Non-Lethal Weapons: MEF Application in Joint High Intensity Conflict Battle Field
Operations

CSC 1998

Subject Area - Warfighting

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Introduction

Non-Lethal Weapons Defined

NLWs Most Likely to Have Battle Field Applications
Chemical NLW Capabilities and Considerations
Electromagnetic NLW Capabilities and Considerations

Acoustic NLW Capabilities and Considerations

Clauswitzean Warfare Theory Applied to NLWs
The Nature of War
The Maximum Use of Force
The Center of Gravity

The Trinity

Economic Considerations
MEF Logistic Concerns

The Media and Public Perception

MEF High Intensity Conflict NLW Applications
Seizing the Initiative

Protecting Withdrawal

11

12

14

16

18

19

20

21

23

24

27



Form Approved

Report Documentation Page OMB No. 0704-0188

Public reporting burden for the collection of information is estimated to average 1 hour per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and
maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information,
including suggestions for reducing this burden, to Washington Headquarters Services, Directorate for Information Operations and Reports, 1215 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 1204, Arlington
VA 22202-4302. Respondents should be aware that notwithstanding any other provision of law, no person shall be subject to a penalty for failing to comply with a collection of information if it
does not display a currently valid OMB control number.

1. REPORT DATE 3. DATES COVERED
1998 2. REPORT TYPE 00-00-1998 to 00-00-1998
4. TITLE AND SUBTITLE 5a. CONTRACT NUMBER

Non-L ethal Weapons: MEF Application in Joint High Intensity Conflict | .\ nUmBER

Battle Field Operations
5c. PROGRAM ELEMENT NUMBER

6. AUTHOR(S) 5d. PROJECT NUMBER

5e. TASK NUMBER

5f. WORK UNIT NUMBER

7. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 8. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION
United States M arine Corps,Command and Staff College, Marine Corps | REPORT NUMBER
University,2076 South Street, Marine Cor ps Combat Development
Command,Quantico,VA,22134-5068

9. SPONSORING/MONITORING AGENCY NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 10. SPONSOR/MONITOR’'S ACRONYM(S)
11. SPONSOR/MONITOR’ S REPORT
NUMBER(S)

12. DISTRIBUTION/AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

Approved for public release; distribution unlimited

13. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

14. ABSTRACT

15. SUBJECT TERMS

16. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF: 17. LIMITATION OF 18. NUMBER 19a. NAME OF

ABSTRACT OF PAGES RESPONSIBLE PERSON
a REPORT b. ABSTRACT c. THISPAGE Sa_me as 40
unclassified unclassified unclassified Report (SAR)

Standard Form 298 (Rev. 8-98)
Prescribed by ANSI Std Z39-18



Immobilizing Legitimate but Sensitive Targets

Amphibious Assault Forcible Entry

Conclusions

28

30

32



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Title: Non-Lethal Wapons: MEF Application in Joint High
Intensity Conflict Battle Field Operations

Author: LCDR Joseph R Rizzo, United States Navy

Thesis: Non-Let hal Wapons (NLW) that cause tenporary mass
i mmobi |'i zati on of eneny personnel or equi pnent have great
potential to enhance Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF)
maneuver, fires, and force protection capabilities.

Discussion: The scope of this paper covers current and
future NLWtechnol ogy nost likely to have an application in
MEF high intensity battlefield operations. These principally
include but are not limted to Chem cal (Sleep Agents),

El ectro- Magnetic (Non Nucl ear El ectro-Mgnetic Pul se
Cenerators), and Acoustic (Pul sed/ Attenuated High Intensity
Sound). After discussing highlights of these NLW
capabilities, this author will briefly address existing
legalities associated with each that have the potential to
affect their use in high intensity conbat. C ausew tzean
concepts regarding the nature of war, the maxi num use of
force, the center of gravity, and the trinity are used to
shape principle political and noral considerations for
devel opi ng RCE consistent with utilizing NLW and conducti ng
war “jus In bello”. Additionally, econom c considerations,
MEF | ogi stic concerns and other relevant NLWissues will be
briefly addressed. To provide ideas that may contribute to
the formul ati on of MEF NLW conbat doctrine, this author wll
of fer four scenarios in which NLW could contribute
significantly to the success of MEF operations.

Specifically, NLW could be used effectively to seize the
initiative during attack, to delay eneny approach to our own
position enabling unhindered withdrawal, to tenporary
imobilize installations that are undesirable to neutralize
wi th conventional neans, or to enhance force protection
whi l e conducting various types of assault. Utimtely, even
with the application of NLW5S, the United States nust stay
wedded to the concept of total engagenent and anticipate
escalation as we attenpt to control high intensity warfare
across the full spectrum

Conclusion: Current and future Non-Lethal Wapons (NLW

t echnol ogy conbi ned with proper RCE and doctrine have the
potential to enhance MEF effectiveness in joint high
intensity battle field operations. Enbraced for the right
reasons and enployed with the right m ndset, NLWtechnol ogy
can provide conmanders greater flexibility and agility in
pl anni ng and executing canpai gn battle space functions of
maneuver, fires, and force protection.



“As we ook to the future, the Joint Non-Let hal
Weapon programwi | | aggressively engage in both
cooperation with foreign governnents and
experinmentation to explore new technol ogy as
wel | as doctrine, training, and tactics.”?!

Introduction

Do Non-Let hal Weapons (NLW) have an application in
Mari ne Expeditionary Force (MEF) high intensity joint
battlefield operations of the 21° century? Future joint
war fi ghti ng operational concepts include dom nant naneuver,
preci sion engagenent, full dinensional protection and
focused | ogistics.? Operating independently or as a
conponent of a Joint Task Force, current and future NLW
clearly have the potential to enhance MEF capabilities
across the warfighting spectrum This study presents
concepts supporting MEF NLW utilization in joint high

intensity battle field operations.

The focus of this study is directed primarily at the

operational |evel of warfare as NLW relate to enhanci ng MEF

' MR Steele, LGen, USMC, Chairman, NLW I ntegrated Product
Team Joint Non-Let hal Weapons Program 1997 - A Year in
Review, p. iii.

2 John M Shalikashvili, Gen, USA, Joint Vision 2010,

Chai rman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 5126 Joint Staff,
Pent agon, Washington, D.C 20318-5126, pp. 1.
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battl e space functional concepts of nmaneuver, fires, and
force protection.® The scope of this paper covers current
and future NLWtechnol ogies nost likely to have an
application in MEF high intensity battlefield operations.
Various Cl ausew tzean concepts are used to shape the
principle political and noral considerations for devel opi ng
NLW Rul es of Engagenent (ROE) consistent with conducting war
in accordance with internationally established |aws and “ jus
in bello”.* Additionally, economc considerations, MEF

| ogi stics issues, and other relevant issues will be briefly
addressed. Moreover, this study suggests viable MEF NLW
enpl oyment scenarios. This author’s ultimate goal is to

of fer concepts that will assist in devel opment of NLW RCE

and MEF NLW conmbat doctri ne.

Current and future NLW technol ogy conbi ned with proper
doctrine wll enhance MEF effectiveness in joint high

intensity battle field operations.® Enbraced for the right

3 U S Mirine Corps, Campaigning, MCDP 1-2, Aug 1997, ch. 3,
pp. 74-96.

“ Colonel Eric L. Chase, USMCR Law of War Concepts, USMC CSC
Lecture of 18 Septenber 1997.

>Andrew F. Mazzara, Col, USMC, Director, Joint Non-Let hal
Weapons Directorate, MEF application of NLW, NLW program

t echnol ogy update, MEF NLW concerns regardi ng ROE and

Logi stics. USMC Requi renments MCCDC, Personal |nterview by
Aut hor, March 1998.



reasons and enployed with the right m ndset, NLWtechnol ogy
can provide MEF commanders greater flexibility in planning
and executing mlitary canpaigns. This author views NLW
technol ogy as a potentially inval uable tool which can
provide a greater range of options across functional
operating aspects of warfighting to enhance MEF capability,

agility, and survivability.

Non-Lethal Weapons Defined

The use of NLWs is a quickly evolving issue for mlitary
operations but there is still a great deal of confusion
regardi ng term nol ogy and doctrine. Departnent of Defense
Directives define NLW as, “weapons that are explicitly
designed and prinmarily enployed so as to incapacitate
personnel or material, while mnimzing fatalities,
permanent injury to personnel, and undesired damage to
property and the environment”.® Sonme authors refer to
i nformation, electronic, and psychol ogical warfare as non-

| et hal weapons.’ Wiile there may be simlarities between

® John P. Wiite, Departnent of Defense Policy for Non-Let hal
Weapons, DOD Directive 3000.3, July 9, 1996 p. 1

" Colonel F.M Lorenz, USMC, “Non-Lethal Force: The Slippery
Sl ope to War,” Paraneters, US Arny War Col |l ege Quarterly
VOL. XXVI, NO 3, Autumm, 1996, p. 53.
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what these other tools of warfare and NLW achi eve from an
operational standpoint, they are clearly not in the sane

category as discussed within the context of this paper.

DOD directives designate the Commandant of the Marine
Corps as Executive Agent for the DOD NLWprogram? As the
Mari ne Corps devel ops NLWs rul es of engagenent, drafts
conbat doctrine and begins to educate the public regarding
possi ble battle field applications, it is necessary that a
common and easily understood definition be applied to avoid
confusion. Specific NLWcapabilities could | ater be
associated with the definition, when required, to dispel any
negati ve connotations that may exist regardi ng NLW
utilization in battle field operations.® Though the
af orenenti oned definition applies to a wide variety of NLW
types, nost of which have little or no application to MEF
high intensity battle field operations, this author believes

its sinplicity and broad scope nakes it the nobst rel evant.

8 Wiite pp. 1-2.

® Negative connotations is associated by the author with the
possibility of adverse nedia inpact to mlitary operations
on the home front resulting frompotential |ack of public
know edge regardi ng the use and advantage of NLW agai nst an
adversary using | ethal neans.



NLWs Most Likely To Have Battle Field Applications

Oversight responsibility for devel opnent and enpl oynent
of NLW rests with the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Speci al Operations and Low Intensity Conflict. This may
lead to the faulty assunption that NLW will only have
relevance in Mlitary Qperations O her Than War (MOOTW .
Current DOD NLW policy is broad enough in scope to enable
NLW application to high intensity battle field operations.
O special significance to this study is DOD NLW policy
whi ch states, “NLW may be used in conjunction with [|ethal
weapon systens to enhance the latter’s effectiveness and
efficiency in mlitary operations”.! The nost |ikely non-
| et hal weapon types to have application to battlefield
operations cause tenporary nass immobilization of either
personnel or equi pnent. These NLW principally include but
are not limted to the Chem cal (Sleep Agents), the
El ectromagnetic (Non Nucl ear El ectromagnetic Pul se
Cenerators), and the Acoustic (Pul sed/ Attenuated Hi gh

Intensity Sound).

0 white, p. 3.
2 vite, p. 2.



Chemical NLW Capabilities and Considerations

From a practical standpoint, sleep agents nmake an i deal
choice for both high intensity conflict and urban warfare
appl i cations. Wen conbi ned with di methyl sulfoxide (DVSO)
t hese sl eep agents (sonetines called cal mati ve agents) can
be absorbed directly through the skin into the bl oodstream
and result in rapid sedation of eneny forces.!? Sl eep
i nduci ng substances are stabl e and exi sting nedical
technol ogy regarding its use has proven reliable.
Additionally, a variety of available airborne and ground
weapons delivery systens and techniques already in the field
woul d provide tinmely and cost effective utilization w thout
substantially increasing MEF training requirenents or the

| ogi stics foot print.

Concerns in fielding sleep agent capability for high
intensity conbat operations stemfrominternationa
legalities associated with chem cal weapons utilization. The

1974 United Nations Draft Convention on the Prohibition of

12 paul Evancoe, “Non-Lethal Technol ogi es Enhance Warriors
Punch.” National Defense, Decenber 1993, p. 28.
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the Development, Production, Stockpiling and Use of Chemical
Weapons specifically lists various chem cal agents that are
prohibited in warfare.® Some grey area may exist that woul d
enabl e weapons devel opnent, production, and utilization.
Froma |l egal standpoint, if the specific sleep agents

el ected for use fell outside the scope of the convention's
purview, it mght be arguably viable to utilize it in

war fare. Though sl eep agent utilization may be entirely

pl ausi bl e as a nore humane alternative to conventi onal
weapon options agai nst select targets, doing so would
probably violate the aforenenti oned convention’s spirit and
intent. ldeally, policy makers should nove to reclassify
chem cal NLW apart from chem cal |ethal weapons to
elimnate the stigma associated with WA chem cal weapons

destructive inplications.

Electromagnetic NLW Capabilities and Considerations

Power ful Non Nucl ear El ectromagnetic Pul se (EMP)

Cenerators have the capability to direct a line of sight EWMP

13 Joseph W Cook I11, Maj, USAF, David P. Fiely, Mij, USAF,
Maura T. MGowan, Mj, USAF, “Non-Lethal Wapons:
Technol ogi es, Legalities, and Potential Policies.” Airpower

Journal 1996, no. 9, SE, pp. 82-83.
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di scharge in the one gigawatt range. The di scharge nust
occur over a few mlliseconds to have enough force to

di sabl e vehi cl e engi nes, conmuni cati ons gear, navigation
systens and ot her el ectronic devices.! Fortunately, nost
US mlitary conbat systens have built in protection

agai nst EMP bl asts due to cold war design specifications,
while nost third world country conbat systens do not. Due to
t he heavy econom c cost and long lead tinme to noderni ze
mlitary equi pnent, EMP technol ogy should be effective

against third world countries well into the future.

This author’s research did not uncover any international
legalities restricting non-nuclear EMP use in conbat
operations. Mreover, no restricting |legal issues are
anticipated to arise due to EMP focus on disabling equi pnent
versus personnel. In FY96 the Departnent of the Navy began a
series of experinental prograns designed to evaluate and
field test EMP equi pnent.!® Presently, the l|arge size and
heavy wei ght of EMP generators nakes the systeminpractical
for depl oynent with MEFs. However, the EMP concept is sound,

its application in conbat operations is unfettered by

4 Evancoe, p. 27.

15 sysan LeVi ne, NSWCDD Non- Let hal Weapons Program Cat al og
of Ongoing Efforts, Non-Lethal Coordination Cell, NSWDD
(Code J305), Dahl gren, VA 22448-5100, Decenber 1996, p. 28.
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international |aw and exceptional progress in superconductor
technol ogy may substantially reduce its size and wei ght
making it nore feasible for MEF depl oynent in the very near

future.

Acoustic NLW Capabilities and Considerations

Hi gh intensity sound projector technol ogy can be
utilized to effectively imobilize personnel.® 1In the high
frequency range, sound intensity causes the human ear drum
to vibrate rapidly which affects the inner ear and can cause
i mbal ance and disorientation. In the | ow frequency range,
sound intensity nmay cause other organs to vibrate which
results in a nunber of other physiological effects up to and
i ncludi ng death.” Due to the acoustic weapon's relatively
non-di rectional nature and potential rapid changes in
at nospheric conditions which effect sound travel through a

medium it can be considered non-discrimnatory. By non-

8 Alan Roland Price, LTC, Directorate General, Devel opnent
and Doctrine, Mnistry of Defense, United Kingdom | nproving
the Prospects for the Future Peace Operation - Wrkshop
Proceedi ngs, “Non-Lethal Wapons: A Synopsis,” Chapter 13,

. 117,
b Cook, Fiely, MGowan, pp. 85-86.
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discrimnatory, | nmean acoustic weapons pose equal threat to
bot h conbatants and nonconbatants over a |large target area.
Addi tional ly, dependi ng upon the level of intensity

proj ected, permanent physical damage to personnel can
result. To limt this adversity, technology is being

devel oped that will make it possible to project acoustic
energy in a tightly focused beam nuch i ke a phased array is

used to focus RF energy. *®

Utimately, utilization of vehicle nounted acoustic
systens for large scale conbat operations is feasible. The
drawbacks are that these systenms would nost |ikely increase
force logistics footprint, present unique training
chal | enges, and possess operating characteristics which
clearly have the potential to cost nore than they
contribute. Legalities involving acoustic weapons
utilization require further assessnent in terns of their
potential ability to cause “unnecessary suffering”.?® This
not w thstanding, present interpretation of the basic rules

and principles of land warfare do not currently prohibit

18 John Busic, Joint Non-Lethal Wapons Directorate
Technol ogy Assessnent of Acoustics as a Non-Lethal Wapon,
Dec 97, p. 28.

19 Cook, Fiely, MGowan, p. 85.
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acoustic weapon utilization in high intensity battle field

operations. 2°

Clauswitzean Warfare Theory Applied to NLWs

Cl ausewi t zean concepts have significant rel evance to
establishing the right m ndset regarding the application of
NLWs in high intensity conflict operations. There may be
non-| et hal weapons, but in this author’s opinion there wll
never be a non-lethal war. Wen our nation becones invol ved
in future wars we should utilize all neans at our disposal,
i ncludi ng viable NLWoptions, to attenpt to control aspects
of high intensity warfare. Utimately, as we forge ahead in
t he devel opment of NLWs, the U. S. nust stay wedded to the
concept of total engagenent and anticipate escalation in
hi gh intensity conbat operations regardl ess of weapon type

sel ecti on.

There are sonme authors that suggest NLW are designed

principally to mnimze casualties, provide a credi ble eneny

20 M chael W Resisman, and Chris T. Antoniou, Using Force
(Sel ected Protocols and Conventions). The Laws of War: A
Conpr ehensive Collection of Prinmary Docunents on

11



action deterrent, and dramatically enhance el enents of
national power.?2! While this may be partly true for
operations other than war (OOTW, utilization of NLW in
battle field operations should neither signify U S.
intention to preserve eneny |lives nor guarantee an outcone
of zero casualties.? From C ausewitz’s | essons regarding
the nature of war, the maxi numuse of force, the center of
gravity, and the trinity, this author intends to present
political and noral considerations which may be useful in
devel opi ng NLW ROCE and establish doctrinal concepts for MEF

NLW applications in high intensity battle field operations.

The Nature of War
Clausewitz infers that it is the nature of war to tend

toward t he absol ute.

“The cl oser political probabilities drive war toward
the absolute, the nore the belligerent states are

i nvol ved and drawn into the vortex, the clearer appear
t he connections between its separate actions, and the
nore inperative the need not to take the first step

Wi t hout considering the |ast.”?

| nternational Law Governing Arned Conflict. (New York
Random House 1994), Ch. 2, pp. 35-38.

*Chris Mrris And Janet Mrris, Non-Lethal Wapons:
Creating New Capabilities for Conflict Managenment, My 27,
1996, p. 1.

22 \Wite, p. 2.

23 Carl Von Clausewitz, On War, ed. and trans. M chael
Howard and Peter Paret (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton
University Press, 1976), bk. 8, ch 3, p. 584. Hereinafter
referred to as On War.

12



From the perspective of limted war, | interpret C ausewtz
i nference as neani ng manki nd has attenpted to control
aspects of warfare for specific objectives achieved by
commtting a nmeasurabl e degree of national resources
resulting in a gain that out weighs the cost of the
endeavor. By absolute, | interpret Clausewitz’s warning to
mean war i s chaos which can escal ate past the point that it
can be controlled and cause devastation up to and incl uding
total annihilation which can well out weigh the potenti al
gain of the endeavor. Thinking in terms of available 20!
century nucl ear weapons technol ogy, this concept has even
nore rel evance today than it did in Clausewitz’s tine. 1In
the future, NLWavailability could make tinely warfare a
nore attractive option over long termskillful diplomacy to
policy makers who were unm ndful of the warfare escal ation

threat potential.

Clausewitz’s concept of limted versus absol ute war
applies to MEF NLWhigh intensity conflict utilization from
two perspectives. First, political decision makers should
not view NLW as a new el enment of national power for to do
so they mght be nore readily inclined to engage in

conflicts that by nature will nost likely escalate to the

13



utilization of lethal force.? Mreover, national strategy
shoul d not be driven by NLWavailability. To put it in the
proper context for battlefield operations, decision nmakers
shoul d view NLW as an enhancenent to | ethal weapons not as
an alternative to them Secondly, NLW RCE devel opnent shoul d
stress sinplicity and clarity to preclude msinterpretation
at every level of conmand.? Additionally, NLW ROE shoul d

not be straddl ed by an excessive nunber of preconditions so
as to preclude rapid or even sinultaneous execution of

| ethal force options at the MEF comranders discretion.

The Maximum Use of Force

Cl ausewi tz advi ses us that notives for conducting war
stemfromhostile feelings and intentions which tend to push

opponents to extrenes.

“Ki nd- hearted people m ght of course think there

was sone ingenious way to disarmor defeat an

eneny wi thout to nmuch bl oodshed, and m ght i nmagi ne
this is the true art of war. Pleasant as it sounds,
it is a fallacy that nust be exposed: war is such a
danger ous busi ness that the m stakes which cone from
ki ndness are the very worst”. ?°

24 Lorenz, p. 61.
2> James B. Linder, “A Case For Enployi ng Non-Letha
Weapons,” MIlitary Review, Septenber 1996, Vol. 76, Iss. 5,

E' 27.
® On War, bk. 1, ch. 1, p. 75.

14



O the many connotations enbedded in this C ausew tzean
concept, there is one prinmary nessage for commanders which
is key to mnimzing loss of |ife, reducing waste of

nati onal resources, and optim zing chances of success. If a
commander shoul d be fortunate enough to possess superior
conbat strength and capabilities, he has the noral
obligation to use themdecisively to reduce the tinme his
nation spends at war. NLWapplication to battlefield
operations can yield an advantage that should be capitalized
upon as consistent with the | egal and noral rules of
conducting warfare “jus in bello”. In this context, it m ght
be nore productive to think of NLW6 as a fire suppressant

rather than an alternative to | ethal neans.

The time for kindness, understanding, and conpromse is
during di plomati c exchanges and has no place in wartine
operations. The Cl ausew tzean concept of maxi num use of
force readily applies to NLWhigh intensity conflict
operations. However, extrene care nust be taken in
introducing NLW to the battle field environnent. Decision
makers nust focus policy that dispels any notion that

adapting NLWs into U S. arsenals inplies weakness or |ack of

15



resolve to utilize lethal options whenever necessary.?’ This
i dea shoul d resonate through the mnds of political |eaders
as they develop national mlitary strategy, policy nmakers as
they craft ROE, and canpai gn planners as they integrate NLW

technology into battle plans.

The Center of Gravity

Cl ausewitz defines the center of gravity as, “The hub of
all power and novenent, on which everything depends...and
that it is the point against which all our energies should
be directed”.?® Additionally, he identifies five potential
centers of gravity three of which include the eneny arny,
capital, and principal ally. In nodern warfare, it is
inmportant to note that nmultiple operational centers of
gravity may exi st and m ght be nuch harder to identify and
t hereby neutralize. Where eneny weakness does not exist, it
must be created by |ogical application of force to critical
nodes. To nost efficiently maxi m ze the effectiveness of

avai |l abl e conbat power, commanders nust direct energy to

2 Roger C. Hunter, “Disabling Systens and The Air Force,”
Air Power Journal, Fall 1994, Vol. 8, Iss. 3, p. 45.
28 On War, bk. 8, ch.4, pp. 595-595.
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weaken key el ements which sustain eneny operational centers
of gravity. NLW may provide a unique capability which could

enhance such endeavors.

Creating operational advantage in future advanced
expeditionary warfare over a wide variety of threats wll
require a tactically adaptive, technologically agile,
ruthl essly opportunistic and relentlessly exploitative
force.?® The introduction of NLW to battlefield operations
is unlikely to change the inportance of identifying and
destroyi ng eneny centers of gravity. ldeally, NLW can be
utilized to enabl e commanders added flexibility to rapidly
redirect the focus of effort in conbat and to nore
effectively exploit eneny weakness. Al so, NLW possess the
potential to enhance MEF force protection capability which
may yield an econony of force benefit by freeing up
conventional forces which would be otherw se enpl oyed.
Unencunbered by over restrictive RCE and utilized with
proper doctrine in high intensity conbat scenarios, NLW
have the potential to enhance MEF abilities to maneuver,

fire, and preserve conbat power.

29 Aut hor Unknown, Advanced Expeditionary Warfare-2015,
Draft Concept Paper, Unpublished as of August 6, 1996, p.11.
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The “Trinity”

Cl ausewitz presents the trinity of war as a phenonenon
conposed of prinordial violence, hatred and enmty that
include three primary aspects; the people, the arny, and the
government . 3° The noral conmitnent of the people to endure
hardshi p, the tenacity of the arny to engage in conbat and
the responsibility of governnment to pursue political ains
with reasonable strategy formthe basis of the trinity and
success in war. Clausewitz infers that should even a single
el enent of the trinity be deficient or cone to be harned
during hostilities it could significantly reduce a nation’s
ability to be successful in war. NLW nay present a
chal | enge which could, if not managed properly, adversely

i npact our national “Trinity”.

If Clausewitz were alive today, how would he view NLW
application in MEF battle field operations and its potenti al
i mpact on his trinity concept? Wthout being schooled in NLW
capabilities, RCE, or doctrine, his first nental reaction
woul d probably be to discard the very notion as insane.

Utilized with overly restrictive RCE and uncl ear doctri ne,

. on war, bk. 1, ch.1, p. 89.

18



NLWs coul d have a negative inpact upon the strength of our
trinity by adversely influencing the will of our people, the
norale of our mlitary, and the ability of our governnent to
devel op plausi ble strategy. Policy makers mnust devel op
strategy and enpl oy NLW based upon an approach that
maxi m zes conbi ned forces conbat effectiveness.?* In doing
so, we preserve the strength of our trinity and increase our

chances for success in war.

Economic Considerations

Since 1992, the DOD annual budget has decreased from
$287 to $213 billion dollars and is expected to go to $200
billion by the year 2003.3 |n 1996 congress appropri ated
mllions of dollars to fund DOD NLW R&D prograns and the
trend is expected to increase.* The inherently high cost of
fielding new mlitary technol ogy, training personnel, and

mai nt ai ni ng equi pnrent conpels us to explore options that

31 Kl aaran, Jonathan W Maj, USAF, Mtchell, Ronald S. Mj,
USAF, “Non-Lethal Technol ogy and Airpower: A w nning

Conmbi nation For Strategic Paralysis’” Airpower Journal 1996,
no. 9, SE, pp. 44-45.

32 Wlliams, Robert H, “Plunge in Procurenent Levels Of,
Says Forecast,” National Defense, Decenber 1993, pp. 30-31.
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maxi m zes NLWutility in high intensity warfare. America can
no |l onger afford to procure non-joint DOD weapons systens
that are specialized in nature and limted in scope of
application. If the utility of NLMW was |imted to
peacekeepi ng operations, their potential would be unlikely
to justify their expense to field.** NLW should not be
treated as special weapons. The NLWsystens currently under
devel opnent are extrenely versatile and have application
across the warfare spectrum Wth non-restrictive RCE and
proper doctrine, MeEFs could exploit unique NLWcapabilities

to great advantage in high intensity conbat scenari os.

MEF Logistic Concerns

NLWs nmust be depl oyable, reliable, and sustainable in
the field to reasonably enhance MEF current maneuver, fires,
and force protection capabilities. At present, only chem cal
NLWfall into this category and current legalities limt
their use in conbat. Additional work is required in
devel opment before various other NLWtypes reach the point

where they can neet MEF operational |ogistic and warfighting

3% U.S. Congress, House of Representatives, Conference
Report, National Defense Authorization Act For FY96. 104'"
Cong., 2" Sess., Jan 22" 1996. S. Rept. 104-450, Sec. 219.
3 Price, p. 117.
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requirenents. Sea |ift availability in expeditionary warfare
islimted now and will be even nore so in the future with
the projected down sizing of the force. For each NLWa MEF
takes to the field a | ethal weapon nust be |eft behind due
to lack of space.® The exact size and wei ght of each NLW
type is yet to be determ ned and may be worth the LW cost.
However, for the MEF to justify the tradeoff when entering a
hi gh intensity conbat environnent, deployable NLWtechnol ogy
must function as advertised and its application should be
backed by doctrine. Utimately, MEF planning and m ssion
scope shoul d drive | oad out decisions regardi ng NLW

applications in high intensity conflicts of the future. 3°

The Media and Public Perception

Like it or not, nedia technol ogy has changed the face of
warfare and, in addition to all their other concerns, battle
field commanders nust contend with the “CNN Factor”. At the

very least, major commands that utilize NLWsystens nust

% James Budway, Mj, USMC, Non-Lethal Wapons Program
Oficer, Potential MEF high intensity conflict scenarios,
USMC Requi rements MCCDC, Personal |nterview by Author

Cct ober 1997.

% Mazzara, Personnel Interview by Author, March 1998.
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construct a media plan to describe its enploynent.3 On a
positive note, eneny propaganda experts that devel op nedia
pl ans to use NLW applications against us to break coalition
cohesi veness or arouse synpathy fromthe international
community can be credibly and easily countered for obvious
reasons. How the Marine Corps introduces NLWtechnol ogy to
the public can be just as inportant to successful NLW conbat

application as howit introduces it to the battle field.

Failure to utilize the nmedia in a tinmely manner for the
pur pose of educating the public, the mlitary, our own
government and even the governnment of the eneny in NLW
battle field applications could result in serious
consequences. Wen a MEF enploys NLW in high intensity
conbat, m sunderstanding of the issues could have a
detrinental inpact on the will of the people, the noral e of
our forces and the resolve of our government. Additionally,
if eneny forces did not understand NLW conbat inplications,
they m ght conme to believe they would not be required to
make the suprene sacrifice which could have the effect of
enbol dening themto fight nore vigorously than they

ot herwi se woul d.

3" Lorenz, p. 59.

22



The availability of NLW can give the MEF commander
options to nore equitably deal with nedia effects on
operations. Though the NLW systens previously addressed have
denonstrat ed an acceptabl e degrees of reliability, the
chances of unintentionally inflicting casualties clearly
exi sts. When warfare requirenments spill over into an urban
environnent, it nmay be entirely possible to select delivery
times so as to mnimze the probability of accidental non-
conbat ant casualties resulting from NLWutili zati on.
However, there is no zero-defect guarantee associated with
the enpl oynent of NLW.3® By this, | nean we cannot totally
elimnate NLWcasualties resulting froman ill-tined
surgeon’s incision, an unlucky wal k down a flight of stairs,
an individual’s adverse health condition or a myriad of
ot her accidents which occur by application of force in war

which can result in injury or death

MEF High Intensity Conflict NLW Applications

The purpose of presenting the follow ng scenarios for
consideration is to stinulate thought regarding future

doctrinal MEF NLWhigh intensity conflict applications.

3% \Wite, p. 2.
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It is not wwthin the scope or intent of this study to
war game each of the scenarios in detail. They are concept ual
in nature and the situations they describe are conpletely

hypot hetical. The foll owi ng assunptions were made:

- The MEF has robust NLW operational capability, trained
personnel, and | ogi stic support.

- JTF NLWRCE is crafted to provide the MEF commander
flexibility in NLWconbat applications.

- MEF planners integrated NLWtechnol ogy into the canpaign
battl e plan.

Possi bl e applications where MEFs could effectively utilize
NLW include but are not limted to: seizing the initiative
during an attack, delaying an enemny approach to own position
enabl i ng unhi ndered wi thdrawal, tenporarily inmobilize
installations that are undesirable to neutralize with
conventional nmeans and enhance force protection while

conducting assaul t.

Seizing the Initiative

The Situation: Your nechani zed brigade is afforded the

honor of being the MEF | ead el enent for an avenue in depth

attack fromthe north against a heavily dug in nechani zed
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eneny force in the vicinity of a high value area. The MEF
commander has aut horized sinultaneous utilization of NLWLW
and has just directed your brigade to close with and destroy
t he eneny. Though battle field shaping operations utilizing
conventional weapons have been relatively successful, the
eneny still possesses substantial conbat power and you nust
clear an array of well constructed obstacles to reach his
position while under fire. Additionally, intelligence
estimates indicate substantial possibility of eneny
capability and intention to use chem cal weapons. Due to

ot her pressing commtnents, you know that there is
substantial conpetition for JTF CAS assets. In your

estimate, conbined avail able JTF and MEF CAS assets are
insufficient to provide the nunber of sorties necessary to
keep the eneny’ s head down conpletely utilizing only
conventional nmeans. You have just received an intelligence
report that indicates additional eneny forces are noving
north with intention to link up with the eneny units you are

about to attack. Tine is of the essence.®

The goal here is to seize the initiative in a tinely

manner W t hout incurring excessive conbat casualties. Sheer

% Budway, Personnel Interview by Author, Cctober 1997.
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force on force in this case would be extrenely costly. If

t he eneny denonstrates resolve, the MEF can achi eve success
W t hout significant casualties only by ruthlessly exposing
eneny vulnerability, shattering eneny perspective, and

di srupting the eneny decision nmaki ng processes. *° MEF forces
could utilize Acoustic Wave or EMP NLW to effectively

di sorient eneny personnel and disabl e defensive equi pnent.
Si mul t aneous utilization of NLWLWwoul d substantially

i ncrease MEF maneuver speed and ability to preserve conbat
power. Utimately, NLWtechnol ogy could disrupt eneny C2
capability, tactical nobility and defensive advantage by
effectively denying eneny ability to mass fires and to
deliver chem cal weapons. Consistent with | egal and noral

i ssues governing various aspects of warfare, MeEFs coul d
enpl oy Acoustic Wave or EMP NLWS to conplinment LWsystens to
provi de significant operational and tactical advantage in

high intensity operations.*

40 Aut hor Unknown, Advanced Expeditionary Warfare-2015,
Draft Concept Paper, Unpublished as of August 6, 1996, p.
10.

“l Rol and, p. 118.
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Protecting Withdrawal

The Situation: Your brigade has advanced in |ine abreast
to attack eneny defensive positions. Conbat casualties in
excess of course of action estimates has pronpted the MEF
commander to order a withdrawal. Friendly forces have been
pul |l ed back to regroup, re-supply, and conduct additional
battle field shaping prior to attenpting the next attack.
Your present position is well forward of other friendly
forces and the possibility exists that your starboard fl ank
is now exposed to eneny fires. Though probability of
chem cal attack is low, intelligence estimtes indicate that
rei nforced eneny forces are massing for counter attack upon

your position. *?

Acoustic and EMP NLWs provi de unique force multiplier
capabilities. Under current doctrine, units of sufficient
strength and conventional conbat power nust be left in
i mpronptu defensive positions to cover the withdrawal of the
mai n body. Acoustic and EMP NLWutility in disrupting eneny
C2, denying eneny tactical nobility, and disorienting eneny

personnel could i mreasurably contribute to friendly force

42 Budway, Personnel Interview by Author, October 1997.
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ef fecti veness and chances of survival. Synergy established
from conmbi ned NLW LW utilization could substantially enhance
rear defense force capability to hold or delay eneny
nmovenent while the main body withdrew fromthe area in
greater safety. Using NLWLWin concert would result in
substantial slow ng of eneny advance. Dependi ng upon NLW
system ef fecti veness, a nmuch smaller size rear protection
force m ght be sufficient enabling additional options for
nore rapid extraction of personnel. Depending on the
situation, Acoustic and EMP NLW | eft in place, turned on
and rigged for renote destruction mght even be able to
provi de sufficient cover so no rear protection force would
need to be left behind. They woul d act as nechani cal
guar di ans bl ocking direct eneny |ines of approach to provide
friendly force additional tinme for withdrawal. Utimately,
NLWs have exceptional potential to preserve inval uable

conbat power and add flexibility to MEF operations.

Immobilizing Legitimate but Sensitive Targets

As we witnessed in the Gulf War, eneny forces may
di sperse command and control, intelligence gathering

facilities, and air defense systens anong civilian popul ace
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gathering centers such as nosques, hospital and hotels. In
doi ng so, they make themdifficult if not inpossible to
target wth conventional |ethal weapons w thout inflicting
great collateral danmage on civilians.* Froma strategic

st andpoi nt taking such an action could be extrenely counter
productive by straining national relationships with allies
or disrupting cohesion of ad hoc coalition forces. Though by
doctrine a MEF can count these as legitinate conbat targets,
the reality of it is that the American people will allow
their mlitary to go only so far with what pain it inflicts

upon an enemny in their name.*

By adopting these deplorable tactics, the eneny
restricts the MEFs ability to mass fires and reduces its
capacity to execute active force protection neasures.

Ef fectively, by operating in this manner, the eneny has

| everaged weakness to create a no win situation. To | eave
the targets in place jeopardi zes our forces by enabling the
eneny to efficiently operate. To destroy themnnost |ikely
results in loss of noral support fromthe hone front and the

i nternational community. Fortunately, in DESERT STORM we had

“3 Budway, Personnel Interview by Author, October 1997.
44 Chase.
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overwhel m ng superiority in conbat strength, |logistic
support, and technol ogy which enabled JTF commanders to
exercise alternative conventional options at will. Against a
nor e capabl e opponent, we may not be in such a favorable
position and NLWs coul d be enployed to reduce or elimnate

the effectiveness of these tactics.

Amphibious Assault Forcible Entry

The Situation: The JTF conmmander requires the MEF to
conduct an anphi bious forcible entry to establish a
beachhead near a high value port area. Eneny forces are
heavily dug into various key positions along the coastline.
The success of eneny deception operations and ot her
unf or eseeabl e conti ngenci es have hanpered your operation
fromthe start. On a positive note, air power has been
effective in conducting shaping operations in the |anding
area with conventional weapons. However, shortages in
preci sion gui ded weapons have made it inpossible to deal
wi th the preponderance of eneny forces that are interm ngled
anong near by maj or popul ace centers without inflicting
excessi ve nonconbat ant casualties. Due to their relative

cl ose proximty, eneny forces can nass and be in vicinity of
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l anding site firing positions within a matter of hours. Even
with JTF and MEF CAS assets, eneny forces could arrive at a
time when the MEF was nost vul nerabl e and before sufficient
conbat supplies could be brought ashore. By your estinate,
you can still acconplish your m ssion w thout continued
shaping but it will nost likely result in a higher nunber of

casual ties.?

Preenptive Chem cal NLWstrikes via air power, cruise
m ssile or naval gun fire on eneny positions in the mgjor
popul ace centers woul d be useful in extending the scope of
t he MEF conmander’s battle field shaping requirenents,
enhance his ability to maneuver, and preserve his conbat
power. The benefits of Chem cal NLWapplications to this
scenario could include i mobilizing eneny personnel, denying
eneny novenent, del aying eneny action, disrupting eneny C2
nodes, and denoralizing eneny forces without inflicting
si gni fi cant nonconbat ant casual ti es.* The anphi bi ous force
woul d gain tine to mass its conbat power ashore w thout
eneny intervention at a critical |landing stage. By el ecting

not to utilize conventional weapons which could result in

% Budway, Personal |nterview by Author, Cctober 1997,

4 Joint Staff, Joint Concept Requirenents G oup, Non-Letha
Weapons Transition Plan - Fiscal Year 98-03, Draft Concept
Paper, Unpublished, Undated pp. 2-3.
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massi ve civilian casualties, we do not risk international

di sdai n, jeopardize coalition cohesiveness or |ose support
of the hone front.* Additionally, the positive effects on
troop norale resulting fromclosely adhering to the precepts
of conducting war “jus in bello” while taking positive

action tolimt MEF casualties would be substanti al .

Conclusions

The United States has invested significant energy and
resources to devel op NLWtechnol ogy and we shoul d take every
opportunity to |l everage the advantage across the warfare
spectrum “*® Political |eaders nmust garner internationa
support for utilizing NLWtechnology in warfare. National
strategy planners and policy makers should anticipate
escalation in warfare regardl ess of weapon type sel ection.

Utimately, world | eaders nust be convinced to reclassify

47 Joint Staff, A Joint Concept for Non-Lethal Wapons,
August 1, 1997, p. A-4.

48 U.S. Congress, Senate, Conmittee on Arnmed Services,
Report on Authorizing FY96/97 Appropriations for Mlitary
Activities of the DOD. 104'" Cong., 2" Sess., May 13'" 1996.
S. Rept. 104-267, Sec. 220.
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current material prohibitions involving NLW applications for
t he purpose of reducing the nyriad of |egal barriers that
currently restrict sone of the nore useful, less costly, and

nore reliable NLWtypes in conbat.

Conmbi ned with proper RCE and doctrine, NLW have
substantial potential to enhance MEF capability, agility,
and survivability in high intensity battle field operations
of the 21%" century. Indeed, there are many high intensity
conflict scenarios to which the utility of NLW technol ogy
can be applied wth great advantage. Decision nakers should
avoid formul ati on of a NLWRCE “Gat eway t hought process”

t hat advocates a natural progression fromNLWto | ethal
weapon enpl oynent. Additionally, NLW should be viewed as a
force nultiplier and not a revolutionary new el enent of

nati onal power to be used in justifying further reductions

in current force structure.

MEF involvenent in high intensity battle field conflict
means significant U S. national commtnent to being
successful in warfare. As Anericans, we are bound legally

and norally to conduct warfare “jus in bello” in accordance
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with international |aws that enphasize m nim zing
unnecessary suffering and col | ateral damage to nonconbat ant
personnel and property.*® Wiile it may be true that use of
NLWs coul d reduce nunbers of both friendly and eneny
conbat ant and nonconbat ant casualties, NLW wi |l not change
the character or nature of war. Despite the el oquent terns
in which it is couched, high intensity warfare neans killing
and NLWs should be utilized as a means of conducting high

intensity warfare nore efficiently.

49 Chase.
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