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Our Purposes

The National Committee on American Foreign Policy
(NCAFP) was founded in 1974 by Professor Hans J.
Morgenthau, among others, to serve as a nonprofit,
independent foreign policy organization, think tank, and
educational forum. Among our members are experts from
the worlds of diplomacy and academia and leaders from
business and the professions.

The National Committee is concerned with the advancement
of American national interests in the intricate political and
economic spheres of the global arena.

These concerns include

1. preserving and strengthening open-society countries,
2. improving U.S. relations with the developing world,
3. advancing human rights,
4. curbing the proliferation of nuclear and other

nonconventional weapons,
5. extending arms control agreements, and
6. promoting an open and global world economy.

A major and distinguishing activity of the NCAFP is the
presentation of firm and reasoned positions on specific
issues. When, after study and discussion, we reach a
consensus on an aspect of foreign policy that affects
American national interests, the NCAFP makes that
judgment known to the administration, Congress, the media,
and the general public. Our willingness to take a public
stand—independent of partisan, ethnic, and regional special
interests—makes the National Committee on American
Foreign Policy different from other nonprofit organizations
in the field of foreign affairs.
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The National Committee on American Foreign Policy (NCAFP)
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articulating American foreign policy from a nonpartisan
perspective and within the framework of political realism. The
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recommendations that it has become.
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and participation.
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George D. Schwab, President
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Landmines and U.S. Leadership:
A View from the Field
by Patricia S. Huntington

A once prosperous farmer, whose tea plantation stretches along
the shores of the Black Sea, explained that during Abkhazia’s war
for independence in 1992, he had used landmines to protect his
farm from hostile Georgians. “If my neighbors and I had not done
so, we would have lost our homes and our tea harvest,” he said.
“Sometimes we put the mines out at night and removed them at
daybreak. They were our guards, and we were grateful for them.” 

In the village of Tmar Pouk, a former trading center in the
north of Cambodia, various warring factions such as the
Cambodian Army, the Khmer Rouge, Royalists, and numerous
insurgent groups laid mines over a period of twenty-five years.
According to the Tmar Pouk village chief, the people of his village
also laid mines to protect themselves from marauders.
“Landmines saved us,” he said. “Without them our wives would
have been taken and our children slaughtered. We would not be
alive.” He explained his position by stating that “In a wartime
situation if you have the ability to lay 100 mines and protect your
family, you will use whatever is available, and it doesn’t matter if
someone says you shouldn’t.”

Both men fiercely contended that in their particular cases,
mines were essentially defensive: They were deployed to save
civilian lives. The use of landmines illustrated in these two
examples contrasts with the use to which the vast majority of
mines have been put in the world today, suggesting that the issue
of landmines is extremely complex. Mines continue to present a
serious threat to the lives and well-being of millions of people
throughout the world, causing untold suffering to individuals and
their families, diverting the energies and resources of war-torn
countries, and preventing war-devastated areas from regaining
economic and political stability. There is an inherent tension in
weighing the civilian safety concerns against the tactical benefits
of using landmines. Even though everyone deplores the injury
inflicted on civilians and the damage wrought on communities by
mines, they will continue to be used by both conventional military
forces to protect their troops and by nonstate actors such as
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insurgents and guerrilla forces to retain territory under their
control. Farmers and villagers will also use them in times of
threat.

It is necessary to clarify terms before a substantive discussion
of landmine policy can proceed. For example, public opinion has
focused on anti-personnel landmines as the major source of the
humanitarian problem. The term “anti-personnel landmine” is,
however, misleading. First, there is a vast difference between the
common, long-duration, “dumb” anti-personnel mines that remain
active in the ground for decades and can be set off by civilians and
the short-duration “smart” anti-personnel mines used for
immediate military action. “Smart” mines with built-in computer
chips can be set to destroy themselves or deactivate in a matter of
hours or days, thus posing little or no harm to civilians.

Concentrating on anti-personnel mines can be deceptive for
another reason as well: They are not the only source of harm
inflicted on civilians. Other munitions, including booby traps,
antitank mines, and unexploded ordnance (UXO) such as cluster
bombs, rockets, mortars, and artillery shells are equally
hazardous.

This report consists of two parts. The first section examines the
nature of the humanitarian problem, what is being done in the
field to clear landmines, and why clearance is a major component
of U.S. landmine policy. The second part focuses on the problem of
how to reduce the indiscriminate deployment of landmines by
addressing such questions as “Is the Mine Ban Treaty likely to
work?” and “Is U.S. policy moving in a positive direction?” As the
quotes from the Black Sea farmer and the Cambodian village chief
suggest, the objective of reducing the use of mines is extremely
complex and needs to be understood both in light of U.S. security
considerations and in the context of internal conflicts, including
ethnic strife, in many parts of the world.1

I. The Humanitarian Problem and Mine Clearance

A comprehensive discussion of landmine policy depends on a
clear understanding of both the humanitarian problem and the
process of mine clearance from the perspective of people in the
field. Even the shocking images of the victims of anti-personnel
landmines, booby traps, and antitank mines fail to convey the full
extent of the harm that these weapons cause to individuals and
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their communities. In addition to suffering pain and
disfigurement, many survivors are unable to resume working,
especially if they live in rural areas where medical care,
prostheses, and rehabilitation are not available. Their families
must care for them, which drains resources from already poor
communities. At the local and national levels, mines disrupt
economic activity and impede development. The presence of mines
in a town or village makes the simplest tasks dangerous. Mines on
roads and railways hamper transportation, preventing the
delivery of food and humanitarian assistance and the resettlement
of refugees. Mines in fields and waterholes put agricultural lands
out of bounds; mines in schools put children’s education on hold.
In these and many other ways, mines make it harder for people to
resume their normal lives and rebuild their societies in the
aftermath of war.

Landmines and UXO affect more than 85 percent of the
population of Afghanistan. Like the capital city of Kabul,
thousands of rural villages are contaminated with mines.
Landmines have had such a damaging effect on the Afghan
economy that former airline pilots, university professors, and
physicians are working as deminers because it is the only
employment available to them. 

More than half of Angola was mined during four decades of civil
war. Because of mines and UXO, most of the country’s fertile
farmland lies fallow and the country, formerly the breadbasket of
Africa, now depends on imported food and international
assistance. Eighty percent of Angola’s twelve million people are
sick and starving because mines along the roads prevent aid
workers from delivering food and medicines to them. Despite
natural resources that include gas, oil, diamonds, and minerals,
Angola’s hopes for development are bleak.

Once prosperous, Bosnia-Herzegovina has been brought almost
to a standstill by landmines. More than 18,000 minefields infest
300 square kilometers of land. When we visited in 1999, we saw
apartment buildings, schools, children’s parks, cemeteries,
monasteries, power plants, bridges, and dams that had all been
mined. Mines infected all aspects of daily lives, hampering
reconstruction and causing widespread unemployment and a
sense of hopelessness.
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Getting the Numbers Right

Because a majority of mines laid during civil wars and other
kinds of internal conflicts were never marked or mapped, early
estimates of their numbers were exaggerated. In 1997 the United
Nations estimated that 110 million mines in 68 countries would
require 1,000 years to clear at a cost of thirty billion dollars.
Furthermore, it estimated that two million new mines were being
laid each year and that only 100,000 were being removed. Those
statistics were misleading for several reasons: They inflated the
number of mines and casualties, leading many to believe that
removing mines already in the ground would amount to a losing
battle. In attempting to quantify the landmine problem, the
organization inadvertently drew attention away from a more
important statistic—the number of square kilometers cleared—
that renders the number of mines irrelevant. The blind use of
such numbers caused great difficulties in mine-clearance
management and led many in mine-affected countries to believe
that their situation was hopeless.

The picture from the field looks more encouraging. Based on
the calculations of teams working throughout the world surveying
and clearing mines, the number of mines in the ground is much
lower than estimated previously. According to 1998 U.S. State
Department calculations, there are no more than from sixty to
seventy million mines globally. Demining groups think that there
are half that number. In Afghanistan alone the number was
revised downward from thirty-five million to fewer than ten
million by the Pro Victimis Foundation in a study published in
2000. According to the HALO Trust, a leading demining
organization, very few mines are being laid compared to the
number that are being cleared. As a result, by the end of the year
2001, the organization predicts, many areas on all continents will
be rid of their mine problems.

Humanitarian Mine Clearance

The term “humanitarian demining” was coined in 1988 in
Afghanistan by Colin Mitchell and Guy Willoughby, founders of
the HALO Trust. Humanitarian demining clearing standards are
exceedingly high. In fact, the most effective mine-clearing
organizations exceed the United Nations standard of achieving
99.6 percent mine-free land, which was established to protect the
lives of civilians who use the “demined” land.
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Humanitarian mine clearance today is quite different from
military demining. Military forces in wartime clear landmines
only to facilitate their military operations. They use a variety of
mechanical and explosive methods; the main objective is speed,
not total clearance. That kind of rapid clearance took place in
1945, after World War II, when there were as many mines in
Europe alone as there are in the entire world now. More than 80
percent were cleared by the military, in some cases using
prisoners of war, within two years of the end of the war. Because
rapid clearance could not guarantee 100 percent effectiveness,
some countries such as Poland continued to suffer many
casualties. After the Gulf War, mechanical mine clearance was
used in Kuwait. Mines were easily identified and removed from
the sandy terrain, but clearance was not thorough, and Kuwaiti
lives were lost to mines that had been overlooked.

Effective Demining

Although it seems counterintuitive to many people living in
industrialized societies, the key to reducing the threat of mines is
manual demining. Working alone or in pairs, tens of thousands of
manual deminers throughout the world clear contaminated lands
one square meter at a time to ensure that the land is rendered
completely safe. Using simple tools, metal detectors, probes,
scissors, and trowels, they locate mines, uncover them enough to
identify them, and then call in experienced demolition experts to
remove or explode them. It is slow, painstaking, and disciplined
work; the results produced are more extensive than mechanical
demining and safer for civilians who subsequently use the land. It
is surprising but true that manual demining when done correctly
is less dangerous than commercial fishing or coal mining.

Given the range of situations in which mines have been found,
only humans can guarantee high clearance standards. For
example, mines have been found at different heights and at
different depths. Despite what most people think, all mines are
not small plastic containers buried just beneath the earth. Mines
can lie on top of the ground or under its surface; they can be
mounted on trees or on fences; they can be planted among the
rocks of embankments awaiting the ascent of the enemy.
Deminers must be alert to the presence of trip wires just off the
ground or waist high or of mines that may be linked to one
another or to larger, more dangerous explosives. They must look
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for antitank mines mixed in among anti-personnel mines.
Frequently they find unexploded ordnance (UXO), which is as
threatening as landmines. Although UXO has been designed to
explode on impact or before, in actuality anywhere from 5 percent
to 30 percent usually do not function properly and therefore
become a threat to civilians. 

Mines also have been unearthed in a wide variety of
environments: among rocks, next to schools, around public wells,
near power lines, on mountain slopes and ski areas, along
beaches, in city streets, under houses, inside piles of trash and
rubble, around gravestones, and in tropical foliage. We watched
deminers in Abkhazia dig up Russian-made mines, usually laid
from 1 to 4 centimeters below the ground, that were buried 50
centimeters below ground in an area where a river had overflowed
its banks and deposited layers of silt. In Laos near the Plain of
Jars, we were startled to come across a hundred live artillery
shells stacked in layers under the playground of a school that had
been a former military base. Shortly afterward, the author was
even more startled when she came face to face with a live mortar
stuck on a stump and camouflaged by cornstalks in a nearby
cornfield. In Nicaragua after the floods of Hurricane Mitch, we
were shown mines that had moved 300 meters downstream from
where they had been originally laid and mapped. Deminers told
us that after the spring thaws in Kosovo, they found mines far
from where they had been laid because the snow had melted and
displaced them. We talked with Mozambican and Kosovar
deminers using mine detection dogs to help locate mines and UXO
and ensure the quality of the clearance. They told us that
although such dogs can speed up certain aspects of mine clearance
and are especially adept at identifying UXO and trip wires, they
cannot take the place of human beings who can solve problems on
the spot.

Technology and Mine Clearance 

Although one might think that machines could sweep through a
minefield and remove and explode all the mines, technology has
limited potential to facilitate the laborious process of demining.
Despite the fact that machines can help, heavy equipment such as
armored vehicles with flails, rollers, plows, or buckets cannot
operate in many kinds of terrain, and it is hard to transport them
to remote areas where the roads are bad and bridges too weak to
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support them. In areas where machines can be used, they
facilitate the work by exploding some mines, locating clusters of
mines, cutting underbrush, and preparing the ground for mine
detectors. Machines, however, may miss some mines and cannot
guarantee thorough clearance. They must be followed by human
beings who painstakingly cover every foot of ground in their
search for mines. In short, technology can help but will not change
the basic nature of the task in the near future.

Humanitarian Mine Clearance and Development

Humanitarian mine clearance is the first step in the
development of war-torn areas. Until indigenous people and
refugees who want to return feel safe and have access to water,
arable land, and a stable infrastructure, other forms of
development cannot take place. In such situations the largest
international employer is usually the mine-clearance program.
Local citizens, unemployed because of war, are trained by
international experts in acquiring the technical skills of mine
clearing, management, and leadership so that they can get well
paid jobs in mine-action programs. Farmers, fishermen, coal
miners, teachers, medics, bankers, professors, and soldiers engage
in training. Some conduct mine-awareness programs for school
children and refugees. Others work in rehabilitation centers for
mine victims. Still others are engaged in destroying stockpiles of
mines. Most deminers are engaged in the exacting work of
clearing mines. Many local deminers become team leaders or
supervisors, gaining skills that they can apply later to other areas
of development such as agriculture, health, and education. In
short, mine-clearance programs create positive relationships with
local populations who gain transferable skills and establish
important bonds of trust with those who have come to their
homeland to assist them. 

U.S. Mine-Clearance Policy 

The United States government has made a commitment to
humanitarian mine clearance, convinced that it can be achieved
by 2010. As early as 1988 the United States sent a landmine-
assessment team to war-torn Afghanistan. That initiative led to
mine-clearance programs in Afghanistan and seven other
countries. American involvement grew. By the end of 2001, the
United States will have provided half a billion dollars for mine
action in thirty-seven countries—the largest commitment of any
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nation. 

The target date set by the United States for eliminating the
threat of mines to civilians is 2010. The goals of the program are
to reduce the loss of life among innocent people, to create
conditions for the safe return of refugees and other internally
displaced persons, and to promote the economic recovery and
political stability of war-torn countries. U.S. support is targeted on
five activities: mine awareness, mine clearance, assistance to local
mine action center development, civil-military cooperation, and
victim assistance. Half a dozen government offices, including the
Department of State, the Department of Defense, and AID, pool
resources to support mine clearance. The secretary of state’s Office
of Global Humanitarian Demining complements the work of the
other agencies by promoting the 2010 Initiative and fostering
partnerships between the public and private sectors.

The Department of Defense provides humanitarian demining
start-up costs; the Department of State provides a stream of funds
for mine action. After country programs establish indigenous
demining capabilities and resources and become self-sustaining,
the host country bears more of the responsibilities and the costs.
“Train the Trainer” is the core of the Defense Department
program. U.S. Special Forces have trained more than 4,000 local
civilians and military personnel through this program.

The United States has been criticized by the United Nations
Mine Action Services, among others, for not allowing its military
to enter minefields or engage in demining activities. Critics
question why Americans are allowed only to engage in training.
Why, they ask, are Americans not willing to risk their own lives as
citizens of other countries are prepared to do? U.S. military
leaders respond that they are constrained by Title 10 of the U. S.
code that stipulates, “United States Forces shall not engage in
physically detecting, lifting, or destroying landmines, unless [they
do] so for the concurrent purpose of supporting a U.S. military
operation or provide such assistance as part of a military
operation that does not involve the armed forces.”

Another criticism of the U.S. mine-clearance program relates to
the claim that research and development funds are squandered on
what may turn out to be an idle search for Star Wars mine-
clearance technology. Some assert that although high-tech
concepts are appealing in Silicone Valley, they may prove to be
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irrelevant in the real world in which mines have been planted.
Many critics maintain that such funds could be put to better use if
they were allocated to establishing additional demining programs.
Still others charge that the use of American comic book and
cartoon characters to promote mine awareness in other countries
is culturally inappropriate. Those who have experience in the field
remind us that children who are most affected by mines live in
remote areas where there are few radios and even fewer
televisions sets. Because they are not able to identify icons of
American mass culture, they are not able to relate to the life-
saving messages attributed to such creatures as Superman and
Bugs Bunny. Our field research proved over and over that the
most effective mine-awareness programs are those rooted in local
cultures and familiar concepts. It was no accident that we saw
stacks of American mine awareness comic books filed in the trash
in more than one area we visited.

Criticisms notwithstanding, the United States remains the
world leader in providing support for mine clearance. It receives
continuous requests for funds from nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs) and governments throughout the world.
U.S. initiatives undertaken in cooperation with leaders and
institutions in mine-affected countries, including
nongovernmental organizations that clear mines and the military
of a host country, have proved to be the most effective. In an effort
to reinforce and strengthen its impact on mine clearance, the
United States collaborates with other countries, including Japan,
the United Kingdom, Australia, Denmark, Italy, Norway, Sweden,
Switzerland, and Canada, and with international and regional
organizations such as the United Nations, the European Union,
and the Organization of American States. 

Examples of Progress 

American support for mine clearance has produced some
notable successes. In Namibia, where the United States has been
involved since 1994, the landmine casualty rate has been reduced
by 90 percent. In 2001, Namibia became the first “mined” country
in Africa to become mine safe, although Angola’s continuing civil
war threatened to spill over its northern border, bringing about
remining. In Central America, El Salvador has been cleared of
mines, and Honduras and Costa Rica are scheduled to become free
of mines in 2001 or 2002. Guatemala and Nicaragua will be mine
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safe by 2006 and would probably have been cleared sooner had it
not been for the displacement of mines during Hurricane Mitch.
Having contributed twelve million dollars to the Organization of
American States and the Inter-American Defense Board for
clearance, training, and awareness programs in Central America,
the United States has been credited with playing a vital role in
this regional demining program. The U.S.-supported program in
Nicaragua has yielded an additional benefit: It has reduced
tensions and promoted confidence in a future shared by
Sandinistas and Contras, former enemies who have been working
together in harmony clearing mines left over from their conflict. 

In Laos by the end of 1999, U.S. Special Forces had trained
more than 800 local deminers, built a staff of competent
instructors, and turned the program over to local authorities. The
Nam Suang UXO Training Center, now administered by Laos,
provides courses in community awareness, clearance techniques,
medical training, and leadership development. Through train-the-
trainer programs like this, the U.S. military has provided
education and skills development to more than 25 percent of the
world’s humanitarian deminers.

U.S.-funded mine-awareness programs held in refugee camps
for Kosovars in Macedonia and Albania have been credited with
helping to reduce accidents among returning refugees to fewer
than ten per year. Emergency demining in Kosovo dramatically
reduced the threat from mines and UXO within a few months.
The United States sent teams of experts, including a U.S.-trained
team of highly skilled Mozambicans using mine detection dogs, to
clear the area rapidly before the winter snows. By the beginning
of 2001, this effort was so successful that the threat of mines and
UXO in the province was virtually nil. 

The United States has succeeded in using its resources to
accomplish the essential tasks that enable a country to recover
from conflict and proceed with its economic, social, and political
development. The mine-clearing work has created jobs,
transferred skills, and given the United States a positive image
overseas. Such successes underscore the need for continued
funding of humanitarian mine clearance until all the mines have
been removed. 2

II. Landmines and National Security



-12-

Many countries consider mines, including anti-personnel
landmines, to be a vital and legitimate defensive weapon and
maintain that if carefully regulated and subjected to new
technologies designed to limit their life spans, they can be used to
protect soldiers and homelands without danger to civilians. More
than fifty countries, including the major military powers, claim
that mines used responsibly serve national interests and
safeguard citizens. Whereas some countries cite the need for
mines to protect international borders, others focus on the
practicality of using mines for the defense of vital infrastructure,
and still others, including the United States and its allies,
maintain that antitank mines are essential defensive weapons for
modern military forces engaged in ground warfare. 

Mines Used in Border Defense

Finland, Turkey, India, Russia, China, Kuwait, and South
Korea, among other countries that do not support the Mine Ban
Treaty, claim that mines, including both “dumb” long-duration
anti-personnel mines and “dumb” long-duration antitank mines,
are necessary to protect their borders. The military in all
countries believe that mines slow and stall an invading enemy
army and give a country time to organize a response. When fears
of invasion dissipate, they insist, border mines can be removed
easily, as was the case when the United States removed its mines
from Guantanamo Bay in Cuba and after the fall of the Berlin
Wall, when deminers removed the vast carpet of landmines
stretching from the North Sea to the Alps in less than a year. 

In general, border mines are not deployed indiscriminately.
Instead, they are recorded, mapped, marked, and, in many cases,
fenced. Signs or patrols or both alert local citizens to the dangers
of mines. Border mines are not a primary source of the
humanitarian problem. On the contrary, border or barrier mines
can play an important role in protecting and preserving civilian
populations. Korea is one example.

Border Defense in Korea

For the past fifty years, the United Nations Command and the
Combined Forces Commands (the Republic of Korea [ROK] and
the United States) have relied on landmines to maintain the
demilitarized zone (DMZ) between North Korea and South Korea.
Their mission is to stop a North Korean advance into the South



and prevent the capture of the capital, Seoul. These joint
commands have a little more than 700,000 active troops: 32,000
U.S. and 670,000 South Korean. Substantially outnumbered, they
face the third largest army in the world consisting of one million
soldiers on active duty backed by a reserve force of more than five
million. The North has the capability of attacking the South with
overwhelming numbers of infantry supported by chemical
weapons and unprecedented concentrations of artillery. Despite
recent warming trends between Pyongyang and Seoul, hostilities
could erupt with little or no warning.

Because of the need to provide for the long-term defense of the
DMZ, persistent “dumb” landmines play a crucial role in the Joint
Forces plan to repel an invasion similar to the one that launched
the Korean War in 1950. Mines are considered essential for
slowing down an advance from the North, gaining time for
reinforcements to arrive and for the evacuation of the residents of
Seoul, which is only twenty-seven miles south of the DMZ.

Border minefields south of the DMZ are mapped, fenced by
high metal barriers, marked, and monitored. They pose no harm
to innocent civilians. On the contrary, the United States believes
that these minefields support rather than conflict with
humanitarian goals: They protect front-line troops guarding the
DMZ and aid in protecting civilians in Seoul. Many believe that
its protected border has helped South Korea become the third
largest economy in Asia.

Border and Infrastructure Defense in Nicaragua

In the 1970s the Nicaraguan Army laid mines along the
country’s borders with Honduras and Costa Rica to prevent
insurgents from crossing into its territory. Also, it laid mines to
protect the components of the country’s vital infrastructure such
as power lines, bridges, and roads and strategic sites such as
communication centers and military storage areas. It was
important to safeguard telephone lines from North America to
South America and keep roads and waterways open for commerce.
The army kept precise records and maps. Most minefields were
marked to protect civilians as well as to prevent sabotage. When
the civil war ended and the international community responded
with resources and technology, the army began to use its own
records and maps to remove most of the mines that had protected
the infrastructure. Military leaders estimate that the remaining
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mines, some of which Hurricane Mitch moved downstream, will be
cleared by 2006. There have been few civilian casualties. The
principal effect of the presence of mines was slowing the repair of
roads and bridges and thereby constraining economic growth
temporarily.

Mines Used to Protect Ground Forces

Recent conflicts in Serbia, Kosovo, Chechnya, Republic of
Congo, Kashmir, and East Timor have been wars of low intensity,
low technology, and long duration. They have been characterized
by endless skirmishes in small, strategic mountain passes, at
rivers and bridges, around power plants, and even in city centers
such as Sarajevo and Grozny. Citing Vietnam and Laos in the
1970s and the recent conflict in Kosovo, U.S. military leaders
maintain that such wars cannot be won by aerial bombs and
precision-guided missiles regardless of their quantity. As long as
low-intensity situations persist, U.S. and other military leaders
contend, landmines will continue to serve as important weapons
in ground warfare. 

Mines are force multipliers: They help slow down, channel, or
deter the enemy. Military commanders explain that the need for
landmines increases as the size of postcold-war military forces
decreases. In Korea the Joint Command estimates that it would
take many times the number of troops available, enhanced by
fighter aircraft and other backup, to obtain the same military
preparedness that landmines now provide. Moreover, it is believed
that had NATO ground forces been sent into Kosovo, the alliance
would have had to rely on antitank mines in order to achieve its
objectives with the fewest possible friendly casualties. In 1990,
when U.S. advance forces were confronted with the much larger
Iraqi Army in Kuwait, their commanders used mines as a
deterrent or a defense against an attack until reinforcements
could be positioned. In Operation Desert Storm, the U.S. Seventh
Corps used “smart” mines to protect its flank while it made a left-
hook attack on the Republican Guards. Once the mines “self-
destructed,” American soldiers had the option to march through
the reopened routes—an alternative that contributed to the defeat
of the Iraqi aggressors. 

Antitank Mines 

In modern warfare the infantry moves in mechanized troop
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carriers accompanied by tanks. Because troops and tanks operate
together, they require combined protection. The United States and
its NATO allies rely on similar strategies that differ only in their
use of operational technology. In order to protect their ground
forces, the NATO allies use antitank mines fitted with anti-
handling devices that function like anti-personnel mines, thus
keeping the enemy from dismantling them. Although a small
portion of the U.S. inventory includes nonself-destructing “dumb”
antitank mines that can be fitted with antihandling devices, the
vast majority of the U.S. inventory is made up of self-destructing,
self-deactivating “smart” mines. The United States protects its
“smart” antitank mines with an array of “smart” anti-personnel
mines that fall around them but are not attached to them. 

“Smart” Mines

Major military powers agree that the use of landmines is
important in modern, high-mobility warfare.  In order to eliminate
the threat of mines to civilians, the United States, in the second
half of the 1970s after the Vietnam War, developed “smart” mines
that “self-deactivate.”  Italy and the Soviet Union and, later,
Russia did the same thing with less success.  “Smart” mines are
battery-driven, minicomputer-operated mines that “self-destruct”
after a predetermined period ranging from four hours to forty-
eight hours or in some cases fifteen days. In the unlikely event
that self-destruction does not occur, they will deactivate when
their batteries run out within 120 days. “Smart” mines have
impressive performance rates, a 99.999 percent rate of
effectiveness in tests. The U.S. inventory of “smart” mines offers
the dual advantage of protecting both military forces and civilians.
The United States is engaged in a project designed to make
“smart” mines even more reliable and easier to identify when they
are inert. One kind of mine was designed to eject its initiation
system after a preset period. Not only does that serve to
neutralize this “smart” mine, but it also gives a soldier or a
deminer a sense of security by providing a visual guarantee that
the mine cannot be set off by him. 

“Smart” mine technology has been applied to both anti-
personnel landmines and antitank landmines, ensuring, as the
CCW (Protocol II of the 1980 Convention on Prohibitions or
Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons that
May Be Deemed to Be Excessively Injurious or to Have
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Indiscriminate Effects) requires, that all remotely delivered anti-
personnel and antitank mines used in tactical warfare “self-
destruct” or  “self-deactivate.” It has long been U.S. policy to
employ “dumb” mines only in marked and monitored minefields,
another requirement of the CCW. The high cost of “smart”
technology used in “smart” mines practically ensures that
insurgents or terrorists will not use them when ordinary mines
are available.

In summary, the selective use of mines by conventional military
forces to protect national security interests stands in sharp
contrast to the indiscriminate use of mines by irregular forces in
civil conflicts. 3

III. The Use of “Dumb” Mines by Nonstate Actors

Traditional armies are not the primary source of the
humanitarian landmine problem. The vast proportion of civilian
accidents have resulted from mines laid by nonstate actors or
unconventional forces in civil wars, ethnic strife, rebellions, or
revolutions during the last ten years. 

“Dumb” mines, simple explosive devices that remain active and
lethal for years after they have been laid, have been widely used
by unconventional forces. They are inexpensive (less than three
dollars to buy) and easy to obtain or make. Anyone can make a
homemade mine out of very basic explosives. 

Often referred to as the poor man’s weapons of choice, “dumb”
mines are usually used to keep stronger forces from gaining the
advantage and sometimes used to intimidate civilians. Often they
are laid randomly as contingents of foot soldiers move across
fields, through villages, and along roads, rivers, and mountain
passes. Rebels, terrorists, and freedom fighters seldom keep maps
of where they laid their mines and on the rare occasions when
they do, their renderings usually prove to be inaccurate. As the
widespread use of mines by all sides in Chechnya and the former
Yugoslavia shows, “dumb” landmines remain a tempting option.
Few people were surprised to learn that a Serb storage garage
stacked from floor to ceiling with “dumb” mines from World War II
was discovered in 1997.

Attributing blame for laying “dumb” mines is not especially
fruitful. All sides in a conflict deploy mines. All too frequently

-16-



civilians are targeted as a means of demoralizing the enemy.  In
Kosovo as recently as 1999, mines were laid by the Kosovo
Liberation Army (KLA), the Serbian paramilitary, and the
Yugoslav Army. In Bosnia-Herzegovina, “the most mined country
in Europe,” all three groups—Bosniacs, Serbs, and Croats—used
mines. In Angola as many as twelve armies laid mines during a
thirty-eight-year period, leaving half of the country infested with
explosives. In 1992 Georgians, Russians, and Abkhaz deployed
landmines as they fought one another in Abkhazia, formerly the
Monte Carlo of the Black Sea. The landmine problem in Honduras
is the result of the spillover effect of conflicts in neighboring
countries in the 1980s. Mines were laid inside its Nicaraguan
border by forces fighting to gain control of Nicaragua. Similarly,
mines—mostly the homemade variety—were laid inside its border
with El Salvador by rebels trying to overthrow the government.

Reducing the use of “dumb” mines in internal conflicts can be
approached from two angles. The first involves limiting their
availability. Russia and China produce the vast majority of
“dumb” landmines used in internal wars: 85 percent of the mines
that have been cleared in the world came from Russia or countries
of the former Soviet bloc; 10 percent from China; 5 percent consist
of homemade and Western mines. In order to be effective, any
agreement limiting the production of “dumb” mines will have to be
supported by Russia and China. 

“Dumb” mines are so easy to make that it is unlikely that
treaties covering their production and sale will end the problem.
In response to the outreach efforts undertaken by several
nongovernmental organizations, including the International
Committee of the Red Cross, some armed nonstate groups have
refrained from using mines in certain areas. Although efforts
designed to convince nonstate actors to comply with international
norms regarding mine use should be continued, over the long term
the best hope for eliminating the irresponsible use of mines by
rebels and insurgents probably lies in fostering democratic
institutions and improving the economic and social conditions of
the countries in which they live. 4

IV. Policies Governing the Future Use of Landmines

For twenty years U.S. policymakers and others searched for
ways to prevent the indiscriminate use of landmines by nonstate
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actors and conventional armies. Concern over the continued
suffering caused by mines and the impression that the process of
regulating the use of mines was not moving fast enough led to
calls for a fast-track treaty to be negotiated outside the framework
of the UN. This impetus culminated in one approach to solving
the mine problem: a total global ban on anti-personnel mines.  

The Mine Ban Treaty

In 1992 the International Campaign to Ban Landmines (ICBL)
was formed. Together with small and medium size states, it
launched a movement for a global and total ban on anti-personnel
landmines. In December 1993 the UN General Assembly adopted
a resolution calling for a moratorium on the export of anti-
personnel landmines, and in 1995 Belgium became the first
country to ban the use, production, procurement, sale, and
transfer of such mines. In 1996 the Canadian government hosted
a conference of seventy countries and fifty NGOs in Ottawa,
calling on the conferees to sign a treaty the following year to ban
anti-personnel landmines by 2000. The Convention on the
Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production, and Transfer of
Anti-Personnel Mines and on Their Destruction, commonly called
the Ottawa Convention or the Mine Ban Treaty, was signed in
1997 and entered into force in March 1999. By the end of 1999,
135 countries had signed the treaty and 81 had ratified it. 

The most important provisions of the treaty stipulate that
states party to the treaty will (1) never use anti-personnel mines
under any circumstance; (2) never develop, produce, otherwise
acquire, stockpile, retain, or transfer anti-personnel mines; (3)
never assist, encourage, or induce anyone to engage in any
activity prohibited under the convention; (4) clear all mined areas
under their control within ten years; (5) destroy respective
stockpiles of anti-personnel mines within four years; and (6)
exchange knowledge, equipment, technology, and assistance.

United States leaders became engaged in the process of
banning mines despite serious reservations: They were concerned
that the draft treaty was not supported by the main mine-
producing nations, and they believed that it was flawed. U.S.
policymakers pointed to the fact that the treaty was conceived
outside of conventional diplomatic channels, unduly influenced by
NGOs and the media, and negotiated in haste among like-minded
parties, many of which (the Seychelles, Liechtenstein, Samoa,
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Monaco, Jamaica, Barbados, Fiji, Iceland, St. Kitts and Nevis,
Samoa, and the Bahamas, to name a few) had neither military
forces nor landmines. The United States maintained that a ban on
all anti-personnel landmines, regardless of their potential to harm
civilians, vastly oversimplified both the problem and the solution.
Policy leaders pointed out that the Mine Ban Treaty did not
secure the signatures of the leaders of China and Russia,
producers of 95 percent of the mines. Further, it did not give the
U.S. scope to protect its military requirements. They maintained
that an exception should be made for anti-personnel mines in
Korea and requested a period of nine years to find alternatives.
They questioned why the “dumb” antihandling devices of other
countries—devices attached to mines that can cause injuries for
decades—are allowed under the treaty, whereas U.S. “smart” anti-
personnel mines (serving the same purpose as antihandling
devices) that “self-destruct” or “self-deactivate” are not allowed
(because they are not attached to antitank mines). Finally,
American leaders questioned why other countries were allowed to
retain their antitank mines and American antitank mines were
effectively banned. The United States did not sign the Mine Ban
Treaty although it committed itself to do so by 2006 if a suitable
alternative to U.S. military landmine capabilities could be found
by then. 

Weaknesses in the Mine Ban Treaty

The Mine Ban Treaty focused unprecedented public attention
on the suffering caused by landmines and accelerated the efforts
of governments and NGOs to address the issue. The end result
was a significant reduction in the stockpiles of many countries.
Nevertheless, the fundamental weaknesses of the treaty have
become apparent. The Mine Ban Treaty works best where it is
needed least. China and Russia, the producers of 95 percent of the
anti-personnel mines that have created the global humanitarian
problem, have not signed the treaty. Moreover, the treaty has no
mechanism that can compel unconventional forces to comply with
its provisions. The treaty excludes important categories of
weapons, including antitank mines, booby traps, and antihandling
devices that pose a threat to civilians. 

In general, many critics maintain that the attempt to ban the
use of mines entirely is misconceived. They doubt that a ban will
be successful without the support of major military powers such
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as the United States, Russia, and China. As noted above, many
governments consider mines indispensable to their national
defense. Indeed the leaders of several countries that have
vulnerable borders did not sign the treaty for that reason alone.
Critics have pointed out that although Canada and Mexico
advocate the abolition of a key defensive weapon, it is difficult to
imagine a situation in which they would ever need to defend their
borders. Others have stated that a total ban is unnecessary
because new technologies have greatly reduced the danger to
civilians. Furthermore, citing examples of recent conflicts in
Ethiopia, Angola, Equador, Peru, Burundi, and Sudan, they point
out that the Mine Ban Treaty proved to be unenforceable: Those
countries that had signed the treaty used landmines when their
security interests were at stake. 

The ban has produced a sharp divide among NGOs concerned
with landmines. Many contend that those who advocate a total
and global ban have so distorted the number of mines in the world
that they have dissipated necessary support for mine clearance.
Deminers in the field maintain that a ban will have little or no
effect on casualty rates for many years. They emphasize that
mines will continue to injure or kill until they are removed. A
prominent deminer Colin King (author of Jane’s Mines and Mine
Clearance) has bemoaned the fact that many advocates attach
greater importance to the progression of the treaty than they do to
the work of returning cleared lands to communities.

Finally, the treaty has raised operational concerns within the
West’s premier military alliance, NATO, because it imposes severe
constraints on the ability of signatories to function cooperatively.
Such constraints emanate from the national laws that each state
was obligated to enact when it signed the Mine Ban Treaty: The
enabling national laws prohibit treaty signatories from assisting
nonsignatory military forces in operations that involve the use of
anti-personnel landmines. Had a decision been made to use NATO
ground forces in Kosovo, the interoperability crisis resulting from
the landmine issue might have severely jeopardized the operation.
A more realistic approach would be based on the assumption that
mines will continue to be deployed. It would seek to regulate that
use while continuing to seek to secure the support of the major
mine producers.

The CCW Mines Protocol: Negotiating with Major Military Powers
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In 1980 the United Nations Convention on Certain
Conventional Weapons (CCW) was formulated to regulate the
deployment of landmines. The United States took the lead in
drafting Protocol II, known as the Amended Mines Protocol, to
deal specifically with landmines, booby traps, and other delayed
action devices. It accorded priority status to negotiations
conducted by the CCW for several reasons.  First, the forum
brings major mine-producing states to the negotiating table.
Second, the CCW operates through consensus. Its deliberate
decision-making process results in enforceable agreements. Third,
many members of the CCW, including the United States, Russia,
China, India, and Pakistan, among others, maintain that a total
ban on mines is unverifiable. They assert instead that compliance
with guidelines issued for the military use of mines will protect
civilians. Finally, the CCW covers all kinds of mines, including
booby traps, not only the anti-personnel landmines that constitute
the main concern of those who advocate a total ban.

The 1980 CCW Landmine Protocol stipulates that (1) land-
mines not be used indiscriminately but be directed only at a
military objective and only when the potential military advantage
outweighs the potential harm to civilians; (2) all feasible
precautions be taken to protect civilians from landmines and
booby traps; (3) the location of mines and booby traps be recorded
and eventually revealed after the cessation of hostilities or when a
UN force polices the area; (4) such records be used to assist in
mine clearance and to warn civilians about the location of
minefields after the conflict ends.

The protocol was an important first step in the regulation of
landmines, but its implementation revealed several weaknesses:
(1) it covers only conflicts between states and not conflicts within
states; (2) it does not target long-lived “dumb” anti-personnel
mines that are the greatest hazards to civilians; (3) the protocol
does not provide assistance to those who clear mines. In effect, the
protocol, which did not reduce civilian casualties during the
conflicts of the 1980s and early 1990s, has had a limited impact
on the conduct of mine warfare. 

In light of this experience, the parties to the CCW reconvened
and over a period of three years negotiated an improved, amended
mines protocol that has been ratified by more than fifty countries,
including the United States, China, India, and Pakistan. (Russia
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is in the process of ratifying the protocol.) The United States set
the agenda in an attempt to convince other countries to adopt the
practices of the American military that were designed to reduce
casualties and protect civilians. The main focus of the U.S.
agenda for amending the protocol was convincing other
signatories to include internal conflicts. 

The Amended Mines Protocol

In May 1996 the CCW Review Conference adopted the
Amended Mines Protocol. It distinguishes between short-duration
“smart” mines and long-duration “dumb” mines. Unless used in a
marked area, monitored to exclude civilians, anti-personnel
mines, according to the provisions of the protocol, must be capable
of  “self-destructing” within thirty days and “deactivating” within
three months of placement. Parties to the protocol agree not to
transfer mines to nonsignatory governments and not to transfer
nondetectable mines under any circumstances. Most important,
the scope of the protocol was extended to internal conflicts. The
CCW amended protocol entered into force in 1998. Since its
ratification, the Chinese government and its armed forces have
complied with all its provisions, and the government has
submitted implementation reports to the United Nations.

More remains to be done through the CCW. U.S. leaders hope
to secure ratification of the protocol by Israel, South Korea, and
Turkey as well as countries in the Southern Hemisphere where so
many problems with landmines have occurred. The United States
has drawn up an agenda of improvements, including expanding
the regulations to mandate that antitank mines have the capacity
to “self-destruct” or “self-deactivate.” Also, the U.S. government is
seeking to extend the regulations beyond tank mines to the whole
category of aerial-delivered submunitions. Moreover, U.S.
representatives at CCW conferences have recommended that
specifications for anti-personnel mines be upgraded to increase
the  “self-destruct” requirements from 90 percent to 95 percent
and that a procedure be devised under which issues of compliance
and on-site inspections can be considered. Such issues will be
discussed at the next session of the CCW in 2001.

Through skillful, laborious, and extensive negotiations within
the CCW, the world’s major military powers have accepted a
regime consistent with their military requirements and
humanitarian concerns. The CCW’s process of consensual decision
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making has increased the likelihood of compliance over time.
Many agree that this significant achievement, primarily
formulated and engineered by the United States, constitutes an
important benchmark in regulating the use of mines. But U.S.
policy also reflects research conducted to determine whether
alternatives to landmines could be developed and used to
ameliorate the humanitarian problem. 5

V. The U.S. Search for Alternatives to Landmines

As discussed in this report, mines have traditionally been used
defensively to protect troops and military and economic
installations and to provide early warning of an enemy attack and
offensively to shape the battlefield by channeling the movement of
enemy forces and slowing their advance. By serving such
functions, mines decrease the number of soldiers that would
otherwise have to be deployed on the battlefield. Although the use
of mines can be avoided by using more troops, the deployment of
armed forces would entail greater expense and the risk of higher
casualties.  Because the United States has made a commitment to
sign the Mine Ban Treaty by 2006 if it finds a suitable alternative
by then, it has not only taken the lead in developing an effective
replacement but also has drawn up a budget involving the
expenditure of more than 900 million dollars over five years. 

The Man in the Loop

One of the major humanitarian objections to mines stems from
the fact that they are detonated indiscriminately by targets. “The
man-in-the-loop” system tends to circumvent that problem by
using self-destruct mines that can be activated only by human
command. When a mine or a trip wire senses pressure, it sends a
radio signal to the operator who decides whether to activate the
mine or group of mines. This system is being developed for Korea
as a substitute for nonself-destructing mines that are victim
activated. In fact, more than half of the U.S. research budget for
mine alternatives is allocated to developing a system of this kind.
But because a large number of troops would be needed to detonate
all of the mines that would be deployed south of the DMZ to
forestall an invasion from the North, the Combined Forces
Command in Korea has concluded that it does not have enough
soldiers to operate “the man in the loop.”  Furthermore, the
command maintains that a massive attack would confound the
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ability of individuals to detonate mines quickly, especially when
they are under fire.

A further problem concerns the ability of “the man in the loop”
to make the right decision. In battlefield conditions it is virtually
impossible to distinguish between civilians and the enemy. Smoke,
mist, gunfire, glare, dark clouds, downpours, and the use of
chemicals screen out the details needed for soldiers to make
appropriate decisions. In such an event, U.S. forces could be
driven to retreat, leaving civilians to the mercy of the enemy. It is
feared that the use of “the man in the loop” might result in more
civilian casualties than those claimed by traditional mines. 

One version of “the man in the loop” that seems to have
potential is Command Activation, a system designed for barrier
minefields rather than military maneuvers. Under this scheme, a
soldier can activate all the mines with one command if an
invasion seems imminent. Despite all the attention given to “the
man-in-the-loop,” these systems remain anti-personnel landmines
and would be disallowed by the Mine Ban Treaty. 

Remote Area Denial Artillery Munition (RADAM)

Another way to eliminate pure anti-personnel mine systems is
by mixing them with antitank mines. Pressure to sign the Mine
Ban Treaty resulted in a proposed mixed munitions system called
RADAM as an alternative to the current system ADAM in which
anti-personnel mines are deployed by themselves. RADAM would
mix five “smart” anti-personnel landmines with seven “smart”
antitank mines, thereby complying with the policy guidelines that
the U.S. military stop using pure anti-personnel landmines
outside of Korea after 2003. Critics of this plan point out that if
the production of RADAM proceeds, this system would consume a
third of the total budget for alternatives simply to meet a short
term definitional requirement of the Mine Ban Treaty, namely, to
eliminate “pure” anti-personnel mines. They note that RADAM
itself is not compliant with the treaty. Some critics maintain that
U.S. mines already incorporate state-of-the-art technology, and
they question why funds should be spent to deal with a
nonproblem.

The Self-Healing Minefield and Other Ideas

Some alternatives being researched resemble fantasies
fabricated by Disney World rather than weapons developed by the
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Defense Department. If developed, the self-healing minefield
would be composed of robotic antitank mines that would maintain
radio communication with one another. When the enemy entered a
minefield intent on clearing a lane, robotic mines would hop
around like frogs, filling in the spaces and preventing forward
movement. Another system would employ Tags; tiny microchips
like burrs that would stick to enemy soldiers and emit radio
signals causing soldiers or guided munitions to fire at the tagged
person. Unfortunately, Tags would not be able to distinguish
between the enemy and civilians. The Hunter-killer Tagging
System, which would combine sensors with lethal weapons
strategically situated in the battlefield, seems more promising
but, like the other concepts, has a long way to go before it can
become a viable military alternative to landmines.

Despite political pressure to do so, finding alternatives to
“smart” landmines is a far more complex endeavor than most
people realize. U.S. military leaders are reluctant to give up a
weapon that slows the enemy, protects tanks, and saves soldiers’
lives for the sake of an untested alternative. It may turn out that
“smart” mixed munitions themselves will prove to be the answer

K
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Conclusion

The global humanitarian problem caused by the presence of
indiscriminate “dumb” mines left over from wars is solvable
because the mines can be cleared. Estimates of the total number
of redundant landmines in war-torn areas today are less than half
of those that were reported to exist several years ago. We now
know that there were far fewer human casualties than previously
thought. Humanitarian mine clearance is effective; real progress
is being made; and far more mines are being cleared than are
being laid. Assuming that current levels of support are sustained
or increased, global mine clearance could be completed within ten
to twenty years. 

Today’s conventional armies are not the main source of the
world’s humanitarian problems caused by mines. Many
conventional forces use mines as force multipliers to safeguard
borders, infrastructure, tanks, and troops. Mines are marked and
mapped and removed when conflicts end. It is not likely that the
United States, its allies, or other countries will relinquish the
capability that mines provide until they possess acceptable
alternatives. In the meantime the best strategy for protecting
civilians seems to be working with the CCW in which the United
States has taken the lead by distinguishing between long-duration
“dumb” mines and short-duration “smart” mines and regulating
the use of both. Under the aegis of the CCW, Russia and China,
the major mine-producing states, have come to the negotiating
table. The CCW’s deliberate decision-making process results in
enforceable agreements that cover all kinds of mines, including
booby traps, not only anti-personnel mines that are the sole focus
of the Mine Ban Treaty.

Mainly nonstate actors using “dumb” mines indiscriminately in
internal conflicts cause the continuing humanitarian problem that
the world seeks to address. It is unlikely that rebels, insurgents,
and terrorists will end their use of such weapons because of an
international treaty. “Dumb” mines are their weapons of choice
because they are affordable and easy to obtain or make. The only
possible way to eliminate the indiscriminate use of mines may be
to reduce the causes of internal conflict and to support China and
Russia in their compliance with the CCW, which stops the flow of
mines to nonstate actors and other forces.
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The United States should continue to support humanitarian
mine clearance as the most effective strategy for preventing
casualties and promoting stability, development, and democracy in
war-torn areas of the world. It should increase its work with the
CCW to regulate the use of mines by conventional forces, promote
the widespread adoption of mines that “self-destruct” and “self-
deactivate,” and continue its efforts to find alternatives and to
make munitions safer and more reliable than they are now. 
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Notes

1.  This paper is the result of an in-depth inquiry into the
effects of landmines on the security interests of the United States
and hence its foreign policy. The investigation, undertaken with
support from the Rockefeller Foundation, was conducted through
National Committee on American Foreign Policy (NCAFP)
briefings with close to one hundred civic and military leaders in
North America and abroad. The author conducted extensive
fieldwork in twenty-one minefields in eleven countries in Asia,
Europe, and Central America. Frank Huntington served as the
videographer to research and document the field experience,
which included interviews with farmers, women, children, victims,
deminers, international aid workers, government officials, and
village chiefs. The author’s experience was enriched and enhanced
by living with deminers in an armored compound on the shores of
the Black Sea and observing them as they cleared mines left from
one of the most bitter battles of the Caucasus. 

In an effort to understand the rationale behind the military use
of mines, visits were made to the DMZ in Korea where the
investigative team spoke with Korean and American generals. The
author and Professor Bernard E. Brown, the NCAFP project
director for NATO and Global Security, visited NATO
headquarters in Brussels where they met with NATO and SHAPE
senior officials and participated in briefings given by them.
During those briefings, American and allied military leaders
explained in detail the need to use antitank mines to safeguard
the lives of NATO’s ground forces. An NCAFP delegation also
visited the Picatinny Arsenal in New Jersey where U.S. research
into short-duration munitions, which become inert after a battle
and therefore do not pose a humanitarian problem, and other
alternatives to landmines is conducted.

The National Committee on American Foreign Policy is
producing a comprehensive CD-ROM on Global Humanitarian
Mine Clearance for dissemination in the United States and
overseas. It will be completed in September 2001.

For accounts of the impact of antitank mines and cluster
bombs on the humanitarian problem, see the Introduction to
Jane’s Mines and Mine Clearance, 1999-2000 (Surrey, England,
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2000); Thomas Kuchenmeister, “Antivehicle Mines with Anti-
personnel Effects.” Landmine Monitor Report 2000, Human Rights
Watch (Washington,  D.C., 2000), 1089-1090; Titus Peachy and
Virgil Wiebe, “Cluster Munitions: The Bombs That Keep On
Killing,” Landmine Monitor, 1090-1091; Mennonite Central
Committee, Clusters of Death: The Mennonite Central Committee
Global Report on Cluster Bomb Production and Use (Akron,
Pennsylvania, July 2000); “Waiting to Explode in Laos,” The
Economist, May 20-26, 2000, 52.

2. This section derives in large part from the author’s
observations and field experience and from unpublished field
reports from mine-clearance groups. Among the most helpful
reports are  “Socio-Economic Land Use Report: Cambodia,”
“Demining Survey Report: Abkhazia,” and “Consolidated Minefield
Survey Results: Kosovo,” The HALO Trust; “Living with UXO,”
Handicap International, Vientianne 1997, “Lao Unexploded
Ordnance Report,” Mines Advisory Group, UK 2000; “UXO Lao,”
Workplan 1999, UNDP, Vientiane, 1999. For accounts of the
humanitarian impact of mines, see Ken Rutherford,
“Humanitarian Consequences of Land Mines,” Update on Law-
Related Education, American Bar Association (Washington, D.C.,
1997); “Helping Landmine Victims around the World,”
LANDMINES: Demining News from the United Nations, vol. 4,
September 1996; Primary Care of Landmine Injuries in Africa: A
Basic Text for Health Works, International Physicians for the
Prevention of Nuclear War (Washington, D.C., 2000); “State Legal
Responsibilities Toward Landmine Survivors,” Landmine Monitor
Report, (Geneva, 2000). Among the most helpful general sources
are Ilaria Bottigliero, 120 Million Landmines Deployed Worldwide:
Fact or Fiction (Great Britain, 2000); U.S. State Department,
Bureau of Political Military Affairs, To Walk the Earth in Safety
(Washington, D.C., June 2000); Colin King, Jane’s Mines and Mine
Clearance, 1999-2000; U.S. State Department, Hidden Killers,
1998: The Global Landmine Crisis (Washington, D.C., 1998). For
an assessment of the priorities in mine clearance, see Jane’s
Intelligence Review Special Report no. 6, “Legislation and the
Landmine,” 15 (Surrey, England, 2000);  Assistance in Mine
Clearance: Report of the Secretary General, Document A/49/357
(United Nations, September 6, 1994). For strategies to protect
children, see “Anti personnel Landmines: Policies, Strategies and
Programmes” (UNICEF, New York, 2000) For standards on
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clearing mines for civilians, see “International Standards for
Humanitarian Mine Clearance Operations” (United Nations, New
York 2001). Colonel Tom Stott, Deputy Director of Humanitarian
Assistance and Anti-Personnel Landmine Policy, U.S. Department
of Defense, helped the NCAFP research team see the “train-the-
trainer program” in action in Laos. A series of briefings with Guy
Willoughby, founder, and Paul Heslop, program manager of the
HALO Trust from April 2000 to April 2001, provided invaluable
first-hand information on the best practices to follow for clearance
and on the considerable progress that has been made.

3. This discussion is based in part on high-level briefings given
to the NCAFP by the United Nations Command, Republic of
Korea/United States Combined Forces Command, and the U.S.
forces Korea and on two days of field observations and interviews
conducted at the DMZ in June 1999. Material was also drawn
from Colonel Jef Troxell, “Landmines in Korea: The Exception to
the Rule,” Parameters, vol. 30 (spring 2000). An NCAFP
Roundtable, “Landmines: Human Rights and National Security,”
held in New York City on May 15, 2000, enriched the discussion.
Of special importance was the presentation entitled “Landmines
and Force Protection in Korea” given by General John H.Tilelli,
the commander in chief of the UN Command, ROK/U.S. Joint
Command, and U.S. Forces Korea until January 2000.

Information on U.S. “smart” mines was drawn from a series of
Department of Defense and Pickatinny Arsenal briefings and
background papers, from NCAFP field observations conducted
during the spring of 1999, and from interviews in New York City
in October 2000 with Colonel Jeff McCausland, dean, Army War
College, Carlisle, Pennsylvania.

Suggested sources include Jarvis D. Lynch, “Landmines, Lies,
and Other Phenomena,” Proceedings, May 1998; Bernard E.
Trainor, “Landmines Saved My Life,” The New York Times, March
28, 1996, 25; “Celestial Navigation: Pentagon’s Extraordinary 64
Star Letter Shows Why the U.S. Cannot Agree to Ban All
Landmines,” Center for Security Policy, Decision Brief no. 97-D97,
July 14, 1997; Jon Jones, “U.S. Army Operations under the
Ottawa Convention: Mine Warfare without Anti-Personnel
Landmines,” unpublished paper, Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, 1999;
John Hall, “Menacing, Dangerous Place: Scowls Required along
the DMZ,” Richmond Times Dispatch, May 17, 1999; Andrew C. S.
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Efaw, “The United States Refusal to Ban Landmines: The
Intersection Between Tactics, Strategy, Policy, and International
Law,” Military Law Review, vol. 159 (March 1999).

For a contrary view of regulating landmines for national
security interests, see Landmine Monitor Report 2000;
“Landmines: A Deadly Legacy,” Physicians for Human Rights,
Human Rights Watch (Washington, D.C., 1993); Shawn Roberts
and Jody Williams, “After the Guns Fall Silent: The Enduring
Legacy of Landmines,” Vietnam Veterans of America Foundation
(Washington, D.C., 1995).

For a contrary view of the reliability of U.S. “smart” mines, see
Colin King, “Legislation and the Landmine,” 15. For commentary
on the reliability of Italian self-neutralizing “smart” mines, see the
discussion of how they can be examined remotely by using a hand-
held instrument that determines whether or not they are active.
This technology is less relevant to the question of civilian safety,
but it makes demining considerably easier. See Jane’s Mines and
Mine Clearance, 238-239. 

4. Concerning the statement that 95 percent of cleared mines
come from China and Russia (and the former Soviet bloc), see Guy
Willoughby, the HALO Trust interview, July 28, 2000. This
discussion is based largely on field visits and personal
observations in Africa, Asia, Europe, and Central America.  For
humanitarian perspectives, see Kevin Cahill, Preventive
Diplomacy (New York, 1996); “The Ottawa Process: Towards a
Global Ban on Anti-personnel Mines” (Washington, D.C.: The
Embassy of Canada, May 1997); Preventing Deadly Conflict,
Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict (New York,
1997), 17.

5. See Protocol II of the 1980 Convention on Prohibitions or
Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons That
May Be Deemed to Be Excessively Injurious Or to Have Had
Indiscriminate Effects (Geneva, 1996); the Convention on the
Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of
Anti-Personnel Mines and on Their Destruction (Ottawa, 1997).
The Ottawa Conference was held partly as a response to the fact
that a review conference of the 1980 CCW Landmine Protocol,
which was held earlier that year, had considered only additional
measures to restrict the use of mines and not an outright ban
(Jane’s Legislation and the Landmine, Special Report). For a
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historical perspective on landmine policies, see Mike Croll, The
History of Landmines (Barnsley, England, 1998). For commentary
on the mine ban, see Conventions: A Model for Future Weapon
Ban. To Walk Without Fear: The Global Movement to Ban
Landmines (Oxford University Press, 1998); Ken Rutherford, “The
Mine Ban Treaty and Landmine Victims,” Journal of International
Law and Policy, vol. 6, no. 3 (summer 2001); “The Evolving Arms
Control Agenda: Implications of the Role of NGOs in Banning
Anti-Personnel Landmines,” World Politics, vol. 53, no.1 (October
2000); Chris Smith, “The Military Utility of Landmines,” Centre
for Defense Studies, University of London, June 1996; John
Spinelli, “How Does the U.S. Measure Up to the ‘Spirit’ of
Ottawa?” DoD unpublished briefing report, January 14, 1999. 

6. Because of Presidential Decision Directive no. 64, which
accords priority to searching for alternatives to landmines in
preparation for the signing of the Mine Ban Treaty, research was
accelerated in 1997. Information concerning specific alternative
concepts now being researched was developed during NCAFP field
visits and briefings in the United States and in Seoul, South
Korea. John Rosamila, Chief Mine Division, Picatinny Arsenal,
demonstrated the explosive impact of various mines and gave the
NCAFP team a briefing on the progress of U.S. research
on the feasibility of alternative weapons. Information was also
derived from the author’s interviews with scientists and engineers
in the U.S. Department of Defense (January-June 1999). Of prime
importance were a series of briefings and two presentations by
Colonel Paul D. Hughes, “U.S. Policy: Balancing Military
Requirements and Humanitarian Concerns” (with audio/visuals);
“Research on Landmine Alternatives,” May 15, 2000, NCAFP
Roundtable. 
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Policy Recommendations

In the past the United States developed sound policies that not
only led to the alleviation of the humanitarian problem caused by
the indiscriminate use of anti-personnel landmines but also
fulfilled its security interests. The National Committee on
American Foreign Policy is convinced that based on its record, the
United States will continue to formulate policies that obligate it to
remove or to provide help in removing redundant mines from war-
torn areas and comply with U.S. defense requirements at the
same time. In the interest of achieving those objectives, the
National Committee on American Foreign Policy (NCAFP)
specifically recommends that

(1) the United States continue to make mine clearance its most
important policy objective until all anti-personnel mines have
been cleared. The U.S. mine-clearance program has allowed
refugees to return home and has restored land to productive use.
Moreover, it has helped to stabilize former war zones and to
enhance regional security around the world. The program has also
enabled the United States to improve relations with mine-infested
countries. Based on its experience in the field, the NCAFP is
convinced that the United States should promote global public
awareness of mine clearance as the best strategy for addressing
the humanitarian problem caused by anti-personnel landmines
and should call attention to the progress that has been made so
far.

(2) the United States support low-tech approaches to mine
clearance rather than divert funds to costly, high-tech schemes
that would not be feasible to implement in the field. It should
emphasize that the most effective mine-clearance groups are
deeply sensitive to local customs and hence have earned the trust
of local leaders. In essence, low-tech programs are cost effective
and have proved to be highly successful in clearing anti-personnel
mines, preventing casualties, and paving the way for further
development.

(3) the United States support nongovernmental organizations
(NGOs) engaged in demining to revise estimates of the true extent
of the landmine problem. It should help such successful NGOs
present their accurate estimates to other NGOs and to the United
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Nations in order to convince them that if current levels of support
are maintained or increased, all anti-personnel mines can be
cleared by 2010 or shortly thereafter. The United States should
discourage and even refute the use of inflated numbers.

(4) the United States continue to work within the Convention
on Conventional Weapons (CCW) to restrict or regulate the use of
anti-personnel mines in warfare. It should pursue its efforts to
limit antitank mines used in tactical warfare to “smart” mines.
Working through the CCW, the United States should strive to
fulfill the long-term goal of achieving consensus on making
“bombies” and other air-delivered submunitions “smart.”
Unexploded ordnance (UXO) can be as dangerous for civilians as
anti-personnel landmines and is often found commingled with
them. Accordingly, the United States should spearhead the
development of technology for “smart” bombies and should make
the achievement of that goal a priority for the CCW.

(5) the United States continue its search for suitable
alternatives to anti-personnel landmines as part of its long-
standing commitment to improving weaponry to safeguard both
soldiers and civilians. Until viable military alternatives can be
found, the United States should consider “smart” mines the
answer to the humanitarian problem caused by anti-personnel
mines.

(6) the United States reconsider its policy projection of ending
the use of anti-personnel landmines outside of Korea by 2003 if a
suitable substitute has been found by then. The humanitarian
landmine crisis has not resulted from the use of U.S. landmines,
which the United States strictly controls. By either extending or
scrapping the 2003 deadline for eliminating the use of pure anti-
personnel landmines, the United States would no longer be
obligated to develop and produce Remote Area Denial Artillery
Munition (RADAM). Eliminating this research program would
enable it to cease spending almost one third of its 900-million
dollar budget to develop alternatives in order to meet an
artificially imposed deadline that reflects political rather than
national security interests.

(7) the United States withhold support from the Mine Ban
Treaty until it has been amended substantially. As it stands, the
treaty is limited because it addresses only anti-personnel mines
and contains a loophole that permits European countries to keep

-34-



K

their antitank mines while disallowing those of the United States.
It is also unenforceable because it lacks verification and
compliance procedures. Moreover, the Mine Ban Treaty has failed
to gain the support of the major producers and users of landmines.
Most important, the ban has deflected attention from the most
effective strategy that has been developed to reduce humanitarian
suffering, that of mine clearance.

In sum, it is in the interests of the United States to expand its
leadership in humanitarian mine clearance, to continue to work
with the major military powers to regulate the use of mines and
eventually “bombies,” and to search for militarily sound
alternatives to anti-personnel landmines in the context of fulfilling
national security needs rather than bowing to short-term political
pressures. Further, the United States should do everything it can
to explain its long-standing landmine policies to other countries
and in that process strive to evoke their respect for its
humanitarian objectives.                                 
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