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INTRODUCT ION

| ncreased international pressure has placed the United
States (US) on a path to | osing one of the nost effective
weapons in the inventory, the anti-personnel |andm ne
(APL). In 1996, US adm nistration began the destruction of
all nonself-destructing “dunb” APLs. Following this, the
1997 Otawa Convention effectively banned the use of APLs,
whi ch pronpted the US to decline signature to the
convention until alternative neans coul d be devel oped to
replace all self-destructing (SD) and sel f-neutrali zing
(SN) APLs in the inventory. However, as pressure increases
on the US, the US will likely adhere to the full context of
the O tawa Convention and eventually conmply with the ban on
the use of SD and SN APLs. As a result, US policy has set
the conditions that will eventually negate a significant
conbat nultiplier and create a gap in US forces’
war fighting capability.

HISTORY

The APL was introduced to US warfare by the
Confederate Arny during the US Civil War. Al though crude
in construct, the APL’s denoralizing effect on eneny forces
ensured the further devel opnent and enpl oynent of APLs
duri ng subsequent wars and conflicts throughout the world.

As a result, w despread concerns have recently arisen,



primarily due to the increasing proliferation of m nes and
their humanitarian inpact on non-conbatants.?
Traditionally, APL enploynment rested primarily with
| arge-scal e professional mlitaries; however, recognizing
that | andm nes were rel atively inexpensive, extrenely
effective, and easily duplicated, other nations and non-
nation states have produced, distributed, and enpl oyed APLs
indiscrimnately at an alarm ng scale in unmarked and
eventually forgotten mnefields. Subsequently, in the
early 1980’s the first self-neutralizing systens with a
sel ection of self-destruct times were deployed.? Fromthese
devel opnents the US devel oped the “famly of scatterable
m nes” (FASCAM, which can be delivered by ground | auncher,
helicopter, fixed-wing aircraft or artillery” and are ideal
in supporting US doctrine of “fast-paced maneuver warfare”.?
As a result of the effects of extensive m ne
proliferation and enpl oynment throughout the world, the
International Commttee of the Red Cross estimates that 60-

70 mllion APLs still pose a hazard to peopl e throughout

the world, ultimtely produci ng upwards of 26, 000

! National Research Council. Alternative Technologies to Replace
Antipersonnel Landmines. Washington DC. National Academny Press, 2001,
1.

2 NRC, 12

® NRC, 13

A0 fice of Humanitarian Denmining Prograns. Hidden Killers. Washington,
DC. United States Department of State Bureau of Political-Mlitary
affairs, 1998, 13.



casual ties per year.* Thus, beginning in 1997 the Otawa
Convention banned the use of all APLs, which increased
i nternational pressure on non-signators, such as the US, to
abide by its mandate.®
THE OTTAWA CONVENTION AND THE IMPACT ON
UNITED STATES POLICY

The Otowa Convention of 1997 banned all APLs to
i nclude: “APLs used al one, APLs used in m xed systemnms, and
APLs that are self-destructing and sel f-deactivating.”® As
of Sept 2000, 139 nations had signed or acceded the Otawa
convention, including all NATO nenber states, except the US
and Turkey. ’ Two primary concerns dom nated the US
position. First, the US saw the need for a transition
period in order to phase out APLs, allow ng for the
devel opnent of newer alternatives. Second, the US saw the
need to maintain its mxed AP/ Anti-tank (AT) m ne systens
as additional protection against di smounted breaching.?
President WlliamJ. dinton further refined US policy on
t he use of APLs when he stated:

|’mdirecting the Departnent of Defense to devel op

alternatives to antipersonnel |land mnes so that by

the year 2003 we can end even the use of self-
destruct | and m nes...everywhere but Korea. As for

NRC, 14
NRC, 14
NRC, 15
NRC, 15
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Korea, ny directive calls for alternatives to be

ready by 2006. In short, this programw ||

elimnate all antipersonnel |land m nes from

Anerica’'s arsenal. (Clinton, 1997)°
President Clinton set the conditions to end the use of APLs
by US forces in both defensive and of fensi ve operations.

COMBAT MULTIPLIER IN THE DEFENSE

Anti -personnel |andnm nes are used primarily as a
def ensi ve econony of force neasure by denying terrain to an
eneny. ® Subsequently, fewer forces are required to cover
or guard a specific area. Concurrently, APLs contribute to
the force protection of friendly forces by bl ocking or
denying friendly gaps vul nerable to eneny exploitation.

Anti - personnel | andm nes al so contribute greatly to
shapi ng the battl espace for decisive action. APLs can be
used to assist a screening or covering force in their
initial task of hindering or damagi ng an advanci ng eneny,
pronoting caution in an advanci ng foe, degradi ng eneny
tenpo, and shaping eneny actions to neet friendly

11

i ntentions. For exanpl e, APLs supplenent AT mines to

create a synergistic effect, protecting AT mnes fromrapid

° NRC, 15

Y“atignom David A Losing Anti-Personnel Landmines: An Economy of
Force. Newport, RI: Naval War Col |l ege, 1997, 4.

1 gloan, C. E. E. Mine Warfare on Land. London*Oxfor d*Washi ngt on,
DC*New Yor k* Tor ont o* Sydney* Frankfurt: Brassey’s Defense Publishers,
13.



breachi ng or tanpering by the eneny and nmaki ng obstacl es
and barriers nore conplex and difficult to breach

Furthernore, APLs can play a significant role in
ensuring the continuous flow of sustainnment to conbat
forces. In rear area operations, defined as “those
functions of security and sustainment required to maintain
continuity of operations by the whole force”, !> APLs serve
to provide rear area protection for Conbat Service Support
(CSS) units, thereby ensuring the sustainnment effort of the
force and prevention of eneny interference.

Most inportant is the APL's psychol ogi cal effect on
the eneny. “Because war is a clash between opposi hg human
wills, the human dinension is central in war;”' therefore,
“the greatest effect of fires is generally not the anount
of physical destruction they cause, but the effect of the
physi cal destruction on the eneny’s noral strength”.!* The
APL’s ability to generate surprise, confusion, and physical
casual ti es anong an al ready desperate eneny will act as a
force multiplier, inflicting significant psychol ogi cal
damage to an attacki ng eneny. Three maj or factors that

anplify this psychol ogical fear are: “loss of control,

2 Department of the Navy, Headquarters U.S. Marine Corps. Marine Corps
Doctrinal Publication 1-0 (MCDP 1-0). Washington, DC. GPO, 1997,

8, 12.

B Department of the Navy, Headquarters U.S. Marine Corps. Marine Corps
Doctrinal Publication 1 (MCDP 1). Washington, DC. GPO, 1997, 13.

“ McDP 1, 16.



hel pl essness, and inability to fight back agai nst APLs; the
perception of risk, which varies by individual and is
related to |l oss of control; and the high |evel of
uncertainty that continues even after an area appears to be
clear of APLs”.?™
COMBAT MULTIPLIER IN THE OFFENSE

Applications of APLs also contribute to shaping the
battl espace in support of offensive operations. The
enpl oynent of APLs offers several options in which a
commander can reduce ri sk when maneuvering forces
t hroughout the battl espace. APLs integrated with AT m nes
enabl e the commander to produce a vulnerability on eneny
maneuver that can be exploited by friendly forces, cause
the eneny to break up his forces. Additionally, APLs
enabl e the commander to deconflict conpeting requirenents
for flank security and the main effort while scatterable
m nes, as an econony of force, provide a powerful
capability to respond quickly to infiltration and attack of
CSS units and logistics trains.'® Furthernore, scatterable
m nes consisting of an AP and AT mne m x enable friendly

forces to quickly disrupt and/ or delay eneny reinforcenents

> Kol asinski, E. M The psychological Effects of Anti-Personnel
Landmines: A Standard to Which Alternatives Can Be Compared.

Engi neeri ng Psychol ogy Laboratory Report 99-2. West Point, NY: US.
Mlitary Acadenmny.
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or reserve capability as well as deny the eneny lines of
communi cation. Utimtely, APLs facilitate a commander’s
abiity to disrupt an eneny’s command and control capability
contributing directly to the operational tenpo of friendly
forces as a whol e.

Al t hough an APL affords friendly forces numerous
advant ages when used to support offensive and defensive
operations, the only APL in the US arsenal that neets the
requi renents set forth by the tawa Convention is the

command det onated cl aynmore mine. Y

Al t hough an effective
mne, the claynore’s primary limtation is the requirenent
for observation, which reduces stand-off for friendly
forces. As a result, research and devel opnment has been
initiated to develop alternatives that provide friendly to
eneny stand-off range, determne friend or foe, and
mai ntain the sanme destructive power of current APL systens.
DEGREDATION OF CAPABILITY

By 2006, several new alternatives are expected to be
fielded, all of which are non-lethal, sensor to shooter
based, or require observation. These alternatives wll be
effective in terns of early warning, but far |ess effective

in ternms of their destructive power, psyschol ogical effect,

and econony of force benefits resident in traditional APL

7' NRC, 41



systens. Wth the increased reliance on technology for the
functioni ng of these systens, one can expect that
environmental effects, em ssions from other systens, and
characteristics of terrain and vegetation will either
substantially degrade the effectiveness and reliability of
t hese systens or render themirrelevant. Consequently, the
i nadequacies found in alternatives will create a greater
gap in US forces’ offensive and defensive capability.
CONCLUSION

Al t hough the tragi c consequences of |andm ne
enpl oyment are evident throughout the world and will
continue to adversely affect lives for decades to come, one
nmust consi der the benefits found in the application of
current APL systens and the consequences of denying their
use to US Arnmed Forces. Unfortunately, proponents of the
Otawa Convention are limted in their views to only the
humani tari an i npact rather than the APLsS’ nunerous
contributions to warfighting. As a result, research and
devel opnment of future APL systens that neet the
requi renents of the Ottawa Convention fall far short of
possessing the sane effects as traditional APL, are slowin
devel opnent, and unlikely to be avail abl e before 2010 at

best .



Fortunately for US forces, the US has not yet fully
conplied with the mandates of the Otawa Convention in
terns of SD and SN APLs. Although the US should mnaintain
and allow US forces to enploy the full spectrumof APLs to
i ncrease conbat power and enhance warfighting capabilities,
it is unlikely that this will occur as international
pressure increases to abide by the Otawa Convention. As a
result, it is evident that the US will eventually subsune
to the demands of the Otawa Convention, thus ensuring the
| oss of all APL systens. Consequently, relieving its
forces of the ability to enploy this frightenly effective
weapon agai nst potential enem es, creating a significant
gap in US forces warfighting capability and | oss of a

significant conbat multiplier.
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