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ABSTRACT

LIGHT INFANTRY VULNERABILITIES THAT REPRESENT STRATEGIC
VULNERABILITY IN OPERATIONS OTHER THAN WAR by MAJ Robert E.
Everson, USA, 49 pages.

In Operations Other Than War (OOTW) U.S. forces will be
involved in armed conflict in what are called, ironically,
"peace operations". The three peace missions, peacekeeping,
peace enforcement, and peacemaking, are not a continuum in
peace operations and hence the U.S. could find itself
entering a situation where one type of peace operation can
change quickly and unexpectedly to another type of peace
mission. The U.S. has found itself entering into peace
operations with questionable public support; the operation
then takes a dramatic turn after percieved failure.

The operations in Beirut and Somalia are both examples
where light infantry vulnerabilities were used by hostile
forces to change the course of strategy for the U.S. Each
example occured in urban areas, the hardest of all combat
environments. In both cases the U.S. forces suffered large
casualtles, these casualties caused the American public to
perceive the operations as failures and subsequently to
demand that the NCA give the order to withdraw.

The Gallup poll displays the ambivalence of the U.S. public
prior to Beirut, Somalia and Haiti, then further shows the
change from apathy to opposition in the OOTW after the
incidents in Beirut and Somalia. Within the U.S. military
the debate over the utility and practicality of the Light
infantry division has not changed since the cold war period;
however, a small part of the argument has changed. Although
light infantry was designed to fight unaugmented in an urban
area in a general war 81tuatlon, the light 1nfantry is
unsuited to fight unaugmented in an urban area in an OOTW.
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INTRODUCTION

The elimination of the Soviet Union as a superpower has
caused the international situation to change from a bipolar
struggle between western democracy and communism to a world
where only one country is considered a superpower by the
world community. The United States is the only country
which maintains a capability and a policy of projecting
significant forces outside of its' own borders. The U.S. is
now viewed as the major player in the international arena.
The most recent National Security Strategy states that the
U.S. will continue to involve itself in international
problems to support democracy and conflict resolution; and
by this statement the U.S. has accepted the fact she is and
will remain a significant member of the world community.l

The threat to global stability has changed and so has
the strategic focus of the U.S. The U.S. has shifted from a
global strategy with an emphasis on maintaining stability in
the population and industrial regions of Europe, southwest
Asia, and northeast Asia to a global strategy which is
predominantly concerned with stability in southwest and
northeast asia. The lack of a global and strategic military
threat by any potential adversary in these two regions
confines any pqssible conflict to within that region. Third
world regions once areas of potential conflict between
superpowers, such as Central America and Africa, currently
occupy a much less important role in American national

security concerns than they did during the cold war.




The shift in the political structure of eastern Europe
has created numerous internal changes in the intruments of
power for the U.S.; specifically in the organization and
composition of the U.S. military. The military threat to
the U.S. was dramatically reduced and consequently much of
the force structure of the four services of the U.S.
military was also reduced. This reduction was conducted
proportionately and the U.S. now maintains the same
capabilities that it had during the cold war, but on a
smaller scale.

The U.S. military, including the U.S. Army, must
confront again in a new form a mission with which it
has long been familiar; namely, a spectrum of operations
called Operations Other Than War (OOTW) . The OOTW spectrum
involves all manner of operations that the military could
find itself participating in short of general war. Examples
are disaster relief after Hurricane Andrew in Florida in
1993, assisting in riot control as in Los Angeles in 1992,
fighting drug trafficking from 1992 to the present and
providing aid to displaced Kurdish refugees in Turkey after
Operation Desert Storm.

This spectrum of operations also includes small scale
peacekeeping, peace enforcement or peacemaking operations.
feacekeeping and peace enforcement operations are where the
military is used to support a peaceful state after a recent
conflict. The emphasis is primarily diplomatic in both

cases, but peace enforcement involves a more active military




posture than peackeeping. Peacemaking is an operation to
establish peace in an ongoing conflict. The emphasis is
initially military with a subsequent switch to diplomatic
measures. Peacekeeping, peace enforcement, and peacemaking
operations are currently operations which could possibly
involve combat operations against an irregular force or a
small army. There are other OOTW situations which may
involve U.S. forces in combat, such as Noncombatant
evacuation operations(NEO) or antiterrorism operations, but
all of the three peace support missions will invariably
place U.S. Army forces into a potential combat environment.
The U.S. military currently places a heavy reliance on
its' light forces to conduct the OOTW tasks. Light forces
were traditionally viewed as forces which augmented the
heavy armor and mechanized forces during the cold war
period. The shift from forward basing to power projection
has placed a greater premium on strategic lift assets during
a time when strategic lift resources are dwindling. The
regional focus of the U.S. strategic outlook has caused OOTW
to become the preferred method of dealing with international
crises; specifically, an early response to a potential
crisis could prevent a larger and more complicated crisis
from developing. The increase in regional instability, the
emphasis on power projection instead of forward basing, and
the potential for OOTW operations to result in combat in
remote regions have all combined to cause the U.S. to rely

on her less sophisticated combat forces to defend its




national security interests in the post-cold war world.

This study will attempt to discern whether or not the
U.S. military's light forces, particularly the Army's light
infantry divisions, are capable of functioning in the
tactical OOTW environment in support of the strategic
objectives of the U.S. This study does not question whether
or not light infantry should remain in the Army's force
structure, but is instead concerned with the structure of
the light infantry in a particular situation. The specific
OOTW missions are peacemaking and peacekeeping where there
is an ongoing conflict or a potential conflict. The primary
question of this study is, "Does the Light Infantry in
Operations Other Than War provide United States adversaries
a strategic vulnerability?

The secondary questions of this study are to review the
effects on the National Command Authority(NCA) and on the
public of both success or perceived success in an OOTW
conflict and of failure or perceived failure in such
conflicts so as to determine the relationship of such
successes and failures to changes in U.S. national security
strategy. The link between public opinion and a possible
change in strategy by the NCA in an OOTW conflict will be
measured by the reports of the Gallup polls. The
correlation of these changes in strategy with public opinion
could lead an observer to believe that the will of the U.S.
population could be broken due to a tactical failure which

resulted in a large number of casualties.




THE STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENT FOR OOTW

The Political Perspective

The American policy of injecting light forces quickly
into an OOTW environment to stabilize the situation, while
not accompanying these forces with a heavy component which
could project an international image of overt aggression,
may present an opponent with a tactical advantage and an
opportunity to effect the strategic course of action. "The
LID decision was driven primarily by a military strateqgy
based on a capability to defer aggression before it reached
an escalatory phase-crisis response."?

Light infantry forces are possibly more vulnerable in
an OOTW because of their reduced force protection. 1In
conventional operations light ;nfantry would deploy in
terrain best suited to its capabilities. In OOTW, the light
infantry may not have positional advantage and could
possibly become involved in a situation where the terrain
was chosen by the enemy. The enemy could consequently
inflict numerous casualties on the light infantry forces
with the intent of influencing U.S. strategy by testing the
National Command Authority's (NCA) resolve. U.S. and
world public opinion can become instruments to influence
U.S. strategy.

U.S. combatant troop involvement is a tough and
unpopular decision, because most peacemaking(and
peacekeeping) situations do not directly involve vital

or major U.S. interests and because these situations place




U.S. forces in danger for long periods of time.3 This
translates into a danger for U.S. Army light forces since
they are the force within the Army which is earmarked to
conduct these OOTW missions. "Peacekeeping also requires
soldiers who know how to protect themselves in small
units(fight if necessary), but (who) do not exhibit an
offensive capability that would endanger the peace
process."4 Granted, a peacekeeping or peacemaking force
should not possess a large offensive capability that could
project an adverse image to the international community
and to the sides involved in the conflict; but this does
not mean there cannot be a significant increase in certain
items of equipment or procedures that would increase force
protection.

The NCA has four major requirements that must be met
before militéry force is used. First, the costs and risks
of any engagement must be weighed so as to determine to what
extent national interests are at stake. Second, while the
U.S. will seek the help of allies or of multilateral
institutions, the U.S. is prepared to act alone. Third,
the following questions are examined: Have we considered
non-military means? What type of U.S. military capabilities
are required? Do we have the support of the American
people and their elected representatives? Do we have a way
of measuring success or failure; and do we have an exit
strategy? Finally, the engagement must meet reasonable cost

and feasibility thresholds.® Realistically stated, "with




any long term committment comes the baggage of cost,
casualties, conflict termination pressures, mission success
criteria, additional mission requirements, and the
possibility of eroding public and congressional support."®

The OOTW conflict presents the U.S. strategic planner
with a complex dilemma. When the National Command Authority
commits the U.S. military ihto 0OTW conflicts the U.S.
public may not support the action. U.S. public opinion is
probably ambivalent and opinion polls could reflect this
ambivalence. Partisan politics and the activities of the
press could act to confuse the public and strain the

relationship between the NCA and the public.

The MilitarylPerspective

Current OOTW doctrine originated in low intensity
confiict doctrine developed from earlier U.S. experience.
The U.S. involvement in Vietnam has acted as a base of
knowledge for U.S. thought. Decentralized forces applying a
variety of flexible options in order to influence the
conclusion of a conflict in coordination with other
instruments of power is the essence of low intensity
conflict doctrine. These low intensity conflict
operations and now OOTW missions always involve complicated
rules of engagement(ROE), large numbers of civilians and the
need to preserve and often to reconstruct a national or city
infrastructure.’

The conventional battlefield orientation of U.S. light

forces may not be suited to OOTW conflict. OOTW are a




spectrum of military operations which range from
humanitarian assistance to peacemaking and which may involve
conflict or the threat of conflict. The U.S. Army is
trained to fight opponents in all types of combat with an
emphasis on the synchronization of seven battlefield
operating systems. OOTW operations frequently require a
minimal use of force to resolve the problem. This emphasis
on minimal force demands a military response by the U.S.
which is capable of stabilizing the current situation and
reducing further escalation by potential adversaries. An
underlying and significant caveat for U.S. operations is to
resolve the problem quickly and cheaply.

U.S. light infantry is specifically designed for the
contingency missions which can arise in an OOTW environment.
The combination of the minimal use of force and a unit
capable of presenting that force has resulted in the
increased reliance on light forces as the U.S. solution to
OOTW crises. These light forces are easier and less
expensive to move strategically when compared with heavy
forces and consequently can provide a quicker response in an
OOTW situation where a conflict is ongoing or possible.

The forces deploying into the area of conflict are most
vulnerable during the initial stages of the lodgement. This
vulnerability exists whether airlift or sealift is used to
deploy the force. A potential enemy during an OOTW crisis
could perceive that public opinion is most pliable after the

conflict has begun. This elasticity starts before the




decision to commit U.S. forces to a conflict and continues
until there is an actual or perceived success in the
operation. If success is never perceived, then public
opinion could sour and a clamor for withdrawal from the
situation may develop. An OOTW opponent may have any level
of technological sophistication and weaponry available.
Infantry throughout the world are the most symetrical force
on the battlefield. This symmetry is most notable in a
jungle or urban environment where observation and fields of
fire are drastically reduced. A prudent enemy commander can
circumvent current technological innovations for U.S.
infantry by dictating the terms of the engagements.

The American military has the most advanced
technologies in the world to assist its forces in conducting
their missions. U.S. light infantry has the assistance of
night vision devices to enhance its ability to conduct
continuous operations. Rotary wing aircraft add mobility to
light infantry operations and are a lethal fire-support
asset. Advanced communication equipment facilitates command
and control while space and aircraft based systems add a
whole new aspect to intelligence gathering. However, in a
small and seemingly insignificant conflict, complexities can
arise that neutralize these technologies.

An irregular enemy force can achieve parity with the
U.S. by their intimate knowledge of the terrain and
environment. The enemy commander can use this knowledge to

accept combat in confined terrain, such as an urban area




with numerous noncombatants present, thereby denying the
U.S. light infantry its advantages in technology. The enemy
objective may not be to seek decisive victory but instead
only to generate as many casualties as possible, creating a
variation of attrition warfare. Engagements may be aimed at
influencing U.S. public opinion to bring internal political
pressure on the NCA. These casualties will play on the
fears of the public and the government at a time that the
government is seeking the support it needs for its initial
decision to intervene.

In some OOTW where the U.S. has become involved,
general conflict had not yet begun. The interventions in
Panama and Grenada, along with our most recent entry into
Haiti, are examples of entering an OOTW before general
conflict has started. The common denominator in these
actions is the initiative that the U.S. has because of
surprise and the early elimination of the enemy's potential
combat capabilities and consequently of the enemy's will.
The transition from a combat operation to a post conflict
operation is generally very quick and the emphasis shifts

from peacemaking to peacekeeping and nation building.

The Light Infantry Perpective
The light infantry forces of the post cold war era
have created as much controversy as they did during their
development and implementation in the early 1980's.
The scramble for roles and missions by the services

revived the debate in the U.S. Army over the force structure
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and resourcing issues. This debate was caused by the demise
of a large scale threat and a motivation for institutional
survival as the U.S. military was forced to drawdown.

There are essentially two diametrically opposed points
of view on light infantry. The first is that the light
infantry is the force of choice in our new security era.
‘Operations Other than War is the spectrum of operations and
contingency missions that the light infantry were
specifically designed to counter successfully. The other
point of view is that light infantry is and has always been
an insufficient force to deal with the lethality and
mobility of modern combat operations. A component of this
arguement is the view that light infantry is a redundant
force when U.S. Marine Corps and Special Operations Forces
are considered. Consequently, light infantry according to
this view are an unnecessary use of resources.8

The force projection strategy of the United States and
the rapid deployability of light infantry fully complement
each other. The light infantry gives the U.S. an ability to
decisively engage in conflicts short of war in an
inexpensive manner with regards to deployment and
sustainment costs. The light infantry acts to conserve
heavy units for major regional contingencies while the light
infantry is conducting the OOTW mission. The shift to OOTW
clearly provides the light infantry with the niche it was

‘designed to £ill.
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The controversy over the initial development of light
infantry divisions revolved around the utility of the LID in
mid to high intensity combat environmments, particularly in
NATO.9 Much of this argument has fallen away since the
threat of general war has decreased dramatically. The
terminaﬁion of this controversy has focused attention on the
second argument that light infantry is inadequate to cope
with combat operations because of built in weaknessess.

A current trend in the Light infantry community within
the U.S. Army is the thought that the light infantry,
particularly the light infantry division(LID), needs
restructuring. This is an effort to make the light infantry
more capable for future conflicts and has grown out of the
criticism of light infantry inadequacies. The three areas
that are of the greatest concern are lethality,
sustainability, and tactical mobility.10 The functions of
the light infantry division were spelled out in the 1984
white paper on the LID and they are twofold: to execute low
intensity conflict (LIC) missions worldwide, such as
counterinsurgency, peacekeeping and contingency operations,
and to rapidly reinforce forward deployed forces in NATO and
the far east.ll

The prevailing positive view on light infantry is best
expressed by a student from the U.S.Army War College:

LIDs brought to the National Command

Authority a capability with strategic agility,

deployability, and flexibility that could be

employed across the spectrum of conflict,

anywhere in the world. A capability that on
one hand was relatively inexpensive and non-

12




offensive in natufe; yet, which provided a

source of strategic deterrence, crisis

response, and national resolve when deployed

in harm's way.?!2

Although the LID is designed for offensive tasks,
the light division can conduct defensive operations.
These defensive operations fail to capitalize on their
special capabilities, specifically, their superior
tactical mobility in close terrain with an emphasis on
stealth and offense. Tying the light infantry to fixed
points increases their vulnerability and robs their
commanders of the available skills that act as combat
multipliers because such defensive missions are
essentially battles of attrition.l3 The LID can
provide a robust defense on a short term basis, but its
commander must recognize that its! survivability and
utility diminish the longer it remains in that role.

Although the U.S. Marines are often employed with a
light force structure, they possess a flexibility in their
organization to provide a more combined arms approach to
contingency operations. The marines use tanks and light
armored vehicles in a general support role and give these

forces to marine infantry battalions. The amphibious

vehicles that the marines possess are also lightly armored

and provide mobility and protection to marine infantry. The

U.S. Marines support certain OOTW missions; however, peace

support operations are viewed as the U.S. Army's mission.
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Light Force Tactics

An important consideration for having light forces in a
force projection national strategy is that the light forces
requires less of our precious airlift resources to deploy
from Conus to the area of operations. The light division
was created as a balance between deployability and strategic
strength to achieive strategic and operational surprise.l4
Surprise has always been an important consideration in
military operations, but in an OOTW conflict it is only a
small part of the equation for success. Deploying quickly
only addresses the problem of getting to the theater and
involves only the minimum force necessary to complete the
mission. The tactical problem of protection, survivability,
and mobility in the conflict will determine success or
failure.15

Light infantry is designed to seek out and destroy
the enemy on his own terrain, using initiative, stealth and

surprise.l16

The LID is composed primarily of foot
mobile light fighters. The Brigades and Battalions
are organized, equipped, and trained to conduct
combat operations against light enemy forces on any
type terrain and under all environmental conditions.
Constant, aggressive, offensive actions cause the
enemy to react to the activity of the light force...
These characteristics are necessary not only for
success, however just as important, they are
essential for survival of the force.l7

There is a dangerous assumption among some in the U.S.
military that the enemy is neither capable nor active and
hence will not use any of these attributes. The enemy in an

0OTW conflict opposing the U.S. light forces has no choice

14




but to use his initiative, stealth, and surprise if he
wishes to prevail and continue the fight. When the fact of
U.S. air control is taken into account, the enemy is forced
to couple those techniques with the intimate knowledge of
the terrain to seek at least parity with U.S. light forces
before initiating combat. The enemy is thus potentially a
tough opponent from the outset.

There is a symmetry amongst light forces regardless of
which country fields the force. "A formation's firepower,
mobility, or sustainability, and therefore its strength or
deficiencies are relative to that of the enemy at any
particular point in time."18 The average assault rifle and
hand held grenade or missile launcher are practically equal
in performance capabilities and effectiveness.
Technological advantages produce a small difference in the
operations of fielded light infantry forces. Passive and
thermal night vision equipment, lightweight protective body
armor, and secure communications equipment are the primary
technological items that give U.S. light forces a tactical
edge in continuous operations, personnel survivability, and
command and control. Because of the nature of the
conflict; however, these items do not act synergistically
to create a significant asymmetry between opposing light
forces in an OOTW conflict.

Air mobility gives the U.S. light infantry a high level
of quickness to move about the battlefield. Attack aviation

also provides a formidable means of direct fire support.
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The OOTW environment can pose a significant threat to
helicopters. The small arms that an opponent in OOTW may
have may not be detected by the helicopters until they are
fired upon at short range. Small arms cannot be suppressed
except with direct fires and if the firers wait to engage at
close range then the helicopters are in immediate danger.

The light forces' night vision capability is essential
to continuous operations; however, current levels of this
technology with light forces have tactical shortcomings.

The night vision capability of U.S. light infantry at the
company level is based on a technology called image
intensification. These devices have moderate ranges and
their performance is proportional to the level of light
available. Any atmospheric or battlefield condition such as
rain, snow, fog or vegetation decreases their effectiveness.
The more ambient light that is available the better these
devices function; however, a bright light (muzzle flash,
illumination round, or explosive flash), causes a condition
called blooming which renders the device ineffective for
different lengths of time depending on the brightness and
duration of the exposure. Blooming sometines produces
permanent damage in early model devices.!?

The defender has the advantage in night operations when
night vision devices(NVD)are employed. Because the defense
is generally stationary, every NVD that the defender has can
be used to detect and engage the attacking force. The

majority of an attackers night vision equipment,
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specifically the thermal imagery, has a reduced capability
because it is large and cumbersome. This reduced capability
comes from the nature of the movement that the attacker must
make to accomplish a mission in which the large stationary
thermal imagery NVD's are used to guide the attackers
wearing short range image intensification devices. "What
develops is a situation where a defender with only a modicum
of (low quality) night vision equipment can visually
dominate the area he defends, while the attacker who may
have a quantitative and qualitative edge in equipment can
only use a limited amount of it and is at a disadvantage."20
The other aspect that can offset an attackers advantage
in night vision equipment is the defender's intimate
knowledge of the terrain; even if he has absolutely no night
vision capability. This was part of the tactical problem in
Somalia on 3-4 October 1993 when the Somalia militia,
without NVD, fought U.S. light infantry during the hours of
darkness in the close quarters of urban terrain. The short
ranges within the urban areas and the masking effects of
buildings, coupled wit