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sounds and smells capable of inducing immediate flight or temporary digestive distress." 

Fortunately, from a SALW perspective, few of the non-lethal systems under R&D would 
have any real utility for non-state actors. It is difficult to visualize many scenarios where a 
perpetrator(s) would prefer a non-lethal weapon as opposed to a lethal weapon in most of the 
situations where SALW are problems". Secondly, some of these systems are untried and for 
many, suspect in their stated benefits. According to a Marine Corps source, "a few years ago the 
Marine Corps used sticky foam in their training videos for Somalia. Now sticky foam keeps 
rearing its ugly head. We used it to reinforce barriers, but that was where the benefits stopped. It 
has no other application. It has too many problems."' Notwithstanding this difficulty, the same 
article suggested that the Pentagon will place about 30 per cent of its non-lethal R&D budget on 
kinetic technologies (those weapons that pack a punch) and 25 per cent of the budget on acoustic 
weapons (those that produce painful or unpleasant audio frequencies). These are apparently 
classified as "crowd control tools." One such kinetic item is the non-lethal claymore mine. The 
mine — preferred because of its universal recognition value — is stripped and rebuilt with rubber 
balls. Its recognisability generates deterrence. Should that deterrence fail, the impact of the balls 
is designed to disperse a crowd quickly and without bloodshed. Stingballs, malodorants, 
entanglements, electric taser-shockers, and dye-markers are also being explored. All allegedly 
offer non-lethal solutions to potentially deadly situations. The same source indicated that these 
solutions were preferable in the world where CNN shares the battlefield with the combatants.' 

A report on non-lethal technologies sponsored by the Council on Foreign Relations' 
cautiously supported the prospect of using such weapons but raised several concerns, one of 
which was the risk of proliferation. The Council noted that 

"U.S. development of non-lethal weapons has already aroused and will continue to excite 
the interest of others, particularly since much military research and development is based 
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