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Pr ef ace

The concepts of end state and exit strategy have many
facets, but they share one clear characteristic: the need
for further devel opnment and refinement. Future research
on end state planning and application in places |like the
Bal kans, East Tinor, and South America will highlight even
more strengths and weaknesses than | can address.

| amindebted first and forenost to ny two faculty
mentors at the Marine Corps Command and Staff College, Dr
Evel yn Farkas and Lt. Col. Stephen Kaczmar. Both left the
CSC faculty for bigger and better things just after |
graduated, and ny respect for themis exceeded only by ny
synpat hy for future students who will not benefit from
their wisdom | amalso grateful to ny two faculty
advisors, Dr. Donald F. Bittner and Lt. Col. John R
At ki ns, whose instruction throughout the year influences
all my thinking about political-mlitary issues. Finally,
| wish to thank Dr. G deon Rose of the Council of Foreign
Rel ati ons, who provided nme copies of unpublished papers
froma 1996 CFR study group on exit strategy that hel ped
direct nmy research and informny conclusions. O course,
any errors in this paper are strictly the responsibility

of the author.
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EXECUTI VE SUMVARY

The Exit Strategy Myth and the End State
Real ity

David J. Bane
U. S. Departnent of State

The design and application of mlitary end
states, rather than exit strategies, can

i mprove end states designed for national
strategy and di pl omatic acti ons.

While the term“exit strategy” has becone
synonynmous wi th questions about U. S.
mlitary deployments, U.S. officials have
failed to apply the nore inportant concept
of “end state” as successfully as possible.
Mlitary end states, as necessary elenents
of mlitary planning and conduct, can help
refine strategic and di plomatic end states
t hat soneti mes beconme cl ouded by changes in
circunst ance.

Four recent U S. mlitary interventions
provi de useful |essons about the inportance
of end states. The 1982-84 Lebanon case and
1992-94 Sonmlia case denonstrate the
difficulties of m ssions where initial
objectives are met by subsequent end states,
such as they may exist, reach too far. The
1990-91 Iraq case and the 1994-96 Haiti case
denonstrate how careful end state planning
by the mlitary can refine strategic goals
and steady diplomatic end states.

In all four cases, the question of

pl anni ng appears central to the end state
process, both for ending the mlitary
operation as successfully and as soon as
possi ble as well as for the achi evenent of
di pl omati c and strategic objectives.
Transition planning and clear mlitary
statenments of end state will ensure unity of
effort and foster success in mlitary
oper ati ons.
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One of the nost critical challenges for a United
States decision to use force today is also one of the
si nmpl est: when do you stop? For nost of the 20'" century,
U S. policy on mlitary intervention was gui ded by the
traditional focus on “wars of annihilation,” with total
commtnent resulting in total victory.' After World War
Two, the commitnent to containment by neeting and bl ocking
Sovi et expansion led to a nore conpl ex, coordi nated use of
political, economc and mlitary el ements of national
power to acconplish strategic objectives. The two nost
significant exceptions to this strategy, Korea and
Vietnam proved that the limtations of contai nnent could

support U.S. national interests effectively.

! Russell F. Weigley, The Anerican Way OF War (Bl oonington, In; Indiana
University Press, 1973), XX-XxXii.




In the 1990s, the U. S. was confronted for the first
time with the concept of playing a leading role in the
worl d while not having a clear conpetitor for that role.
The “sol e superpower” had no specific eneny or conpeting
state that could yield guidance for limting U S.
intervention abroad.? The U.S. thus found itself sonmewhat
uncertain about when and how to intervene, especially in
cases where the use of mlitary force seened a far easier
way to “restore stability” or “respond to a crisis” than
di pl omatic or economic policy instruments.® U.S. policy
makers, especially mlitary | eaders, were simnultaneously
concerned about limting the use of mlitary force to
preclude | onger-term deploynments in an era of limted war
and “mlitary operations other than war.”?

In the 1990's, “exit strategy” became the nost popul ar
term for discussion of these matters.®> U.S. political and

mlitary | eaders, reflecting broader U. S. public opinion,

2 Henry Kissinger, Diplomcy (New York, NY: Sinon & Schuster, 1994), 22

3 For the purposes of this paper, “policy” refers to national strategy
actions that include mlitary, diplomatic, and other instrunents of

nati onal power. The term“diplomatic” refers to foreign policy and other
actions traditionally grouped under the “diplomatic” elenment of nationa
power, as opposed to the mlitary, economic, or information elenent.

4 This paper seeks to address common characteristics of ternination for
all mlitary operations, whether or not they are “other than war.”

5 The issue is sunmarized in G deon Rose, “The Exit Strategy Del usion”
“Foreign Affairs”, Vol. 77, No. 1 (January-February 1998).



saw no problemin designing mlitary operations by
m nimzing their duration and size. The mlitary's

traditional concepts of m ssion objectives and “end
states” received little attention in an environnment where
t he questions of how and when U.S. forces would | eave
becanme nore inportant than how they would achi eve a
strategic goal. U S. |eaders, nenbers of Congress, and
the media seened to think the U S., as the sole world
superpower with broad and somewhat uncertain interests,
could afford to conduct mlitary operations with only
unspecified policy interests and goals as gui deposts.

U.S. leaders would later learn that failing to connect
policy and mlitary operations could lead to a disaster in
Somal ia, a success in Haiti, and endl ess debates about

I raq, the Bal kans, and Afri ca.

This paper will seek to clarify such debates by re-
exam ni ng the connection between policy objectives and
mlitary operations in terns of the “end state” concept.
Such a discussion requires a nore specific | ook at the
concepts of “end state” and “exit strategy.” A brief
anal ysis of the application of the “end state” concept
over the last 50 years follows, with nore detailed
attention on two exanples of end state success (lraq in

1990-91, Haiti in 1995) and failure (Lebanon in 1982-3,



Somalia in 1993). Each case summary will focus on the
respective diplomatic and mlitary end states and how t hey
related to the overarching strategic policy objective.

The paper will conclude with nore general analysis as
to how mlitary end states can inprove diplomtic end
states, snmoothing the transition to policy actions with a
priority on diplomacy. The case studies will show that
mlitary end states, while not solving all problens caused
by weak policy or changing circunstances, can clarify
policy weaknesses and uncertainties regarding the use of

mlitary force.

The Concepts of End States and Exit Strategies

Part of the problemin defining and applying the “end
state” concept today stens fromthe numerous definitions
and concepts involved in war and politics, especially in
terms of war termination.® Mst political and military
| eaders accept Clausewitz’s fanmous dictumthat “war is an
extension of politics by other means,”’ but is politics an

extension of war? More specifically, are conflicts of

5 Transl ations of Carl von Clausewitz’'s work use the terns “politics” and
“policy” somewhat interchangeably. For the purpose of this paper, | wll
focus on the nore relevant “policy” use of the term

" Carl von Clausewitz, On War (translated and edited by M chael Howard and
Peter Paret; Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1976).



i nterests anong states best neasured by standards of war
or standards of policy? |In today' s world, policy

di scussions generally serve as the neans to define and
redefine such interests. Political |eaders define
interests in terms of policy, and nodern mlitary | eaders
expect a sufficiently clear statenment of such interests
fromtheir political |eadership before designing mlitary
strat egi es.

War can thus be defined as organi zed viol ence by
states to obtain political ends, especially those ends
deenmed vital to national interests and unreachabl e by non-
violent means. Clausewitz, while recognizing the
necessity of war at tines in international relations,
advocates ending wars as qui ckly as possible for both
mlitary and political reasons.® Wars end when governments
obtain the best possible settlenment in accordance with
national interests. \While Clausewitz and other historical
comment at ors enphasi ze the inportance of working towards
and achieving victory, they also see mlitary power as a
coercive political device regardless of whether mlitary

forces actually enter conbat.

8 Most of On War indicates Clausewitz considers conbat, and especially
deci sive action, to have a shorter duration than peace or other
situations short of actual hostilities. See especially On War, 80-82.



More nodern commentators on war term nation enphasi ze
t he broader nature of policy over and above mlitary
aspects of war. These argunments do not ignore
Cl ausewitz’s concept of war’s intimate relationship to
policy, but they incorporate nore contenporary thinking
about political restrictions, advantages, and other
factors affecting the decision to go to war. In other
words, while Clausewitz’ s thoughts on such concepts as
“centers of gravity” and “cul m nating points” remains
extrenely relevant, nore political aspects of his work are
sonewhat outdated in an era of increasing denocracy, free
trade, and other non-hostile instruments of national
power. Clausewitz’s concept of conquering territory in
order to inprove one’'s position in postwar negotiations,
for exanple, seens less relevant in a world where econom c
and political power provides even greater and nore secure
advant ages. °

Traditional U S. foreign policy clarifies this
difference in its conpeting worldviews of WIsonian
idealismand realpolitik views of international relations.
As Henry Kissinger has noted, the U S. has enphasi zed one
of these trends over the other in different eras of its

foreign policy, even as it sought a rhetorical bal ance

° Clausewi tz, 82.



between them *® Jane Lute provides a useful neans to
resolve this argunent in her suggestion that stable,
predi ctable foreign relations should serve as one U. S.
| ong-term policy need, in contrast to nore nall eable
policy interests.!

Al'l of these terns and trends -- war and politics,
i dealismand real politik, policy interests and policy
needs -- affect the terns “end state” and “exit strategy”
as applied in the inplenentation of national strategy,
foreign policy and mlitary plans. Strategic “end state”
describes a state of affairs to be achieved through the
depl oynment of all elenments of national power in pursuit of
national interests. Strategic end states support both
broad principles and specific U S. policies designed to
apply those principles. Operations Desert Shield and
Desert Storm for exanple, supported the strategic
principles of “deterring aggression,” ensuring access to
foreign markets and energy,” and “preventing the spread of

» 12

chem cal, biological and nucl ear weapons. Pr esi dent

Bush specified these principles on August 8, 1990, in two

10 Ki ssi nger, 23.

11 Jane Lute speech on Novenber 29, 2000, to the “National Security in the
21st Century”, Center for Naval Analysis conference, Washington, D.C.

12 George Bush, National Security Strategy of the United States: 1991-1992
(McLean, VA: Brassey’'s, US (Inc.), 1991, 11-13.

7



nore specific strategic policy end states: “first, we seek
t he i medi ate, unconditional, and conplete w thdrawal of
all lIraqi forces fromKuwait. Second, Kuwait’s legitimte
governnent must be restored....”?®®

VWhat ever the action, strategic policy end states guide
the use of the four elenents of national power: mlitary,
di pl omatic, econom c, and information. Strategic end
states rarely include nore specific neasures to achieve
such goal s, |eaving design and application of those
measures to the nore specific actions of the four elenents

of national power.

Di pl omatic end states share the sanme conceptua

characteristics as strategic end states, but with nore
specific goals and neasures to achieve them The
Departnent of State and other U S. foreign policy
institutions today increasingly publicize end states to
measure success or failure, but political terns still
define those end states and make them easi er to adj ust

t han concrete military actions.

13 George Bush, speech to the nation, August 8, 1990; reprinted in John T.
Fi shel, Liberation, Occupation and Rescue: War Termni nation and Desert
Storm (Carlisle Barracks, PA; Strategic Studies Insitute, U S. Arny War
Col | ege, 1992), 12.

14 For exanples, see the U. S. Departnent of State’'s “Strategic Plan for
2001, " 1-5.



In the case of Desert Storm for exanple, the U S.
pl aced an early priority on obtaining a U N resolution
aut hori zing the use of “any means necessary” to restore
Kuwait’s sovereignty. U N Security Council Resolution
678 marked achi evemrent of this concrete goal.®™ |In nost
cases involving the use of force, however, diplomtic end
states can become nore problematic than strategic end
st ates because governnent |eaders find diplomatic tactics
and end states easier to change than mlitary tactics and
end states. The intense debate about whether Saddam
Hussein’s renoval was a specific goal of lIraq diplomtic
policy and of Desert Stormis only one exanple of this
pr obl em

In contrast, mlitary | eaders usually draw on clearer
achi evenents and neasures to plan and achi eve an end
state. Mlitary end states are flexible, but they require
cl earer neasures than policy or diplomtic end states even
after adjustnment. U.S. joint mlitary doctrine defines
end state as follows:

VWhat the National Conmand Authorities want the

situation to be when operations conclude -- both

mlitary operations, as well as those where the

mlitary is in support of other instrunments of
nati onal power.

15 Fishel, 13.

16 Department of Defense Dictionary of Mlitary and Associ ated Terns
(Joint Pub 1-02), 23 March 1994 (as anended 14 June 2000), 174.

9



U.S. Arny doctrine focuses primarily on the mlitary
aspects of end state:
“Mlitary end state includes the required conditions
t hat, when achi eved, attain the strategic objectives
or pass the main effort to other instrunments of
national power to achieve the final strategic end
state. '’
Regarding mlitary operations other than war, such as
peace enforcenent or humanitarian relief, the Arny focuses
even nore on separation between mlitary and political
aspects:
In operations other than war, the end state is
commonly expressed in political terns and i s beyond
t he conpetence of mlitary forces acting al one.
Mlitary forces in operations other than war
facilitate the political process.'®
Joint publications did not include definitions of
“exit strategy” until recently, though the term
occasional ly appears in sone sources.' This comes as no
surprise, since exit strategy in business neans (1)

wi t hdrawal from a market that was not conducive to the

busi ness in question and (2) planning for disengagenent in

17 Department of the Army, Operations (FM 100-5).

18 »Operations Other Than War, Peace Operations,” Volume IV, No. 93-8,
Decenber 1993, Center for Arny Lessons Learned, U S. Arny Conbi ned Arns
Command, Fort Leavenworth Kansas.

1% Joint Pub 1-02, DOD s basic dictionary, does not include or define the
term Its nost recent appearance in Joint Pub 3-57 (8 February 2001),

al t hough wi thout a definition, comes as no surprise: the subject of the
publication is “Civil-Mlitary Relations.”

10



a way that forestalls future engagenent in simlar
circunstances. Both inplications run against the
“Anmerican Way of War” that fosters imges of U. S. actions
al ways destined to succeed and, since World War Two,

conti nuous engagenent to protect and pronmote U. S.
interests as a gl obal power.

In sum national strategy and diplomatic policies
rarely reach full end states, even if the mlitary el enent
of a foreign policy does. In a mgjor war, all three end
states are clear: victory over an eneny on acceptable
terms. In a less serious contingency, national strategy
may aimsinply at reducing tensions to the point that
major U S. interests are no | onger threatened. The
question confronting policy-nmakers and ot hers today
relates to how the three end states relate to one another.
A review of recent history denonstrates that a mlitary
end state, with denonstrable, concrete objectives to reach
en route, can help to refine and gui de national strategy

and di plomatic end states during mlitary operations.

Cont ai nnent

During the Cold War, the devel opnent of the U. S

policy of containnment provided a well-defined guideline

11



for devel oping end states. Foreign policy neasures
integrated mlitary, diplomatic, econom c and information
activities by two standards: (1) their contribution to
contai ning the expansion of Soviet influence, and (2)
their contribution to stability in the non-Comuni st
worl d.?® The former gui ded decisions to escal ate the use
of instruments of national power; the latter provided a
uni fied yardstick to neasure the success of policy
instrunents. These standards presented sonme difficulties
for a people and governnment who saw t he unprecedented
political alliances, mlitary build-up, and “unconditional
surrender” of World War Two as the ideal exanples of U S.
foreign policy against hostile powers -- in Russel
Weigely's terns, a decisive “war of annihilation” in which
the (U.S.) forces of good would win.?* U.S. political and
mlitary | eaders nonethel ess successfully used those
standards to design and inplenment successful policies
t hr oughout the Cold War.

The end state concept al so provides insights into the
two exceptions that proved these standards: Korea and

Vietnam Mlitary intervention in Korea seened a clear

20 put anot her way, NSC- 68 provided the strategic policy of containment,
wher eas George Kennan’s original concept set the limt on not attacking
the Soviet Union directly.

21 Weigley, xxii.

12



success follow ng the successful |anding at Inchon because
U S. and Allied forces had a fairly clear end state of
restoring the status quo ante, i.e. the 38th parallel as a
temporary dividing |line between North and Sout h Kor ea.
The subsequent failure of mlitary intervention due to
Chi nese entry into the war denonstrated the inportance of
understanding the limts inherent in an end state
strategy. Discussions in Decenber 1950 focused first on
the limts facing the U S. effort.?® The diplomatic costs
and mlitary risks of expanding the war into mainland
Chi na eventually won out over some mlitary suggestions to
attenpt a decisive battle there.

Most commentators see the decision to limt the war as
both a good decision to avoid war with the Sovi et Union
and as a precursor to classic U S. contai nnent strategy

using all elenents of national power.?®

Fi ghting conti nued
for nore than two years because U S. officials were unable
to convince the Chinese of a clear end state that served

both countries’ interests, especially with regard to the

presence of U.S. forces on the Korean peninsula and of the

22 AU.S.-UK summt in early Decenber provided sone interesting exanples
of the inportant roles allies can have in influencing these discussions.
See Rosemary Foote, “British Influence on the Anerican Decision to Expand
the Korean War,” Journal of Mlitary History, April 1986, 45.

22 Wl liam Stueck, The Korean War, 187-188.

13



pri soner-of-war issue as an inportant precedent for future
interventions. There is no lack of literature on the
failure to apply the end state concept successfully during
the Vietnam War. Numerous mlitary comentators cite the
failure of political |eaders to take sufficient advantage
of mlitary successes to find an easier way out, while
political commentators portray an increasingly clouded
envi ronnment where objectives of a “war of attrition”
beconme nore difficult to reach.?* Perhaps the npst

i nportant lesson in terns of the end state concept is that
the nore the end state depends on actors other than the
U.S., such as RVN troops or the “hearts and m nds” of the
Vi et nanmese people, the less likely the U S. will be able
to reach that end state in a defensible way. W can
“declare victory” at any tinme we want, but the |ikelihood
of achieving that victory decreases the nore we define
success in terns of results not subject directly to U.S.
policy. Put another way, the U S. could have decl ared
victory at various tinmes between 1957 and 1965 that would
have al |l owed bl ane for any subsequent failures to be
attributed to Saigon and allowed the U S. to contain

Sovi et expansion in the region at other borders.?

2% Ki ssi nger, 700-701.
25 Ki ssinger, 644-645.

14



US mnmilitary interventions after Vietnam denonstrated
that sonme | essons of Korea and Vi et nam had been | earned,
t hough uncertainty about strategic limts on the use of
force remained. The U. S. continued to define strategic end
states in terns of winning the cold war, as reflected in
the first two major mlitary operations of the early
1980’ s: Grenada and Lebanon. The 1982-1984 depl oynent of
U.S. forces in Lebanon nost clearly denonstrated the
i nherent problem of applying strategic end states, |ike
wi nning the Cold War or achieving Arab-Israeli peace, to
mlitary operations where such considerations hold no
little or no relation to nore imMmmediate mlitary

obj ecti ves.

Lebanon: Not A Strategy, Just an Exit

The 1982-84 depl oynent of U.S. forces to Lebanon
denonstrates several the dangers associated with poor end
state planning. The U S. deployed forces to Lebanon tw ce
during this period, with radical differences between the
two m ssions’ end states. The end state of the first
m ssion, in Septenber 1982, included a specific end state
achi evable mainly by mlitary actions (as opposed to
di pl omatic or econom c actions). The end state of the

second m ssion, from m d-Septenber 1982 until February

15



1984, was far |less specific and involved goal s not
achievable primarily by that mlitary force. The Lebanon
case reveals the weaknesses of a mlitary depl oyment
driven by drastic changes to strategic objectives, with
little strategic attention to a mlitary end state.

I n August 1982, Israel’s sunmer invasion of southern
Lebanon and subsequent siege of the Pal estine Liberation
Organi zation (PLO) in Beirut led to a situation requiring
a third-party observer force to facilitate an end to the
stand-off. As usual in the Mddle East, both parties saw
the U.S. as an honest broker that could help themresolve
their problenms. The U S. obtained agreement from Tunisia
and a few other Arab states to accept the PLO, |eaving
open only the question of howto facilitate an Israeli-PLO
di sengagenment and subsequent departure of both forces from
Lebanon.

The U.S. agreed to participate, along with France and
Italy, in a Miulti-National Force (MNF) of approxinmately
1500- 2000 troops. Both parties to the conflict saw strong
advant ages in accepting the force: Israel saw no interest
in a protracted struggle with nmounting casualties when the
MNF could facilitate the sane result; and the PLO, having

given up on using Lebanon as a base, was happy to agree to

16



an MNF wi t hdrawal so long as famlies left behind in
Bei rut were protected.

U.S. |eaders saw sim | ar advantages in MF
participation. Officials at the State Departnent and NSC
t hought the MNF m ght provide a useful tool, in sone
undefi ned way, to support subsequent U.S. diplomtic
actions in the region. Pentagon officials, wary of the
potential dangers in an end state linked nore to uncertain
strategi c objectives than to clearer, |ess anbitious
measures obtained a 30-day Iimt for the depl oynent of
U.S. forces. The m ssion was kept clear: to observe and
facilitate the PLO s evacuation fromBeirut, with broader
di plomatic goals left to diplomats.? U S. Marines began
arriving in Beirut as part of the MNF on August 21. The
MNF i n Lebanon conpleted its evacuation m ssion 11 days
early, and U. S. forces wthdrew on Septenber 10.
Meanwhi |l e, the U. S. began to inplenment President Reagan’s
Septenber 1 M deast peace initiative as part of an overal
effort to inprove regional stability by building on the

MNF’ s success.

26 Ral ph Hal | enbeck, Mlitary Force as an Instrument of U S. Foreign
Policy: Intervention in Lebanon, August 1982-February 1984 (Westport, CT:
Praeger, 1991), 28-30.

27 David C. Martin and John Walcott, Best Laid Plans (New York: Harper &
Row, 1988), 93-4.
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On Septenber 14, Beirut again fell into chaos with the
assassi nation of Lebanese President Bashir Gemayel, a
strong supporter of both U S. and Israeli actions. |srael
subsequently noved into Muslim West Beirut in coordination
with Gemayel s forces. The re-entry of Israeli forces,
and the subsequent massacre of 1000 Pal estini ans by
Gemayel s forces on Septenber 17, led the U S. to redepl oy
a MNF contingent two days |ater.?®

Unlike the first MNF m ssion, the USMNF is one had
neither specific mlitary end state nor a time limt.

Def ense Secretary Caspar Weinberger and the Joint Chiefs
of Staff objected to deploying wthout these el enents, but
Presi dent Reagan and ot hers quickly overruled them? The
success of the first MNF, as well as that of a 1958

depl oynment to restore order in Lebanon, |ed policy-nakers
to believe that a second MNF woul d not face many obstacl es
or require a long-termdeploynent. The new MNF' s m ssion
was clarified shortly thereafter, in response to

Congr essi onal concerns, as “to provide an interposition
force at agreed | ocations and thereby provide a

mul ti nati onal presence” at Lebanon’s request. In other

28 Mpst of the literature on the Lebanon deployment refers to this force
as the “USMNF,” although Italy and France continued to provide a nom na
nunber of troops to the force

2% Hal | enbeck, 28.
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words, the Marines mssion was to “establish a presence,”
a phrase never before used in an operations order and one
that made it difficult to define either an end state or
measur abl e steps to reach it.% Although the Marines’
m ssion was not clear, the size of the force seened
i ncongruous with the U S. overall policy of seeing al
foreign forces withdrawn from Lebanon.

After Jordan and the PLO rejected Reagan’s di plomatic
initiative in the spring of 1983, the Marines faced
i ncreasi ng opposition from Lebanese factions. A grenade
attack in March 1983, foll owed by occasional gunfire
incidents and the April 18 truck bonbing of the U S.
Enbassy, indicated the U S. presence in Lebanon was no
| onger seen as a strong force for stability but, rather,
as a vul nerable target synbolizing U S. support for Israel
and the Christian-controll ed Lebanese governnment. The
U.S. decision to support a peace treaty between those two
governnments in May only strengthened opposition
notivation. By this point, the U S. had neither the
public support nor the mlitary force needed either to

stabilize Lebanon under the Genmamyel governnent or to force

%% Eric Hammel, The Root: The Marines in Lebanon, 1982-84 (New York:
Har court, Brace, Jovanovich, 1985), 38.
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Syria -- the sponsor of nost of the anti-U S. Lebanese
factions -- to withdraw from Lebanon.

U.S. officials nonethel ess changed the strategic
obj ective of Lebanon policy in the sumrer of 1983 from one
of general stabilization to expul sion of foreign, meaning
Syrian, forces. The MNF s m ssion was not changed, but
the force becane the subject of increasing opposition from
pro-Syrian factions as a separate set of U S. mlitary
advi sors were dispatched to train governnment forces and
the MNF was ordered to participate in joint Lebanese-
Ameri can patrols.

AS the MNF approached its first anniversary, its end
state remai ned unchanged despite serious degradations to
its environment. On Septenber 1, in response to U. S.
Marines returning fire against attacks from the Shuf
Mount ai ns, Druze and Shia mlitia |eaders formally
decl ared the MNF to be their enemy.* U S. |eaders
responded by | ooking to increase mlitary support for the
LAF, culm nating in naval gunfire on Septenber 18 agai nst
a Shia-Druse attack on Suq al-Gharb in the Shuf near
Beirut. LAF forces may or nmamy not have been seriously
threatened in this attack, but the LAF conmander sent

near - hysterical warnings of defeat. U. S. |eaders

31 Hal | enbeck, 74-78.
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interpreted the attack as a direct Syrian threat against
Beirut and thus a direct threat to the U S. strategic
policy objective. The U.S. Marine commander, Col onel
Timthy J. CGeraghty, realized that a U S. response woul d
destroy any remai ni ng appearance of U S. neutrality but
nonet hel ess acted to defend the LAF as required.® The

| oss of neutrality proved fatal on October 23, little nore
than a nonth | ater, when a suicide truck bonb killed 241
Mar i nes.

Even then, U S. |eaders refused to change the
strategic policy objective or mlitary end state to reduce
risks for U.S. interests and forces. U S. |eaders
exacerbated the risk by commtting even nore force to
support the LAF and by interpreting devel opnents as
sonehow caused by the Soviet Union.** U S. strategic
policy thus changed to one of preventing a Soviet takeover
in Lebanon and the region. President Reagan justified the
new obj ective in an Cctober 27 television address by

claimng MNF withdrawal might lead to the Mddle East’s

32 Hal | enbeck, 81-84; Hammel, 217-221
3% The only evidence for such an argunment lay in massive Soviet military

aid to Syria following its nmassive losses to Israel in 1982. See
Hal | enbeck, 109-122.

21



absorption into the Soviet bloc.* The U.S. also depl oyed
additional forces, including the battleship USS New
Jersey; initiated plans for massive increases in LAF
mlitary aid and training; and signed a new defense
cooperation agreenent with Israel. None of these steps
i ncluded specific neasurabl e objectives: successful
training of the LAF, for exanple, would take at | east 18
nont hs under the nost optim stic predictions. Not
surprisingly, Pentagon objections coupled with
Congr essi onal unhappi ness restrained the nore robust U S.
pl ans. *°

U.S. self-defense operations, the closest thing to a
Lebanon m ssion with a clear end state, continued to
realize less than full success. Despite furor over the
truck bomb, U. S. forces could not find Syrian targets
worthy of retaliation. A Decenber attenpt to strike
Syrian air defenses that harassed U.S. reconnai ssance
flights failed when Syria downed two U.S. planes while
suffering no damage itself. By late January, when a
massi ve Shia attack on Beirut cause a conplete coll apse of

the LAF, the U.S. was left only with the options of

3 1t is unclear how such a statenent could be squared with the | ack of
U S mlitary action to oppose Syria's control of Lebanon since 1976.
See Hal | enbeck, 109.

35 Hal | enbeck, 123-127.
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withdrawing or initiating a massive ground offensive.
Reagan announced on February 8 that the MNF would
gradually withdraw, even as the New Jersey |launched its
nost massi ve bonmbardnent to date. Gemayel’s public break
with the U S. in favor of Syria and Italy’ s withdrawal of
its MNF contingent dashed any hopes for a snmooth Marine
wi thdrawal, and the |ast Marines |eft on February 27.
About that tinme, Reagan finally nade a definitive change
to the mlitary end state by declaring the m ssion of the
Mari nes had been to prevent a Syrian-Israeli war: with
t hat acconplished, they could | eave successfully. %

The Lebanon case denonstrates the dangers inherent in
an ill-conceived and ever-changi ng set of strategic
obj ectives, especially when acconpani ed by an uncl ear
mlitary end state. The first MNF deploynent featured a
specific strategic objective that facilitated a simlarly
specific mlitary end state: the PLO s evacuation from
Lebanon. In contrast, the end state of the second M\F
depl oynment was subject to changing strategi c objectives
and di plomatic actions. As the strategic objective
changed, the mlitary end state shoul d have changed as
well, to conclude either with a well-planned w thdrawal or

an anbitious increase in offensive action. | nst ead,

36 Hal | enbeck, 127-132.
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senior U S. officials tried to change their strategic
objective while relying on a static mlitary m ssion of
“presence” and anbiguous mlitary end state of
“stability.” Had U S. officials at |east considered
changes to the MNF's mlitary end state al ongside the
strategic objective, the m ssion my have realized far
greater success. In the Lebanon case, mlitary planners
coul d not address issues of transition to the diplomatic
el ement of national power because that elenment, along with
the strategic objective, continued to change. These
ongoi ng changes al so weakened the Adm nistration’s public
affairs strategy, since public pronouncenents did not
include a clear mlitary end state or any evidence of

progress towards strategic goals.

Iraq: Transition fromthe Cold War to Sonething El se

As the Soviet threat disintegrated, U. S. officials
searched for a new eneny and strategic center of gravity
to guide U.S. military intervention. Wthout such a
centralizing threat, the U S. had difficulty finding
standards by which to design sufficiently specific end
states and neasurable steps to reach them

Saddam Hussein’s invasion of Kuwait provided a basis

for one nodel: fornmer President Bush’s well-known “new
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international order.” The Bush Adm nistration sought a
coll ective security nmodel in which the U S. could lead a
coalition against a commmon threat. That nodel required
acceptance of end state |limtations by other coalition
partners, but U S. officials considered such limts
acceptable in that non-mlitary policy tools (particularly
political and econom c sanctions) could yield other
results beneficial to U S. interests. 1In contrast to
Lebanon, the U S. would use mlitary force under specific
conditions for specific purposes.

In the case of Irag, the nost significant [imtation
on end state was the decision not to define “restoration
of regional stability” as requiring the renoval of
Saddanmis regine. This |limt did not nean the U S. was
opposed to Saddam s overthrow, in fact, npst U S.
political and mlitary | eaders were certain Saddam woul d
not | ong survive his defeat. The assunption nonet hel ess
led U S. officials to believe mlitary force was neither
necessary, in terns of the mlitary m ssion, nor
desirable, in terms of coalition cohesion and Arab-Israel
peace efforts.

Thus, sonme aspects of end state were clear, including
a decisive victory over Ilraqi Republican Guard forces, the

expul sion of Iraqi forces fromKuwait, and the restoration
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of Kuwait’s sovereignty. The U.S. also included other
strategic policy objectives reasonably sinple to declare
attained at the end of mlitary operations, such as
restoration of regional security and of free access to
regi onal energy resources.

When Saddam did not fall as expected, and critics
charged that U.S. forces should have gone to Baghdad, U.S.
officials found thensel ves subject to serious public and
Congressional criticism Ilraq policy still included
limting factors involving coalition cohesion and not
occupyi ng Baghdad. The contradiction, however, between
statenents of veiled support for the Iraqi opposition and
cease-fire conditions that facilitated Saddam s renewed
repression of that opposition conplicated U S. efforts to
decl are victory. These conplications affected subsequent
US. regional mlitary actions, including the Miultil ateral
I nterception Force and no-fly zones over northern and
southern Iraq, by requiring broader end state conditions
beyond the scope of the mlitary mssions. The ultimte
strategic end state for these operations -- Saddam s
overthrow, or his full acceptance of U N. Security Counci
resolutions -- was not up to the mlitary alone. Sinply

put, there were no criteria for a mlitary end state, and
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barely any criteria for m ssion achi evenent beyond
conti nui ng operations.

As in Lebanon, the U S. deployed forces in Iraq after
Desert Stormin order to correct an unforeseen strategic
policy failure following a successful, short-termmlitary
operation. The foll owon deploynents indicate that no end
state is sonetinmes better than one with inadequate forces
conducting an overly restricted operation. In Lebanon,
the overly anbitious end state for the second MNF led to
i ncreasing m ssion creep and eventual disaster; in Iraq,
the lack of end state for no-fly zone enforcenent led to a
| engt hy depl oynment of questionable strategic val ue.

This is not to say that nore active use of mlitary
force for nore strictly political purposes was not
considered i mediately after Desert Storm concluded. U S.
Ambassador to Kuwait Edward W Gnehm for exanple,
requested that U S. forces maintain a strong post-war
presence in Kuwait as a nmeans to encourage the Kuwaiti
government towards greater denocratization. Had this
m ssi on been acconplished, U S. forces could have found
t hensel ves playing much the sane role of a “stabilizing
presence” as they found thenmselves playing in Lebanon in
the 1980s. In Lebanon, post-M\F “stability” failures |ed

to a followon “presence” mssion; in Kuwait, the sane
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“presence” woul d have been used to build on m ssion
“success.” Neither the actual Lebanon case nor the
suggested Kuwaiti case saw effective end state pl anning
applied to the mlitary operation.

I n general, however, the dialectic between Desert
Storm s diplomatic and mlitary end states facilitated
effective inplenmentation of strategic objectives and
provi ded useful inputs for post-war objectives. The
consi stent strategic objectives of restoring Kuwait’s
sovereignty and regional stability led to a specific
mlitary end state, including expulsion of Iraqi forces
from Kuwait and destruction of the Republican Guard. That
mlitary end state led to post-war strategic and
di pl omati c objectives that ensured a snooth transition
froma mlitary to a diplomatic focus. The eventual
postwar U.N. mandate for intrusive action against lIraqg, as
realized in U N Security Council Resolution 687 of Apri
1991, provided a clear set of objectives for use in public
affairs strategy and for justification of future
diplomatic and mlitary options as necessary. On the
negative side, the |less specific discussion between
mlitary officers and political |eaders about cease-fire

ternms, specifically Iraqgi use of helicopters, led to ngjor
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unanti ci pated probl ens and uncl ear end states over the
foll owi ng weeks and nont hs. *’

The transition frommlitary to diplomatic action my
have been cl ouded by the inmposition of no-fly zones and
naval sanctions enforcenment, but U S. officials did not
| et those devel opnents bl ock inplenmentation of the nore
i nportant end state for Desert Storm The productive
di scussi on of strategic objectives, acconpani ed by
consistent planning for mlitary end state and di pl omatic

strategy, produced a successful concl usion.

Somalia: An End State of Exit

Li ke Lebanon ten years earlier, the U S. intervention
in Somalia fell into two separate phases. The limted
nature of the first deploynment denonstrates a successful
application of end state, even when another foreign force
failed to achieve it. The broader nature of the second
deploynment, with a |l ess specific end state not achievable
by primarily mlitary means, denonstrates how i nadequate
pl anning for transition and m smatch between mlitary
means and end states can |lead to disaster.

The first phase of foreign intervention in Somalia

during this period had a limted mlitary end state within

37 Fi shel, 33-34.
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a broader strategic policy objective: alimted

humani tarian relief m ssion, focused on securing delivery
poi nts and access, from August to Novenber 1992.

Meanwhi l e, U.S. diplomatic efforts sought nore

i nternational donations and U. N authorization for
addi ti onal measures to ensure delivery of the relief.?®
Before this period, a limted UN force of 500 Pakistanis
(out of an authorized 3000) deployed earlier in the summer
had not inproved security or stability.*® U S. |eaders
increasingly agreed on the need for a stronger
intervention, offering in |ate Novenber to provide the
UN wthup to 28,000 U S. troops for a stabilization
force. The U N Security Council approved Resolution 794
on Decenber 3, authorizing the U S.-led, nultinational
United Task Force (UNITAF) “to establish a secure

envi ronment for humanitarian relief operations.”*

Presi dent Bush and then-U N. Secretary-General Boutros

Boutros Ghali corresponded about the need for a “snpoth

% Herman J. Cohen, “Intervention in Somalia,” in Allan E. Goodnan, The
Di pl omati ¢ Record, 1992-1993, (Boulder, CO Westview Press, 1994), 61

% Robert G Patman, The U.N. Operation in Sonmalia (Boulder, CO Westview
Press, 1995), 92.

4% UNSCR 794, reprinted in John L. Hirsch and Robert B. QOakley, Somalia
and Operation Restore Hope: Reflections on Peacenaki ng and Peacekeepi ng
(Washington, D.C.: US. Institute of Peace, 1995), 179. Unli ke UNOSOM
and other U N forces in Somalia, UN TAF was a multinational force not
under U.N. conmand and contr ol
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transition” from UN TAF to a followon U N force likely
to be deployed in |late January 1993. Journalists and

ot her observers, however, questioned the design and

obj ectives of both mssions. |If UN TAF succeeded in its
m ssi on, why subsequently deploy a U N force? And, if
the U N force was necessary to ensure sufficient
security, how would UNI TAF be able to acconmplish its

m ssion? The issue of UNITAF | acking an achi evabl e end
state with measurabl e achi evenents foreshadowed deep
problems with U S. policy. Perhaps the nost om nous
comment canme from U. S. Anbassador Smith Henpstone, just
finishing his tour in nearby Kenya, in the pages of a U S
news nmagazine: “If you liked Beirut (in 1983), you'll |ove
Somalia.”*

By m d- Decenber, the U S. strategic policy objective
of delivering relief had noved past the initial mlitary
end state of delivering sufficient relief to avoid an
ongoi ng mass fam ne.* The new objective was enunci ated by
Assi stant Secretary of State Herman Cohen to a House

Comm ttee on Decenber 17, 1992: “All our good works could

41 Smith Henpstone, “Think Three Tines Before You Enbrace the Somali
Tarbaby,” “U.S. News and World Report,” Decenber 14, 1992, 30.

42 For nore on estimates by European NGO s that the worst of the fam ne
had passed by | ate Novenber, see John G Sommer, Hope Restored?
Humanitarian Aid in Somalia, 1990-1994 (Washington, D.C.: Refugee Policy
Group, 1994), 70-73.
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go for naught if we do not follow through on the |Iong and
difficult process of reconstituting Somalia s civil

soci ety and government.”*

This objective did not seem
unreasonable for U. S. diplomacy in a small African
country, especially when U.S. mlitary force was avail abl e
to provide stability and foster an environnment for
di pl omati c success. U. S. diplomt Robert OGakley, for
exanple, had little trouble convincing Somali warlords in
early Decenber to restrain their mlitias rather than
risking defeat to the arriving U.S. forces.*
Unfortunately, the U S. mlitary operation did not
i nclude plans for such unrestricted m ssions. Fromthe
beginning, the mlitary end state ainmed at obtaining a
secure environment with a mninml use of force in as short
a time as possible, regardless of the will or capability
within Somalia. The U S. governnent sought to assign the
stability mssion to the followon United Nations M ssion
in Somalia (UNOSOM because (1) the m ssion appeared well
within the capabilities of such a force and (2) President

Bush had no wish to saddle the incomng Clinton

adm nistration with such a depl oynment of U. S. forces.

43 Testinony to the House Foreign Affairs Conmittee, Decenmber 17, 1992, 7.

4 Lester H. Brune, The United States and Post-Cold War |nterventions,
(Cl aremont, CA: Regi na Books, 1998), 23.
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These assunptions superceded approval of a detail ed end
state for U.S. forces to transition to UNOSOM On
Decenber 9, the sanme day that U S. forces began to arrive
in Somalia, Assistant Secretary of Defense for African
Affairs James Wod told a House Conm ttee that UNITAF s
departure and UNOSOM s arrival “have to be brought into
sync, and right now all of the details are not worked
out.”*

The Somalia case saw mlitary end state subordi nated
to difficult diplomatic objectives, at the cost of
under pl ayi ng denonstrabl e progress. Whatever UN TAF m ght
have acconplished, a transition to a far weaker UNOSOM
woul d put those acconplishnments at risk. Diplomatic

obj ectives that relied on the “good will” of the warl ords
to surrender arns and negotiate their differences were
hardly realistic conplenents to a short-termforce |ike
UNI TAF. Thus, the eventual U.S. end state for UNI TAF --
establi shment of “a secure environment for the delivery of
humanitarian relief” -- required a commtnment fromU. S

| eaders to promse U S. forces in support of UNOSOM shoul d

the need arise. Defense Secretary Cheney and JCS Chi ef

45 Testinmony to the Senate Armed Services Conmittee, December 9, 1992,
28-29.
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General Powell made just such a prom se at a Decenber 4
briefing at the Pentagon.*

The Clinton adm nistration made no change in this
strategy upon taking office. The only neasurable factor
in US mlitary end state for UNOSOM | ay in the nunber of
forces provided: 15-20 per cent for UNOSOM down from 85-
90 per cent of UNITAF. UNI TAF transferred its mssion to
UNOSOM i n May 1993 despite continuing Somali chall enges to
t he “secure humanitarian environment.” Meanwhile,
diplomatic efforts to coopt the nost dangerous warl ord,
Mohamed Farah Aideed, into the nation-building effort
failed. Aideed instead bided his time, waiting only one
nonth after UNI TAF s departure to confront UNOSOM and Ki l
24 Paki stani soldiers on a pre-arranged i nspection.

The U.S. supported the U N. decision to hold Aideed
responsi bl e but refused to support a request from Jonat han
Howe, U.N. Special Representative to Somalia, for U S.
mlitary forces trained for “hostage rescue and for

"47  Aj deed’s forces

tracki ng and detaining individuals.
continued to attack U N. personnel, including 5000 U.S.

troops over the follow ng nonths. Although Howe requested

4 Brune, 28.
47 Jonathan T. Howe, “U.S.-U N. Relations in Dealing with Somalia,” paper

delivered to Princeton University conference on “Learning From Operation
Restore Hope: Sommlia Revisited,” April 1995, 16-17.
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better U.S. equipnent and troops, and obtained sone,
Congressional frustration with Aideed s continued attacks
| ed Defense Secretary Aspin in September to refuse Howe’s
request for tanks and arnored vehicles. Aideed s forces
killed 18 U.S. soldiers a nonth later, and U.S. officials
(perhaps recalling the ineffective escalation in Lebanon
ten years earlier) announced that U S. forces would | eave
by March 1994. U.S. forces returned to the region in
March 1995 to protect UNOSOM s wi t hdrawal .

The U. S. did not achieve its mlitary or diplomatic
end states in Somalia because of insufficient commtnment
and coordination at several levels. A mlitary end state
to create a tenporarily secure environnment for relief
delivery in late 1992 m ght have been possible. Sone
relief officials suggest that the worst of the fam ne had
al ready passed by that point, a fact that U S. | eaders
coul d have justified as mi ssion success in reaching
mlitary end state and in making a transition to a
di pl omatic effort free of the opposition generated by a
mlitary deploynment. Simlarly, Clinton adm nistration
of ficials could have defined an end state for UNOSOM or
at least its U S. conponent, as the capture or
mar gi nal i zati on of Aideed if they had depl oyed sufficient

assets. | nstead, the Bush and Clinton adm ni strati ons
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share responsibility for the Somalia di saster because
neither designed a mlitary end state defensible either
within the U S. or abroad.

In that sense, the failure of each adm nistration to
achieve its respective strategic policy objective in
Somalia is secondary. Neither had a chance to build
Somalia as a nation because neither was willing to commt
sufficient personnel, equipnent, or effort even to the
initial mlitary end state of a secure environnent for
delivering humanitarian relief. As in Lebanon, Somalia
saw U. S. officials try to pursue diplomatic options by
relying on stability created by the presence of U S
forces. The unclear mlitary end state for those forces
meant that their deploynent could only end when nore
political efforts achieved success. Instead, strategic
anbi tions and supporting diplomtic actions produced
i ncreasi ng opposition to U S. forces, blocking progress on
both the diplomatic and mlitary efforts and making the
overall policy harder to justify in public. As in
Lebanon, such “stability” m ssions cannot maintain the
sane end state and expect a successful transition to

di pl omati c action.

Haiti: The I nportance of Getting End State Ri ght
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If the Iraq case shows how mlitary end state can
successfully inprove strategic policy end state in a mjor
war, the U S. mlitary deploynent to Haiti between 1994
and 1996 provides a simlar |esson for a smaller-scale
operation. Despite changing strategic policy goals before
and after the deploynent, the clearer mlitary end state
and measurable steps to achieve it yielded useful results
whi ch reduced threats to U.S. interests and facilitated a
successful transition to a U N force. The operation also
proved that effective mlitary planning could handle even
as serious an event as a change in the initial environment
from non-perm ssive to sem -perm ssi ve.

U.S. strategic policy goals for Haiti in 1994 and 1995
were clear enough for mlitary operations, though the
means to acconplish broader issues of regional stability
and denocratization were not nearly so clear. After
General Raoul Cedras overthrew the sem -denocratic regine
of Jean-Cl aude Aristide in 1991, U S. strategic policy
obj ectives focused on the problens the Cedras reginme could
create in terns of refugees and regi onal destabilization.
It would take three nore years of diplomtic and econom c
sanctions before U S. officials would fully consider a

mlitary option.
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Even before the U.S. began to contenplate mlitary
action, diplomatic officials were worried about the
regional “dom no” effect of a situation like Haiti. In
the words of Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-
American Affairs Bernard Aronson, “every tinme denocracy is
threatened by the mlitary in this hem sphere, it sends
of f potential shockwaves. We want to make clear that this
ki nd of behavior has a terrible price.”*® At that tinme,
U.S. policy and diplomatic goals sought to use such
measures as econonm ¢ sanctions and diplomatic isolation to
reverse the coup. The policy end state in this period was
fairly general: as Deputy Secretary of State Law ence
Eagl eburger put it in May 1992, “if you're looking for a
clear, precise road map of how this is going to change the

"4 |n contrast to

situation, | can't give it to you.
Somal i a, Bush adm nistration officials saw no need to
bring the Haiti issue to closure before Clinton's

i nauguration in 1993 despite Clinton’s criticismof a
“heartl ess” Bush policy towards refugees. The difference

was mlitary: U S. forces were deployed in Somalia, but

were not in Haiti.

4 Thomas L. Friedman, “U.S. Suspends Assistance to Haiti and Refuses to
Recogni ze Junta,” New York Tinmes, Cctober 2, 1991, Al.

4 Lee Hockstader, “OAS Move Seen Unlikely to Trigger Shift in Haiti,”
Washi ngt on Post, May 20, 1992, A27.
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These efforts seened to bear fruit in the July 1993
Governors |sland Agreenent, under which Cedras agreed to
step down in favor of Aristide by October 30. The U S.
then led the U N Security Council to pass Resol ution 841,
whi ch established a United Nations Mssion in Haiti
(UNMH) to provide an international unbrella for
intervention in Haiti. Resolution 841 was bl ocked,
however, when both the Cedras regine and Aristide refused
to adhere to the Governors |sland Agreenent.

This refusal was especially critical to bl ocking
i npl ement ati on of those elenments of the Agreenent that
required mlitary action. One of the nobst critical early
obj ectives, for exanple, was the retraining of the Haitian
mlitary to serve as a conbined police force and engi neer
corps. The U. S. and Canada sent mlitary experts in
police and engineering issues to Haiti in md-Cctober
aboard the USS Harlan County to initiate the retraining
plan. This first mlitary operation on Haiti itself had
at | east one clear mssion: to |land safely in a perm ssive
envi ronnment. \When arnmed thugs |oyal to Cedras prevented
the Harlan County from docking on Cctober 11, mlitary
| eaders decided to abandon the | anding attenpt rather than

try to land with insufficient mlitary force or m ssion
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specifics. Contrary to the Lebanon and Somali a
experiences, where U. S. officials kept mlitary forces in
pl ace despite increasingly serious threats fromthe | ocal
popul ation, U S. officials wisely decided after the Harl an
County episode to reassess the situation.

The Harl an County episode caused U. S. |eaders to
abandon plans for perm ssive mlitary operations and
return to a strategy of renewed econom c and di pl omatic
pressure to achieve change in Haiti. Again, the strategic
policy and diplomatic end states were | ess than clear, and
the means to reach them even cloudier. Meanwhile, the
refugee issue continued to provide a key U S. policy
determ nant from donestic sources, especially African-
American | eaders synpathetic to Haitians and politicians
from Florida determ ned not to accept any further
refugees. By the summer of 1994, with non-mlitary
operations continuing to yield no results, U S. |eaders
turned to a mlitary strategy that included nore specific
end states in the formof exit strategies.

The U.S. secured passage on July 31 of U N Security
Counci| Resolution 940, which authorized two neans to

facilitate inplenmentation of the Agreenent: (1) a

50 Events in Somalia may have casued the reassessment decision in Haiti,
in that the infamus killing of 18 U S. soldiers in Mgadi shu occurred
only a week before the Harlan County epi sode.
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Mul ti national Force (MNF) for six nonths, to include as
many as 6000 troops; and (2) a redesignated UNMH to
assume the MNF's functions after that period. The two-
pronged strategy reflected a U S. strategic objective of
limting the duration of a mlitary m ssion by ensuring an
existing U N force would succeed it. The resolution 940
even placed a seven-nonth timeframe on UNMH for reaching
the di pl omatic objective of sufficient change in Haiti to
satisfy UNMH s conditions. >

U.S. officials sinultaneously began nore formal
pl anning for an invasion, with Clinton approving a
timetable on August 19 and the plans thensel ves a week
| ater. By Septenber the adm nistration had fully
devel oped plans for both a mlitary invasion (OPLAN 2370)
and a “perm ssive” entry (OPLAN 2380).° Both nissions
carried the sanme internmediate and final mlitary end
states: in the near term to secure facilities in Port-au-
Prince and el sewhere that would all ow MNF operations to go
forward; and over the longer-term to achieve sufficient

stability and change within six nmonths to allow a snpoth

51 U.N. Security Council Resolution 940 (1994); reprinted in John R
Bal | ard, Uphol di ng Denpcracy: The United States MIlitary Canpaign in
Haiti, 1994-1997 (Westport, CA: Praeger, 1998).

52 Bal l ard, 74.
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transfer to UNMH The | onger-termend state was
under st andably | ess specific due to differences in nearer-
termend state, but both end states were far nore
measur abl e and achi evabl e than the broader policy goal.
These advantages exenplify the critical |esson from
the Haiti experience: mlitary end states help maxi m ze
the effectiveness of mlitary operations, and they inprove
conpl enmentary di plomatic and strategic policy goals.
Intensified diplomatic efforts in Haiti after the initial
insertion of U S. forces focused on the mlitary end-
state: establishment of conditions for transition from M\NF
to UNMH This focus buttressed U S. efforts ained at
obtaining sufficient foreign participation in UNMH to
convi nce UNSC nenbers to extend its mandate. The UNSC
extended UNM H s mandate twice, in January and July 1995,
i ncl udi ng specific |anguage to “professionalize the
Hai tian Arnmed Forces” that reflected the same m ssion as
that held by U S. and Canadi an experts in the 1994 Harl an

County incident.>® Moreover, the successful transition

fromthe MNF to UNMH in March 1996 allowed the U. S. to
“declare victory” without regard to UNMH s event ual

strategic success or failure in Haiti.

5% UNSCRs 975 and 1007; Report of the Secretary-General on the United
Nati ons M ssion in Haiti, November 6, 1995, S/1995/922, 27.
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Put anot her way, the MNF' s specific, achievable end
states let U S. |eaders attribute subsequent problenms in
Haiti to Aristide, UNMH, or other factors, rather than to
the U S. or MWF. Defense Secretary Perry and JCS Chi ef
General Shalikashvili clearly had this idea in mnd in
respondi ng to Congressional calls in |ate Septenber for
specific “exit strategies” and withdrawal dates. Perry
and Shal i kashvili thought it too early for the MNF to set
fixed dates for w thdrawal

For the operation to succeed ..with minimal risk to

U.S. personnel, out mlitary forces need to proceed

wi th achi eving objectives, not nmeeting fixed

deadl ines. The success of the operation to date is

due largely to the force commander having the freedom

both to devise and to inplement mlitary plans and to
make necessary adjustnents as circunmstances change on
the ground. A fixed end date would deprive us of this
advantage. More inportant, a legislatively required
wi t hdrawal date would change the dynam c on the ground
and affect the actions of our friends and those who

oppose us... The bottomline is that the dynam c

created by a mandated wi t hdrawal date coul d nake the

situation nore dangerous to our troops.>

In Haiti, the specific end state for the mlitary
operation helped U. S. |eaders focus ongoing diplomtic
actions and i nprove post-deploynent planning. US.
efforts within the U N and the Organi zati on of Anmerican

States (OAS) hel ped U. S. partners understand and agree on

conmmon goal s: not specifically for the benefit of Haiti,

54 Testinmony to the Senate Armed Services Conmittee, Septenber 28, 1994.
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but for inprovenents inportant to regional stability and
U S interests. The return of sonme m niml senbl ance of

| egiti mate governnent, in the formof the Aristide regine,
was nore inportant to the U.S. and its partners than
“nation-building” or other, nore anbitious goals. Whereas
the U.S. ignored the inportance of such partnerships in
Lebanon and Somalia, the Haiti case denpnstrates how a
clear mlitary end state with international support can
shape national strategic goals and refine U S. diplomatic
efforts. Such influence fromthe mlitary end state can
smooth the transition to diplomatic el ements of national
power and strengthen prospects for strategic objectives.
It al so can provi de evidence of policy “success,” subject
to political interpretation, to buttress public affairs

strat egi es.

Concl usi on: End States, Adjustnments, and Transitions

The depl oynents of the 1980s and 1990s reveal a
contrast between U.S. diplomatic strategies and mlitary
doctrine. The diplomtic strategies often began with a
strategic end state of “restoring stability,” at least to
a point where vital U S. interests are no | onger
t hreatened. The eneny’ s defeat becane a secondary i ssue,

partially because diplomatic strategies generally rest on
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cooperation and consultation nore than inposing a state’s
will.

In contrast, U S. mlitary doctrine held to its
traditional focus on the eneny, including eneny-held
obj ectives and eneny-utilized centers of gravity. M ssion
acconpl i shnment and end state was defined in terns of

def eating the eneny, |eaving broader aspects of “end
state” to officials at the strategic |level. Most
inportantly, mlitary | eaders saw their respective
m ssions as inposing U S. will and forcing the eneny to
abandon unacceptabl e courses of action, rather than the
strategic goal of creating stable circunstances not
dependent on U.S. forces. The net result was a shifting
set of conditions for strategic objectives, |eaving both
mlitary and di pl omatic planners uncertain as to howto
plan transition frommlitary to di plomatic action.
Mlitary end state planning can help resolve this
uncertainty. The Lebanon and Somalia cases share a common
confusi on about strategic end state, especially with
regard to the end of mlitary force as the primry
i nstrunent of national power involved. The Iragq and Haiti

cases, however, denonstrate how mlitary planners can use

end state to facilitate planning for inplenmenting
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strategic objectives and for transition to postwar
di pl omati c action.

The case studies show that effective mlitary end
state planning requires several elenments beyond those
found in doctrine:

(1) Mlitary end states drive strategic planning and

transition to diplomacy. All four cases, and many nore

like them reflect an anbiguity in strategic planning.
Even the Iraq case, in many ways the best exanple of U S.
goals and limts in mlitary operations, left the ultimte
end state undefined except in the npost general terns.
Sinmply put, U S. leaders have little if any idea how to
“attain victory” or “restore stability” when planning
mlitary operations. 1In cases like Iraq and Haiti, they
ask mlitary |eaders to draft end states for their review
In cases |i ke Lebanon and Somalia, they provide only the
br oadest sense of end state so as not to limt diplomtic
or strategic actions. The first two cases are consi stent
with mlitary doctrine requirenments for end state
pl anning; the latter two cases are not.

Mlitary end state planning has effects beyond
mlitary operations, however. Mlitary end state pl ans,
with their requisite links to operations and concrete

achi evenments, can specify the mlitary elenent’s
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contribution to achieving strategic objectives in a given
situation. Desert Storm s end state addressed the
operation’s initial objectives but not subsequent issues
i ke weapons of mass destruction, and Haiti’s end state
addressed issues related to the followon U N mnssion
that had al ready been di scussed in Washington. In
contrast, both the Lebanon and Somalia | onger-term

depl oynents never included specific end state el enents
like the initial ones of PLO evacuation and security for
famne relief, respectively. Had the second depl oynents
in either case defined which end state el ements could and
coul d not have been achieved by mlitary operations,
policy discussions in Washington m ght have better
addressed fail ed assessnents and changed the “presence”

m ssions. Problens in the sinmultaneous diplomatic actions
m ght al so have been highlighted in ways requiring changes
to either mlitary or diplomtic planning. Simlarly,
successes in noving towards mlitary end state provide

i nportant evidence for use in public affairs strategy
justifying both the policy and the actions to inplenent
it.

(2) Changes in strategic objective may require changes

to mlitary end states. Mlitary end states

unquesti onably require sone degree of flexibility, but
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both political |eaders and mlitary commanders generally
want cl ear goals before any operation begins. The four
case studies show that problens arise when mlitary end
states based on those initial objectives are not
reassessed when | ocal opposition to U S. forces increases.
The problemis especially acute for “presence” m ssions
where strategic objectives change, as in Lebanon or
Somalia. The lraq case, in contrast, denonstrates how
refusal to adjust mlitary end state in the face of
political criticismcan reinforce the transition to the
di pl omati c el enent of national power. The Haiti case
shows that even when initial conditions unexpectedly
change, like the Cedras reginme’s acqui escence, mlitary
pl ans can change to reach the sane end state.

(3) Stability may not be a mlitary end state.

Stability is a standard termfor strategic objectives and
di pl omatic end states, and therefore is subject to
political interpretation. The four case studies indicate
successful mlitary-diplomatic transition requires a
separation of those elenments of stability that do not
require the presence or use of U S. mlitary force.
Grouping all elenments of stability under a m ssion of
“presence,” as in Somalia or Haiti, makes mlitary end

state planning difficult. Separating stability elenents
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into mlitary and di plomatic subsets, as with U N
resolutions in lraq or Haiti, can help mlitary planners
suggest transition conditions that yield effective
di pl omati c responses and reinforce strategic objectives.
None of these elenents neans U S. strategic policy
pl ays a reduced role after deploynent of U S. mlitary
force. The tendency in U S. |eadership circles to “let
the arnmy fight wthout political interference” does not
account for the mlitary's function as a policy
instrunment, nor does it account for the political context

surroundi ng an eneny or hostile environment. >

Mlitary
interventions can envel op and overcone enem es, but such
actions yield few benefits unl ess acconplished within a
clear strategic framework

Current U S. mlitary doctrine touches on transition
and related issues in planning for “mlitary operations
other than war.” This doctrine enphasi zes the potenti al
need for commanders to “realign forces or adjust force
structure;” plan to play a supporting role to U.S. or

i nternational agencies; or plan for giving control of a

situation to civil authorities or support truce

5 Clausewitz, 617-18.
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negoti ations.® Each of these adjustments, if properly
pl anned and approved in the chain of conmand, would
facilitate review of strategic and diplomatic end states
at the sane tine.

Both the Iraq and Haiti cases provide effective
exanples of transition. 1In Iraq, the strategic objective
of maintaining international legitinmacy for Desert Storm
led to continued focus on U N. action, including
Resol uti on 687, beyond the end of the war.> In Haiti,
effective transition planning helped U S. officials avoid
both donestic calls for an exit date and possible “m ssion
creep” from Haitian devel opnents. Even the Somalia and
Lebanon cases provi de exanples of effective transition, in
t hat each intervention began with specific, achievable
m ssions that ained for transition back to an acceptable
status quo ante. The second phases of intervention in
t hose cases, respectively, shows that insufficient focus
on transition plans renoves a key inpetus for policy
revi ew and adj ust nent.

In a simlar way, mlitary end states can provide key

i nputs for planning the departure of U S. forces without

5% Joint Pub 3-07, Joint Doctrine for Mlitary Operations Other Than War,
IV-11 to |V-12.
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wandering into an “exit strategy” that seeks exit for
exit’'s sake. U. S. officials at the strategic and

di pl omatic levels nust bear in mind the [imts of mlitary
force, especially as a strategic tool. Once U S. |eaders
decide to use mlitary force, the U S. holds a vital
interest in bringing that operation to an end as quickly
as possible. Sonetinmes, this neans ending the operation
short of permanent solving all the relevant issues, as in
Haiti and Ilrag. A mlitary end state defensible to both
U.S. and foreign audi ences can energize international
support for subsequent U N. or other actions and

i nvigorate donestic support for the original U S mlitary
oper ati on.

U.S. interests generally |look towards stability:
enhancing it (generally through econom c cooperation),
maintaining it (political relations and security
assi stance), restoring it (coercive mlitary action), and
justifying all those actions through a public affairs
strategy. Should the situation reach the point that U S.
| eaders consi der the deployment of mlitary force, early
desi gn and approval of a coherent mlitary end state

provides mlitary, diplomtic, and strategic advantages.

57 The inportance of such a mandate becane clear in later U N conduct,
under 687, of weapons inspections, sanctions enforcenent, and
humani tarian relief.
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A defined end state, with neasurabl e steps towards
achieving it, will clarify points where strategic and

di pl omati c objectives are too general or unrealistic for
mlitary operations. Further detailing of those

obj ectives ensures unity of effort anong all el enments of
nati onal power, as in the Iraq case, or at |east separates
strategic tasks into “essential” and “desirable”
categories, as in Haiti. Put another way, U S. |eaders
can define the end states of mlitary operations “so
mnimally that it will be easy to neet them declare

victory, and go hone.”>®

58 Johanna McGeary, “Did the American M ssion Matter?”, Tine, February 19,
1996, 36.
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