red Army posed to Germany.
This was plausible. The German Army readily accepted the goal as valid.
The German Army would not, however, have accepted Hitler's goal of
mass extermination. The difference between these goais would plague
the German operations as much as the lack of consensus regarding the
center of gravity would cause.

How did the lack of clarity and consensus affect planning? First,
Manstein attributes the German's failure on their inability to achieve
consensus on the strategy.® This inability to achieve success was
evident in the OKH's reactions to the late notice Hitler gave them of his
devised plan when OKH received Hitler's directive on December 18,
1940.' While the OKH and its subordinate commands developed
extensive plans for the operation using Moscow as the center of gravity,
Hitler now gave them guidance to develop plans with Leningrad being the
center of gravity. OKH believed threatening Moscow would flush the Red
Army out where the German Army could destroy them. Hitler believed




that Leningrad was the strategic center of gravity, but this was
inconsistent with his endstate of destroying the Red Army and not highly
consistent with his goal of seizing enough terrain to protect German soil
or the Romanian oilfields.

Hitier and the OKH did not communicate well. They did not
achieve consensus on the operational goals. The OKH deliberately wrote
a vague campaign plan that appeared to follow the Fuehrer's guidance,
but was fought as the OKH had wanted to fight the campaign. The
ambiguity in the plan caused difficuity in sequencing the operation.
Branches and sequeis may have been thought through, but were not well
communicated throughout the command.® OKM and Hitler, independent
of each other, developed plans based on different assumptions caused
by a failure to achieve consensus on the operational-strategic goals.
From the start OPERATION BARBAROSSA would probably only achieve
limited success at best.

What effect did the clarity of the endstate have on organizing the
forces conducting the campaign? The most glaring difficulty it created
was the development of a dispersed command and control arrangement.
There were three separate army group commands of equal status. No
command was identified as the main effort at the start of the campaign.
For the most part, each command acted as if it was independent, not

interdependent. Consequently, they operated on diverging lines of




operation.® There was little unity of effort. Equally damaging to the
German effort was the dispersal of assets, especially the powerful Panzer
Groups™, that prevented the Germans from achieving the mass required
to achieve success, whether that be Moscow or some other objective.

How did the planning and organization affect the execution of the
campaign? The operation was fraught with problems. Commanders
operating on diverging lines of operation had difficulty supporting each
other. They argued for resources to support their fight seemingly without
regard for the overall goal. Throughv.ut the command they lost focus on
the strategic objective because there was no consensus on the
operational goals they were trying to achieve. Hitler lost focus too. He
changed his mind about the main effort during the campaign. The end of
July saw Bock driving through the Stalin line to Smolensk and closing his
second big trap. Leeb approached Leningrad and Rundstedt was
encircling the entire Russian army in the Ukraine. Here the generals
disagreed. Bock and Guderian wanted to go to Moscow, part of the
original plan. Hitler now wanted to go south. Budenny's entire army
group (the Red Army around Kiev) was captured. This became his
biggest biunder even though some claim it as Hitler's biggest victory.®
He gave up the chance of successfully capturing Moscow before the

winter set in.




Some biame the failure of the campaign on the delays caused by
the spring of 1941's Balkan campaign. However, the controversy over the
strategy to be adopted after the initial successes had been achieved cost
the German Army several precious weeks. Additional time and many
personne! were wasted by Hitler's insistence on making Leningrad, then
the Ukraine and finally Moscow his principal objectives.® Essentially the
lack of consensus on the endstate the Germans wished to achieve
caused them to disperse their operations rather than focus on some
wuinerability that might have caused the Russians to seek conflict
termination.

OPERATION DESERT STORM

What was the endstate for operations in Southwest Asia? it
evolved in about a week's span. Initially President Bush spoke on August
2, 1990 calling for a national emergency to “address the threat to the
national security and foreign policy of the United States posed by the
invasion of Kuwait by Iraq."® This was too broad. President Bush met
with the Secretary of Defense, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
(CJCS), and the commander-in-chief of Central Command
(CINCCENTCOM) and announced on August 5th the goal was no longer
to just defend Saudi Arabia against Iraqi aggression.® On August 8th
President Bush outlined four definitive objectives that clearly stated the
endstate:




First, we seek the immediate, unconditional and complete
withdrawal of all Iraqi forces from Kuwait. Second, Kuwait's
legitimate government must be restored to replace the
puppet regime. And third, my administration...is committed
to the security and stability of the Persian Guilf. Fourth, | am
determined to protect the lives of American citizens
abroad.®

Some differences experienced in the development of this campaign
were the more participative nature of defining the endstate. Bush met
with his advisors and set policy based on an assessment of their
capabilities and clearly communicated them to the world. This certainly
aided in achieving consensus among United States political and military
leaders on what they were supposed to accomplish. Second, the
statement of the four objectives was more clearly defined than the
endstate Hitler described. These objectives provided sufficient limits to
guide the development of military operational objectives defined in such a
way as to make conflict termination recognizable. There was a
recognizable end the military forces could work towards achieving.
Additionally, the objectives were couched in such terms that made it
possible to gain the support of the American public, the United States
Congress and the intemational community.

How did the endstate aid in developing a coherent campaign plan?
First, the planners were able to focus the operation on key vulnerabilities
that would cause the Iraqis to withdraw from Kuwait. The planner’s first
focused on isolating the forces in Kuwait. They focused the air campaign

on destroying key strategic and operational facilities controlling or
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supporting the forces in Kuwait. Then they focused on the Republican
Guards, the elite iraqgi operational force.®

The focus on defeating the Republican Guard had many benefits.
First, it served to develop a comprehensive campaign pian that
coordinated the various activities in theater to defeat the Iraqis.
Decer‘ion, psychological operations, special operations, air support,
naval support and ground combat operations were all focused on
achieving one overall goal. Second, the development of subordinate
goals and force ratios necessary to achieve victory led to the
development of an effective multinational organization.

How was the organizational structure affected by the endstate?
The differentiation process logically followed the deveiopment of a
coherent plan with subtasks leading to an overall objective. Air, sea, and
ground forces were organized within their capabilities to achieve specific
subtasks. A United States main effort supported by forces from various
nations divided the tasks that contributed to the overall success. Rational
coordination was handied using innovative means. Special forces teams
with transiators were made into liaison teams to operate with multinational
forces to enhance the exchange of information between forces.*' Joint
command and control arrangements existed to coordinate the
multi-service and multinational use of air forces. The Coordination,

Communication and Integration Center (CCIC) was created to link




CENTCOM with the Saudi's joint forces headquarters. The intent was to
speed coordination between the two commands. It was organized
functionally and served to translate plans, intent and information between
two forces with extremely different cuitures, hence reducing the potential
for tremendous friction.®

How did the endstate affect the execution of the campaign? The
air campaign began January 16, 1991 following the United Nations'
deadline for iraqi forces to withdraw. The cooperation of United States
Air Forces, Naval Air, Army Aviation and special operation forces
surprised and overwheimed Iraqi air and counterair forces. Missiles were
fired to attack specific targets not assigned to air forces. The air
campaign continued with hundreds of daily sorties flying to attack targets
until destroyed. In some cases, targets were attacked repeatedly,
depending on the accuracy of damage assessment, to ensure they could
not aid the iraqi forces in Kuwait. February 24, 1991 was the start of
ground combat operations that lasted 100 hours. That accomplishment
speaks for itself. Besides capturing thousands of prisoners, the Allied
forces closed with and defeated the Republican Guard who had little
waming. Consequently, friendly casualties during the operation were few.
President Bush and General Schwarzkopf agreed that needless slaughter
would occur if the war continued and that the preconditions for conflict

termination were achieved. A cease-fire was ordered to become effective

39




at 0800 hours February 28, 1991. Other than a brigade engagement
involving the 24th Division and iraqi forces trying to escape Kuwait on
March 2nd, the fighting had terminated.®

The result of the thorough planning built around a clear vision of
the desired endstate created the conditions for the Allied forces to
achieve a quick and decisive victory. It was a highly successful war won
because of the integration and synchronization of multinational and
muiti-service forces. This was made possible largely because there were
clear goals, objectives and missions throughout the force. Each goal was
designed to support achieving the desired endstate.

There are those who criticize the United States government,
particularly the Bush administration, for not achieving true victory in the
desert.* The implicit assumption is that the critics expected conflict
resolution to occur. The fundamental differences between the Iraqi
government under Saddam Hussein would never be addressed as long as
Hussein remained in power. Assassinating enemy politicians is against
stated United States policy. Therefore, Saddam's overthrow would have
to come from dissension within Iraq itself. Consequently, conflict
termination conditions were the only viable solution for the Bush
administration. Going into Iraq and taking the conflict to the Iraqi people
would have potentially widened the war to one that more fits the
value-based category. Bush appropriately identified an endstate that kept




interests in mind and that clearly identified a suitable way of terminating
the conflict.
CONCLUSION

This paper set out to answer three questions. The first question is:
Is the cleer definition of the strategic-operational endstate the critical
factor in conducting operational art? The answer must be yes. It is at this
point that the political objectives transiate into military objectives and
forces are committed as an instrument of policy. The policy must be
framed in such a manner as to organize the myriad of activities necessary
to accomplish the policy aims. The aims must be couched in terms that
clearly define when the nation's military should stop or when it has
reached the point where the gains are no longer worth the cost incurred.

The discussion of the traditional concepts, which include the
principles of war and tenets of operations, that have shaped military
thinking in planning for and conducting operational campaigns
demonstrate the importance the endstate plays in operational art. The
first principle of war, objective, is listed first for a reason. It is the central
concept around which all others interreiate. Unifying a country’s effort,
synchronizing large forces, gaining and retaining the initiative, and
exhibiting versatility in transitioning military organizations across the
spectrum of conflict can only be effectively accomplished when there is a
clear vision of what the end should look like.
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Organizational theory reinforces these traditional concepts. it adds
depth to the understanding of goals and their importance to the
organization. Official, operative and operational goals are important in
the process of structuring an effective purposeful organization and
motivating and sustaining the human dimension of those organizations.
Goal definition is critical to the process of defining the tasks to be
accomplished and dividing the labor. It is essential for those divisions to
have a common understanding of what they are supposed to accomplish
80 they can rationally coordinate activities that should occur
simuitaneously or in a proper sequence to accomplish the overall
objective. The endstate is that common vision. The more concrete and
tangible one can make it the more effective becomes human behavior in
organizations. Peopie know what group and individual performance is
necessary to accomplish tasks that make the overall organization
successful. They know how far they are off the mark. They can make
independent decisions on what to do and how much to do to achieve the
goals. The analysis of the two campaigns in this paper also
demonstrated the importance the endstate piays in the success or failure
of operational art. One's failure and the other's success can largely be
attributed to the endstate’s clarity before the outset of the conflict.

The remaining two questions are: /s it worth the fuss and
frustration to think through clearly defining the strategic and operational
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objectives in very compiex and uncertain international conflicts before
commilting national military power and placing American lives in harm’s
way, and What are the consequences or nsks inherent in committing
forces before clearly defining the objective(s) to be achieved? The
example given of German forces commitment in OPERATION
BARBAROSSA compared to OPERATION DESERT STORM shouid make
the answers abundantly clear. Barbarossa showed how utterly wasteful
the conflict became. It became wasteful because the political leadership
and military leadership did not agree on an endstate that woulid achieve
the political objectives. The repercussions of attacking the USSR led to
the German forces' exhaustion at the gates of Moscow and eventually led
to Germany's destruction in 1945. Many lessons were leamed and
correctly applied in Desert Storm. it seemed apparent to the United
States National Command Authority (NCA) the endstate shouid be
described in a way consistent with political aims and within a nation's or
coalition's capabilities.

The endstate may have two different intentions. First, it may seek
a more permanent solution and attempt to resolve the fundamental
difference between warring nations. Second, it may attempt only a
temporary solution to end the conflict between the nations. In considering
whether to achieve the nation's ends the NCA must assess whether the
fundamental differences are on a more rational level instead of an




oemotional level. They must aiso assess whether the benefits gained can
be justified by the potential costs the nation will incur in achieving the
desired endstate. This must be done before the commitment of national
military resources to avoid conflicts that only offer a nation more to lose
than gain. Upon committing forces with a clear endstate, the conditions
are created to properly plan, organize and execute campaigns without
becoming mired in intemnal friction that can cause an operation to fail.

The United States' senior military leadership is right to avoid
wanton use of military force. The civilian leadership that controls and
directs the nation's military forces must be aware of the dangers of using
military force as a panacea or as a solution to intemnational problems
before they have explored all other options. There are conditions when
the use of military power is the only solution. There are conditions when
the use of military force is aiso the wisest choice. There are aiso
conditions when the use of military force is the gravest error a nation can
make. Deciding which conditions are best for the use of military force
starts by defining what the nation wants the military force to accomplish —
the endstate.

if the national leadership has difficulty envisioning what success
would look like, then using the military is not a desirable solution to the
conflict. If the decision remains to commit military force then the national
leadership must be aware of the risks they incur in committing forces.




The political and military leaders’ moral, fiscal, and professional obligation
in initiating and designing operational campaigns must be to hold each
other accountable. Clearly defining the endstate, within the national
means available before committing forces to engage in conflict, is the way
to hold both parties accountable. To reiterate ikie's analogy, both parties
are responsible to ensure the bridge has a clearly defined purpose, that
the materials exist to bridge the gap, and that the bridge actually reaches
the other side where it was intended and for the purpose it was originally
intended. If used in this manner, military force will continue to be an

effective political instrument in protecting national interests.
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