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INTRODUCTION

We need to shift more attention from
government to governance.’
— William W. Boyer!

No one should have to feel their next step might be their last. Yet over 5,000
people a year fall victim to landmines and unexploded shells lying scattered across
the world’s current and former war zones.? Landmines know no ideology, no
ethnicity; they know no difference between soldier and civilian; they do not respect
peace agreements and can kill six decades or more after former enemies have
shaken hands and laid aside their weapons. Responding to this security threat,
international donors, NGOs and commercial companies have developed a new aid
sector called ‘mine action,” mitigating the impact of landmines and UXO through
clearance, education, survivor assistance, stockpile destruction and political
advocacy.? Since the signing of the Antipersonnel Mine Ban Treaty in 1997,
governments have spent over $3 billion on mine action, which is now considered a
major component of international post-conflict reconstruction efforts,
contributing to the creation of a secure environment, assisting in refugee return,
opening access to roads for commerce and aid, rehabilitating agricultural land and
providing employment for demobilized soldiers. This book focuses in particular on
foreign aid programs funding the clearance of landmines and UXO.

In his Oscar-winning existential drama, No Man’s Land, set in the Bosnian war,*
director Danis Tanovic depicted two opposing soldiers, trapped in a trench
together. They are surrounded by minefields and threatened by a third soldier, who
has woken up to find himself lying on top of a landmine. If he moves, all three of
them will be killed. Into the mix, Tanovic throws Sgt. Marchand, a French soldier
with the UN peacekeeping force, whose moral outrage at the war motivates him to
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try to save the three stranded soldiers. Though Marchand tries singlehandedly to
create a moral space in the normlessness of no man’s land, by the end of the film,
the results of his efforts are ambiguous at best. He is stymied by an uncaring and
incompetent UN bureaucracy, pestered by a fickle and sensationalist news media
and confronted by the ungrateful and mutually hostile beneficiaries of his efforts.
Ultimately his labors seem for naught, crushed and poisoned by the overwhelming
power of the system of conflict in which he is trapped. Sgt. Marchand’s dilemma is
but a small indication of what has been a brutal reality of modern warfare. Long
after guns fall silent, landmines, cluster bombs and unspent shells block access to
farmland, prevent refugee return and maintain a constant psycho-social reminder
of the violence of war.

As Sgt. Marchand’s seemingly futile efforts dramatized, removing and
neutralizing such dangerous devices as landmines is no easy task. Like Sgt.
Marchand, deminers operate in regions where no single entity is clearly in charge.
To gain access to minefields, obtain important information about patterns of
mining, hire a workforce or purchase supplies, demining agencies must negotiate
between a myriad of powerful actors: military factions, international organizations,
shadowy underworld structures, local political machines, foreign embassies and aid
providers. Many competing motivations, interests and conceptions of security are
constantly interacting, competing and collaborating with each other and impacting
the manner in which mine clearance work is done. Demining is not simply a
technical matter, it is also political one, for mines and unexploded ordnance pose a
violent threat of bodily harm — even death — to people in their vicinity. Demining
is thus ultimately an act of governance — the removal of a violent threat to life.
Who controls this power to defuse such a threat is a political question. Political
and economic interests and the manner in which states, individuals and other
powerful entities conceive security all influence the way in which mine action is
organized and implemented.

Thus, while this book is about the political economy of foreign aid programs
that clear landmines and other explosive remnants of war, it is ultimately about the
ways in which institutions deal with the problem of security — the management,
reduction, mitigation or elimination of risk, particularly the risk of violent harm.
Observing demining programs allows one to study how norms, interests and the
multiple shifting layers of governance can shape foreign aid and security provision
in a post-conflict zone. This book contributes to the literatures on security,
governance and the political economy of aid in conflict. Unlike more established
foreign aid sectors, like health, food aid or community development, there is not a
long pedigree of academic research into mine action. Research on demining from a
social scientific, rather than a technocratic or campaigning point of view, is in its
nascent stages. Part of the purpose of this study is to address this gap by exploring
how the politics of the demining can be understood through the lens of social
science, primarily political science. This book will draw on and contribute to
academic debates on post-statist governance, realism versus idealism, peace and
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security, privatization and contracting, the political economy of war, and
foreign aid.

Landmines, UXO and Demining

Landmines are explosive traps — devices that through mechanical, electrical or
chemical fuzes are detonated when initiated by their victim. Once laid, they wait
until either they claim a victim or are cleared by deminers. Military forces have
generally used mines for defensive purposes, multiplying the impact of their forces
by protecting a strategically important location or ‘shaping terrain’ by channeling
enemy forces in certain directions. However, they have also been used offensively,
particularly by irregular and guerilla forces, to ambush vehicles, intimidate civilians
and penetrate into areas where it would be impossible to leave troops for an
extended period of time.

Mines come in a variety of forms. Antipersonnel landmines are small, detonated
with only a few kilograms of pressure and intended to harm individual people.
They are usually designed to injure rather than kill, aiming to distract enemy
resources away from fighting and towards caring for the casualty. Antipersonnel
mines can cause horrific injuries. The blast can blow off a foot or hand, force dirt
and debris far into the wound (causing terrible infections) and generate
shockwaves in the flesh that damage other parts of the body. Fragmentation mines
are a kind of antipersonnel mine intended to injure or kill other people in addition
to the victims who encounter them, by spraying shrapnel or ball bearings. They are
often placed above the ground on a stake, to maximize the radius of damage.
Bounding fragmentation mines, like the WWII-era ‘Bouncing Betties” or the
Yugoslav PROM-1, have an initial detonation that lifts them into the air, before a
second explosion spews fragments over 100 meters away. Directional
fragmentation mines, like the US Claymore mine, spray shrapnel in a specific,
predetermined direction. They are often connected to trip wires to increase the
chances of detonation. Antivehicle mines, sometimes referred to as antitank mines,
contain considerably more explosive material than antipersonnel mines, take more
pressure to detonate and are intended to disable or destroy vehicles. They are often
laid on roads to ambush convoys or prevent military traffic. If a human is
unfortunate enough to initiate an antivehicle mine, it usually kills them. Some
technologically sophisticated mines have the option of being ‘command-detonated’
by a person who lies in wait, using a fuse, switch or remote control. Such
techniques have become common with the use of Improvised Explosive Devices’
(IEDs) — homemade mines — in the Iraq and Afghanistan conflicts. Local factions
in these conflicts have innovated methods of using mobile phones and walkie-
talkies to remotely detonate roadside bombs. As mass-produced mines have
become stigmatized in the international arena, irregular forces have increasingly
turned to improvising their own devices.
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Mines can be laid by hand, distributed by vehicle or scattered from the air.
Regular armies, particularly when laying defensive minefields, have tended to lay
mines in regular patterns, both to ensure the efficient coverage of an area, and
facilitate clearance by their own troops (who know the patterns). Of course, when
scattering mines from aircraft, no such precision is possible. Irregular forces have
tended to use mines in a less ‘linear’ fashion, partly because of their lack of
training, but also because they are more likely to use mines as an offensive weapon
— placed in the path of military convoy or on the doorstep of ‘unwanted’ civilian
populations.

Victim-activated landmines first emerged during the US Civil War, but came into
their own as a weapon in the WWII desert tank battles in North Africa. During the
Vietnam War, the US innovated methods for scattering thousands of mines from
the air, techniques which were mirrored by the USSR during its war in
Afghanistan. In both Vietnam and Afghanistan, local resistance fighters developed
methods of using mines as offensive weapons of ambush, which were also seen in
the African wars of decolonization. The 1980s and early 1990s saw
unprecedentedly widespread use of mines in the Reagan-era proxy conflicts and
post-Cold War New Wars.” This created a crisis of contamination that prompted
the campaign to ban landmines, culminating in the Ottawa Convention, a total ban
on the stockpiling, trade, transfer and use of antipersonnel landmines in 1997.5

In contaminating the land of conflict zones, mines are joined by the 30% of
modern munitions that fail to detonate upon impact with their targets, leaving
highly unstable explosives in the ground decades into the future. Such UXO, while
sometimes easier to clear than landmines, create de facfo minefields — as they can
detonate when disturbed, tampered with or touched. Cluster munitions, small
bomblets that disperse over a wide area from a single bomb or rocket, are
particularly prone to becoming UXO and, as a result, have also been banned by the
around 100 countries that signed the Convention on Cluster Munitions in 2008.7

Over 75 countries are impacted by mines and UXO. A reliable quantification of
contamination levels around the wotld is not available. However, in 2007,
demining agencies cleared some 534 square kilometers of mine and UXO-
contaminated land and the Landmine Monitor publication estimated that ‘thousands’
of square kilometers remained.® There were at least 5,426 casualties of mines and
UXO (1,401 killed, 3,939 injured and 86 whose status was unknown) in 2007. Just
three countries — Afghanistan, Cambodia and Colombia — accounted for 38% of
the casualties.?

Methods of clearing landmines and UXO have changed surprisingly little since
their initial development during and after WWIL The development of
‘humanitarian demining’ in the 1990s has made changes in the process and
standards but few major differences in techniques. Humanitarian demining has
different purposes and standards to military demining, also called ‘counter-mining.’
When faced with an enemy minefield in the heat of battle, the top priority of a
military commander is to get through it as quickly as possible while minimizing
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casualties. In the aftermath of conflict, such emphasis on speed over safety is not
acceptable when returning land to civilian use. Recognizing the need for higher
standards of safety, the various nonprofits organizations, UN agencies and
commercial companies that developed ‘humanitarian demining’ have emphasized
the need for checking and clearing every square meter of suspected hazardous area
and attempting to achieve near 100% clearance.

The popular media has a tendency to fixate on high-tech and bizarre demining
innovations — everything from rats, bees and remote-control robots to air-balloons,
radars and genetically modified mustard seeds. However, given that importing
sensitive, high-tech machines and organisms into mine-affected countries is often
prohibitively expensive, there are few ‘quick fixes’” to the world’s mine problem.
The vast majority of demining programs use a combination of relatively
technologically simple techniques. The most common is a human deminer, armed
only with a prodder and/ot trowel, slowly prodding and excavating the ground
along a predetermined ‘lane’, catefully ensuring that s/he approaches mines from
an angle that will not detonate them. When s/he comes upon a mine, it is either
removed, defused or destroyed zn-sitn. When deminers know that the mines used in
a particular area have metal parts, and the surrounding earth is not too metallic,
they may also use metal detectors to facilitate their work. Working in combination,
along lanes well-spaced from each other, the deminers eventually check every
single square meter of the minefield. Demining agencies also often train dogs to
sniff out and locate explosives, though within the sector there is some debate
about how best to use them. The dogs are rarely heavy enough to initiate mines
and so can sit on or near the mine to show their handler where to excavate.
Inventors have developed a variety of machines to assist in the demining process,
clearing vegetation, flailing the ground to explode mines or using radar to aid
detection. But, as yet, no machines have been able to match the accuracy and cate
of a good human deminer and so mechanical clearance methods are usually
combined with other techniques.!?

Demining and Governance Complexes

After WWII, millions of mines and tonnes of UXO contaminated continental
Europe. Just as the European states had mobilized massive resources to prosecute
the war, the post-war mine and UXO clearance effort was government-led and
funded. Like the war, post-WWII demining was very much a nation state and
military affair. In contrast, today’s demining programs mirror the new forms of
globalized public-private partnerships arising to deal with the rise of transnational
sources of insecurity in the conflicted ‘frontiers’ of the international system. For
example, while Bosnia does have its own military clearance program, much of its
capital Sarajevo was demined by an international charity, largely funded by the
Norwegian government. Likewise, in Afghanistan, the US has contracted private
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security companies to clear NATO military bases. Demining, like many other
government services, has become globalized and privatized.

Mine clearance programs no longer mirror the Weberian hierarchical and
bureaucratic structures of command and control of WWII European armies. They
are made up of a myriad of competing, colluding and collaborating entities,
including international and local nonprofit organizations, commercial companies,
bilateral donors, local government authorities, UN agencies and military alliances.
Demining programs echo security and development scholar Mark Duffield’s
description of ‘strategic networks and complexes’ that have replaced the traditional
idea of ‘security through government’ with security through ‘polyarchical, non-
territorial and networked relations of governance.’!! Duffield has a tendency to
conflate all these complexes into one ‘emerging system of global liberal
governance.”'> However, this book will show that there are multiple types of the
networks that can operate in very different ways. The differing constituent
members and institutional structures of a network shape the approach it takes to
mines and UXO. Different ways of organizing networks produce different
outcomes, both in terms of demining performance and the impact on the
peacebuilding and reconstruction process. While there is some overlap, these
‘demining complexes’ can be divided into at least two broad ideal types (or perhaps
two poles on a continuum):

1. Strategic-Commercial Complexes are shaped largely by the
interests of a privileged few, in which militarized and securitized
public bodies, often of the great powers, contract out significant
authority to commercial companies. Within the mine action field,
one finds that great power states try to limit the regulation of mines
and other weapons and contract out clearance through private
security companies, prioritizing military or strategic objectives. Such
networks tend to produce a low cost and rapid demining process but
sacrifice quality and safety. They are also more likely to compromise
with the political economy of conflict and contribute to the
privatization of the use of force.

2. Human Security-Civil Society Complexes are shaped by
humanitarian norms and a more global understanding of interest, in
which middle power states and multilateral agencies form
partnerships with NGOs and social movements. They aim to
provide protection to the general population, especially the
vulnerable, through aid, advocacy, persuasion and the legal process.
Within the mine action field, one finds that middle power states, in
coalition with NGOs and social movements, try to heavily regulate
the use of mines and prioritize humanitarian need in clearance
programs. Their demining programs are often slower and more
costly, but value high levels of quality and safety. They are also often
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more inclusive organizations, trying to build local capacity and
advocate for limits on the politics of violence.

This book will show the development, nature, organization and effects of the
above two approaches in managing the threat of landmines and unexploded
ordnance in conflict zones. To do this it will look at two case studies of donor
countries — the US and Norway — and observe their funding of demining programs
in three mine and UXO-affected countries: Afghanistan, Bosnia and Herzegovina
(hereafter, Bosnia) and Sudan.

Case Studies

The USA and Norway wete selected as donor country case studies because they
were the top two bilateral donors in absolute terms (though Norway gives more
relative to its GDP). Additional characteristics that make them attractive for
comparison include the fact that they are both wealthy industrial democracies that
won independence from colonization, and both have significant histories of
foreign aid provision. The differences in their mine action policies reflect the
findings of Jan Egeland in his 1988 comparison of US and Norwegian human
rights policy.’> Egeland found that as a superpower, US foreign policy was
constricted by numerous strategic and commercial interests that hijacked its ability
to shape policies according to humanistic ideals. By contrast, Norway had fewer
transnational interests and more space to pursue a normative foreign policy.

Similarly, the US has resisted tight regulation of mines, cluster munitions and
other explosive remnants of war. The macro structure of US funding of clearance
and mitigation of explosive remnants of war was shaped largely by its strategic
interests and favored a commercially-driven process. In contrast, working with
NGOs, churches and other small states, Norway has been at the forefront of
efforts to ban landmines and cluster munitions. Its mine action programs,
implemented through international NGOs, were shaped by a more global
conception of interest and normative commitments to humanitarianism,
multilateralism and international law.

At the level of implementation in Afghanistan, Bosnia and Sudan, Norwegian
long-term grants to international NGOs produced demining that, while sometimes
more expensive and slower, was better targeted at humanitarian priorities, safer
and of better quality. Such programs also attempted to build inclusive institutions
and resist the politics of violence. In contrast, US efforts, shaped by strategic
concerns and often tendered out to commercial companies, were frequently
cheaper and faster but also less safe and of lower quality. These companies were
also embedded in the political economy of war and may have contributed to the
fragmentation of the public monopoly on force.

The three implementation countries — Afghanistan, Bosnia and Sudan — were
chosen carefully to try to avoid case selection bias, while ensuring that the cases
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would have enough material to make for an interesting study. The countries had to
have large mine action programs and be among the top recipients of US and
Norwegian mine action funding (to ensure there would be enough activities to
study and that the donor would have a coherent funding policy). To guarantee
some variation between them and see if similar trends could be spotted in diverse
circumstances, they had to be located in very different regions, with different
political contexts, economic situations, climate and soil conditions (important in
demining performance). To facilitate historical comparisons, the countries selected
had mine action programs that started in different time periods (Afghanistan is
among the oldest programs, Sudan among the newest). Finally, a variety of
logistical and security constraints ruled out a variety of cases (like Angola, Iraq and
Lebanon) that would have satisfied the above criteria.

Afghanistan was chosen as a case study because it is one of the oldest and largest
mine action programs and has one of the highest levels of mine and UXO
contamination in the world. Researching Afghan mine action enabled the
exploration of the genesis of the sector and tracing the roots of trends that
appeared in other countries. Afghanistan also offered potential for tracing the
varying impact of humanitarian strategic interest. Afghan demining began at the
end of the Cold War, in the context of the massive humanitarian and covert efforts
in the Soviet-Afghan War. Three different models of demining emerged at that
time: a) commercialized and securitized demining in support of US-backed
paramilitary efforts, b) international NGO demining claiming humanitarian
neutrality and ¢) UN coordinated mine action, implemented by local NGOs and
also claiming neutrality. As Afghanistan dropped off the global radar from 1992 to
2001, the UN-led model was ascendant and was supported by both the US and
Norway. However, US re-engagement in Afghan politics after 9/11 saw it return to
a ‘securitized’” and commercialized model of demining. In contrast, objecting to the
massive top-heavy growth of the UN program, Norway switched to funding an
Afghan-led international NGO, the HALO Trust, in order to support an Afghan-
led civil-society actor espousing traditional humanitarian values.

Following the 1995 endgame of Bosnia’s war, the frontlines dividing Bosnian
Government territory from its separatist statelets — the ‘Republika Srpska’,
‘Herzeg-Bosna’ and the ‘Bihac pocket’ — were littered with extremely high levels of
mine and UXO contamination. Bosnia makes a good case study because it has a
very diverse mine action sector, with many different actors, allowing for some
interesting intra-country comparisons. It is also a ‘middle-aged’” mine action
program, its genesis lying in growing trends of international intervention in the
1990s rather than the Cold War roots of the Afghan program. Finally, like
Afghanistan, Bosnia has been of variable strategic importance over time. From
1996 to 2000, Bosnia received considerable international attention and significant
numbers of US and Norwegian troops deployed as part of the NATO stabilization
mission. However, since then, especially after 9/11 when attention shifted to
Afghanistan and Iraq, the US and Norway have reduced their involvement in
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Bosnia. US support of Bosnian demining took two forms: a) support to the local
militaries, as part of a larger effort to transform them from a threat to European
security into future NATO members, and b) a commercial tendering system that
for several years was captured by a criminalized ethno-nationalist elite. This may
have functioned as part of a broader US “passive policy’ toward such elites, aimed
at getting their buy-in to the peace and reconstruction process. In contrast, while
Norway gave some token assistance to military deminers, the vast majority of its
assistance was channeled through an international NGO, Norwegian People’s Aid
(NPA), that employed a multiethnic staff and supported efforts to build a
cosmopolitan polity in Bosnia.

At war since 1983, Sudan has an as yet undefined landmine and UXO
contamination problem, caused largely by fighting between the Northern
government and Southern rebels. Sudan was primarily chosen to act as a potential
‘spoiler case.” Following field research in Afghanistan and Bosnia, the author felt it
was necessary to look at a third case that would challenge and test the predictive
powers of his tentative hypotheses. Because the demining program in Sudan is
quite new, beginning in earnest only in 2004, there has been little written about it.
Sudan also differed from the other two cases in terms of strategic interest. While
both Norway and the US have paid significant attention to the situation in Sudan,
neither have found it of enough importance to make major commitments of
troops to the country. For all these reasons, the Sudan case had the potential to
prove the author’s ideas wrong, or at least force them to become more
sophisticated. US support for demining between the 2002 Nuba Mountains
ceasefire and the 2005 Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) followed the
commercialized and securitized patterns seen in Afghanistan and Bosnia. In 2007,
a USAID demining contract continued in this vein. However, following the CPA,
the US State Department concentrated on funding international NGOs and local
government capacity building. Indeed, its funding of the Scandinavian NGOs
Norwegian People’s Aid and DanChurchAid (DCA) overlapped with Norway’s
choice of implementing partners. This contrasted with the UN model of
commercializing and integrating mine action into the politico-military objectives of
the UN peacekeeping mission, which actually resembled the US strategic-
commercial approach in Afghanistan and Bosnia. This shows that the impulse to
control and securitize the process when there are more interests at stake may not
be limited to the US. When strategic interest is lower, donors seem more willing to
grant their demining funding to NGOs. This reflects a tendency among Western
counttries to frame conflicts of low strategic importance as zones for ‘humanitarian’
rather than politico-military intervention.



10 FOREIGN AID AND LANDMINE CLEARANCE

A Brief Note on Methodology

This project would be impossible without immersion into mine-affected countries,
the offices of mine action agencies and visits to the actual minefields themselves.
Therefore, while an anthropologist would never allow this to be called an
ethnography (as the author’s immersion in each of the case study countries was not
lengthy enough and the focus of study was political economy rather than culture)
the author tried to use ethnographic techniques such as participant-observation,
interviewing key informants and ‘thick description.’'* The author thus uses the
“loose definition” of ethnography, described by political scientists Lorraine Bayard
de Volo and Edward Schatz as ‘those methods that seek to uncover emic (insider)
perspectives on political and social life and/or ground-level processes....’!>
Diverging from traditional ethnography, the data gathered is placed into the
framework of comparative politics — comparing across places and times to seek
potentially generalizable information and trends. Rather than seeing ‘the field” in
the traditional sense of a bounded geagraphic area, the field of study was conceived
of as the bounded secfor of mine action in a variety of locations. The point was less
to learn the culture and politics of a particular place, but rather to be immersed in
the culture and politics of the demining sector generally.!'® Therefore, this book
aims to trace the politics of mine action from the top to the bottom, from the
global level to the level of bilateral donors, and on down to the level of
implementation. This approach to defining the field is necessary in a time of
globalization, where few phenomena can be easily bounded to a particular location.
Therefore, unlike traditional field research, this required a global methodology; the
authot’s research took him to London, Washington DC, New York, Geneva, Oslo,
Kabul, Sarajevo, Juba and Khartoum.

Overview

Chapter One gives a historical overview of the global politics of mine action,
illustrating the ways in which relations in the international arena have shaped the
response to the problems of mine and UXO contamination. After a description of
post-WWII state-centric demining efforts, it traces the development of alternative
models of mine action, through the Indochinese Wars to contemporary ‘New’ and
‘Post-Modern’ Wars.

Chapter Two, though not specifically focused on mine action, lays the
theoretical foundations of this study, creating a typology of responses to insecurity,
since the threat of mines and explosive remnants of war is essentially a threat of
physical violence. It shows that traditional state-centric responses — realist
‘National Security’ and idealist ‘Collective Security’ — are no longer appropriate in
responding to ‘New Wars’ and other transnational threats. In their place, two new
forms of ‘post-statist’ networked governance, comprising both public and private
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actors, have arisen: Strategic-Commercial Complexes and Human Security-Civil
Society Complexes. The rest of the book uses this typology as its theoretical
framework, with which to understand and compare different ways of structuring
mine action programs and the implications for the outcome of mine clearance as
an element of post war reconstruction. It traces the development, operation and
impact of these two models in the mine action sector, from the macro-level of
global politics down to the micro-level of implementation in affected countries.

Taking a closer look at the internal workings of these complexes, Chapter Three
argues that the mine action policies of the US and Norway can be useful as rough
proxies for comparing the Strategic-Commercial and Human Security-Civil Society
approaches to mine action. Borrowing Jan Egeland’s argument that the US is more
constrained by strategic and commercial interest than Norway, the chapter shows
that the US has, with only a few exceptions, consistently tried to block tight
regulations on mines and cluster munitions, while Norway has championed them.
Likewise, US aid for demining is influenced heavily by military and security
concerns and much of it is contracted out to commercial companies. In contrast,
Norwegian demining aid is rooted in humanitarian concerns and is largely
implemented by international NGOs.

The next three chapters focus down on implementation in three mine and UXO
affected countries: Afghanistan, Bosnia and Sudan. Chapter Four provides
background on demining efforts in each country, focusing on US and Norwegian
supported programs. It then shows that, in general, when a donor’s strategic and
commercial interests were higher, they tended to opt for a commercial tendering
model. When they had less strategic interests at stake, they were able to act in a
more humanitarian fashion and give long-term grants to international NGOs. The
performance of these two models of funding — commercial tendering and grants to
NGOs — is then compared in Chapter Five. Basic statistical analysis shows that
while it tends to be slower and more expensive, the granting model tends to
concentrate on more difficult demining tasks and conduct the process to a higher
standard of quality and safety. Chapter Six then looks at the wider impact of the
two ‘Demining Complexes’ on the broader socio-political context of transition
from war to peace. It finds that while implementing agencies operating in a
Strategic-Commercial mode may contribute to strengthening state security organs,
they are also more likely to strengthen the fragmentation and privatization of
security. In contrast, the Human Security-Civil Society Complex’s greater freedom
from the constraints of expediency enables it to resist the politics of violence,
advocate for limits on the technologies of war and set up systems that distribute
protection according to need. The book concludes by offering a summary of key
findings, policy recommendations for the mine action sector and, in closing, final
reflections on security in a post-statist world.



INDEX

9/11, 45, 93, 96, 99, 100, 113, 115, 184
Accidents, Demining, 18, 29, 83, 91, 105,
117,132-136, 140, 142, 144, 162, 168
Advocacy, 1, 6, 19, 24, 25, 30, 36, 53, 55,
56, 65, 84-86, 147, 168, 170, 171, 1706,

177,

Afghanistan, 3-9, 11, 15, 21-31, 35, 39, 43,
50, 57, 60, 65, 66, 72-85, 89-101, 109-
115, 118, 121-126, 129-140, 148-153,
156, 161, 163-173, 181, 185, 186, 188-
190

Afghan Campaign to Ban Landmines
(ACBL), 170

Afghan Technical Consultants (ATC), 118,
121, 166

African National Congress (ANC), 64

AFRICOM, See US Africa Command

Ahmed Haroun, 160

Aid, 2, 5-7, 11, 17, 23-27, 36, 41, 42, 44,
50-60, 63-65, 73, 76, 79-96, 136, 99, 104,
109, 113, 114, 146, 148, 152, 155, 157,
160, 174,178, 179, 183

Air-balloons, 5

AKD Mungos, 137

Al Qaeda, 45, 113, 152

Alliant Techsystems, 44, 66

American Civil War, 13

American  Friends
(AFSC), 18, 19, 24

Anderson, Mary, 146

Angola, 8, 22, 29, 39, 72, 74,75, 83, 86, 87

Animal Holding Facility, 91

Anthropology, 10, 86, 179

Antipersonnel Landmine Ban Treaty, See

Service Committee

Ottawa Convention.

Antipersonnel landmines, 3, 188

Antivehicle mines, 3

ArmorGroup, 29, 45, 77, 81, 136, 149, 151,
153,159

Artillery, 13

Australia, 25

Austria, 25, 85

Axworthy, Lloyd, 68

Azerbaijan, 75

Bad Honnef Framework, 24, 179, 181, 183

Banks, Eddie, 44, 49, 117, 118, 125, 130,
181

Bees, 5

Berger Group, 98, 110-111

BH Demining, 102

Bin Laden, Osama, 113, 152

Biokomerc, 158



258 FOREIGN AID AND LANDMINE CLEARANCE

Bio-politics, 50

Black & Veatch Special Projects Corp, 98

Blackwater, 45

Bosnia and Herzegovina, 1, 5, 7-9, 11, 23,
28, 35, 41, 44, 50, 60, 75, 80, 83, 89, 93,
98, 100-107, 111, 112, 115, 118-137,
140, 141, 144, 145, 148, 150-169, 171,
173,181, 183, 190-191

Bosnia and Herzegovina Mine Action
Center (BHMAC), xiv, 100, 107, 148,
152,163

Bosniaks, 100-102, 158, 167

Boutros Ghali, Boutros, 52

Boyd, Ronald, 81

Boyer, William W., 1, 189

Branfman, Fred, 19

Brcko District, 106, 163, 191

Breivik, Per, 125

Bull, Hedley, 40

Bureaucracy, 2, 6, 35, 37, 40, 42, 53, 104,
173

Bush, George W., 30, 70, 72, 101, 114, 184,
185

Cambodia, 4, 15-17, 20, 22-24, 39, 66, 72-
75, 86. See also Indochina

Cambodian Mine Action Center (CMAC),
74

Camp David Accords, 112

Canada, 4, 25, 26, 51, 62, 68, 69, 189

Capacity, 7, 9, 16, 56, 57, 73, 74, 77, 85, 97,
99, 106, 109-111, 118, 123, 147-150,
160, 164-169, 171, 182, 184

Catholic Church, 54

Cengic, Enes, 158

Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention, 80

Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), 17, 42,
73,75, 90,101, 113

Chandrasekaran, Rajiv, 43

Chechnya, 28, 30, 57

Child Soldiers, 52, 186

China, 27, 31, 43,71, 87, 185

Churches, , 7,63, 113, 176

Civil Society, 20, 51-53, 60, 65-69, 72, 83,
88, 89, 100, 116, 166, 170-173, 179, 186

Clausewitz, 38, 40

Clinton, William Jefferson 26, 67-70, 184

Cluster Munition Convention, See Oslo
Convention

Cluster Munitions, 4, 7, 11, 12, 15, 17, 19-
22,27, 29, 30-34, 38, 39, 43, 44, 47, 49,
52, 55, 56, 62, 65-68, 71, 72, 86-88, 115,
170, 171, 174, 176, 181-186, 189

Cold War, 8, 12-18, 21-28, 32, 33, 44, 45,
51,72,113

Collective Security, 10, 36, 39, 40, 52, 60,
64, 89, 112

Commercial Demining, 1, 5-7, 9, 11, 13,
23, 24, 29, 32, 33, 35, 41-49, 53, 55, 57-
65, 72, 77-79, 81, 84, 85, 88-92, 96-100,
109-132, 136-156, 159, 161-183

Communism, 16, 22

Competition, 26, 37, 44, 48, 49, 58, 65, 77,
84, 98, 109, 117-124, 129, 137, 141-145,
153,177,185

Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA),
89, 108, 110-112, 115, 148, 159, 160,
170, 186

Conference on Disarmament, 28, 68, 69

Congo, Democratic Republic of, See Zaire

Contracting, 3, 6, 9, 29, 35, 44, 45, 48-53,
56, 58, 63, 65, 77-79, 81, 96, 97, 98, 103,
104, 109-111, 117-119, 123-125, 129-
132, 137, 139, 140-142, 151, 156, 160,
178, 180-183

Convention on Conventional Weapons
(CCW), 17, 21, 24, 26, 28, 30, 31, 66-72,
86, 176
Amended Mines Protocol, 67, 68
Protocol on Explosive Remnants of

War, 30, 71

Corruption, 43, 50, 56, 103-105, 140, 148,
157,158, 169

Cosmopolitanism, 9, 53, 59, 65, 89, 106,
107,162, 163, 168, 178



INDEX 259

Covert Action, 8, 15, 16, 22, 91, 113, 114,
159, 161, 184

Cranfield University, 77

Croats, 100-102, 157, 158, 167

Croatia, 83

‘Crosslines’ Demining (Sudan), 108, 111,
169, 170

DanChurchAid (DCA), 23, 108, 111, 124,
136, 164, 167,170, 177

Danish Demining Group (DDG), 23, 99,
110, 167, 169

Darfur, 113, 115, 151, 160, 171

Dayton Peace Accords, 100-102, 105, 112,
148, 167

Decolonization, 4, 13

DECOP, 102, 158

Defense Security Cooperation Agency
(DSCA), 79

Defense
ArmorGronp

Demining  Commission  (Bosnia  and
Herzegovina), 100, 103, 104, 157, 158

Demobilization, 1, 24, 29, 148, 149, 151

DENEL, 29, 161

Denmark, 62

Density, See Task Complexity

Department of Defense, See US Department
of Defense

Department  of Education, See US
Department of Education

Systems Limited (DSL), See

Department of Peacekeeping Operations,
See  UN  Department  of  Peacekeeping
Operations

Deregulation, 44, 98, 124, 139, 141, 1506,
159

Diana, Princess of Wales, 25, 171, 189

Disability, 52, 186

Disarmament, 17, 21, 25, 27, 64, 68, 164

Dogs, 5, 16, 73, 80, 90, 91, 97, 150, 1506,
164, 190

‘Doing no harm’, 179, 180

Donais, Timothy, 50, 117, 145, 146, 157,
159, 180

Donors, 6-11, 14, 18, 19, 23, 27, 31, 35, 48,
53, 56, 58, 60, 61, 69, 70, 76, 78, 82, 83,
89, 90, 96, 101, 103, 108, 110, 114-110,
119, 124, 130, 140, 142, 144-148, 151-
156, 161, 164, 165, 168, 169, 171-177,
180-183

Duffield, 6, 31, 34, 35, 40, 41, 51, 58, 159,
173,174

Dyck, Lionel, 159

DynCorp, 29, 44, 45, 77, 81, 97, 98, 149,
150, 154, 170

Dyno-Nobel, 67

Easterly, William, 58

Edelmann, Stephen, 81

Eiffe, Dan, 114

Egeland, Jan, 7, 11, 61-66, 87, 176

Egypt, 20, 72

Eisenhower, Dwight D., 50

Ellis, John, 13

‘Embeddedness’, 7, 36, 40, 60, 146, 147,
154-156, 159, 162, 165, 171, 178

Enclavization, 31, 32, 35, 42, 43, 46, 53, 58,
59, 183, 187

Energoinvest, 102, 152

‘English School’ of Internation Relations,
39

Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD), 16,
97,110

EOD Technology, Inc., 137-139

Equatorial Guinea, 50

Erinys, 45

Eritrea, 83

Ethics, 53, 63, 118, 123, 1306, 137, 141-147,
177

Ethiopia, 25, 83

Ethnography, 10. See also Anthropology

European Union (EU), 101, 105

European Commission, 62, 110, 119

Executive Outcomes, 45

Expatriates, 43, 58, 85, 92, 99, 107, 153,
165, 166

FAFO, See Institute of Applied Social Science

Fair Trade, 53



260 FOREIGN AID AND LANDMINE CLEARANCE

Falklands/Malvinas, 28, 91

Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), 19

Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina,
101, 102, 167

Financial Police (Bosnia), 103, 158

Finland, 85

Fortification, 43, 46, 183, 184, 187

FRELIMO, 159

Friedman, Milton, 44, 58

World
Consultation, 20

FSD, See Swiss Foundation for Mine Action

Gallimore, Andrew, 12

Garang, John, 114

Gender, 83, 93, 166, 167, 183. See also
Masculinity; Women Deminers

General Assembly, See UN General Assembly

Geneva, 14, 20, 21, 24, 27, 50, 68, 84, 92,
108, 119, 140, 189

Geneva Accords, 92

Geneva Call, 27, 108

Geneva Conventions, 14, 20, 24
Additional Protocols, 20

Friends Committee for

Geneva International Center for
Humanitarian  Demining (GICHD),
50,84, 189

Geneva Protocol, 14, 68

Georgia, 28, 181, 185

Germany, 13, 85

Globalization, 5, 25, 10, 39-41, 45, 173

Goodhand, Jonathan, 146

Goose, Steve, 186

Governance, 1, 5, 6, 10, 13, 31-33, 34-60,
148,149, 173-175, 183-187

Gradasovic, Adnan, 158

Gradasovic, Mirzad, 158

Grants, 7, 9, 11, 44, 53, 56, 65, 77, 78, 84,
96, 98, 102, 110, 115, 117-119, 129, 121,
123, 125, 130, 133, 141, 142, 154, 145,
162,166, 177,178, 180, 182, 186

‘Great Game’, The, 14

Great Powers, 6, 13, 14, 21, 22, 26-28, 30,
31, 33, 35, 38, 39, 41, 51, 57, 61, 64, 71,
87,93, 174,176, 185, 186

Griffiths, Hugh, 50, 104, 159

Group 4 Securicor, 81

Guantanamo Bay, 66

Guatemala, 54

Guerilla Warfare, 3, 15, 16, 86

Gulf War, 28, 29, 66

Hagen, Egil, 114

Hague Regulations, 14

Halliburton, 44

HALO Trust, 8, 23, 24, 57, 77, 83, 84, 91-
93, 99, 100, 110, 111, 120, 124, 125, 136,
150-153, 160, 163, 164-169, 177, 190,
193

Handicap International, 18, 91, 120, 164

‘Hard Power,” 59, 186

Hardin, Garrett, 46

Hayek, Friedrich, 44

HELP, 23

‘Herzeg-Bosna’, 8, 100, 157

Hezbollah, 28, 32

HIV/AIDS, 40, 123

‘Hollow State’, The, 44

Homayoun, Farid, 91, 100

Honduras, 22, 67, 73, 80

Honeywell, 19, 66

Human Rights, 7, 25, 26, 33, 39, 50, 51, 52,
57, 60, 61, 63, 64, 66, 81, 101, 113, 114,
168

Human Rights Watch, 24, 29, 67, 161

Human Security, 6, 11, 24, 32, 33, 35, 306,
42, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59,
60, 62, 63, 87, 88, 116, 142, 145, 147,
148, 152, 162, 163, 164, 166, 172-175,
186

Human Security-Civil Society Complexes,
6, 11, 32, 33, 35, 306, 42, 50-63, 88, 110,
142, 145-148, 162-166, 172-175, 186

Humanitarian Demining Research and

Development Program, 80



INDEX 261

Humanitarian Demining Training Center,
79

Humanitarian Intervention, 51, 52, 60, 74

Humanitarian Law, 20, 21, 24, 39, 68, 71,
72

Humanitarianism, 4, 6-9, 11, 14-29, 32, 33,
35, 36, 39, 41, 42, 44-55, 59, 62, 64, 65,
68, 70-92, 96, 99, 100, 105, 106, 109,
111, 113-119, 124, 125, 140, 142, 145,
147, 151, 152, 160-166, 170-177, 180,
181, 185

Hutson, Dean, 96, 98

‘Ideal Types’, 6, 35, 41, 59, 60, 62, 80,

Idealism, 2, 36-39, 50, 53, 54, 57, 60, 84,
176

Ideals, 6, 7, 35, 41, 45, 53, 59, 60-62, 64,
80, 83, 88, 113, 162, 172, 175-178

1ED, See Improvised Explosive Device

Ilic, Radoslav, 157, 158, 162

Impartiality, 91, 149

Improvised Explosive Device, 3, 22, 27,
28, 30

Incentives, 17, 26, 48, 56, 59, 69, 105, 119,
137, 141, 142, 152, 153, 156, 172, 176,
181-183

Inclusivity, 7, 147, 166-168, 172, 174, 183,
184, 185

India, 4, 27, 31, 43, 185

Indochina, 10, 13-19, 66, 72, 97. See also
Cambodia,; 1aos; Vietnam

Infrastructure, 80, 90, 98, 102, 110, 124,
148, 151, 163, 183

Institute  of Applied Social
(FAFO), 84

Intelligence, 28, 38, 42, 45, 64, 105, 114,
161

Intelligent Munitions System (IMS), 71

Interests, 2, 6-9, 11, 13-17, 23, 24, 26, 30,
32, 35-39, 42, 47, 48, 50-53, 55, 58-60,
72-76, 83, 87-93, 96, 97, 99, 103-105,
112-116, 146, 147, 152-155, 157, 161-
172,174-177, 187

Science

International Campaign to Ban Landmines
(ICBL), x, 18, 24-28, 30, 53, 68-70, 84,
85, 91

International Committee of the Red Cross
(ICRO), x, 15, 20, 21, 25, 26, 84, 91, 185

International Criminal Court, 52, 53, 68,
160, 186

International Criminal Tribunal for the
Former Yugoslavia, 157, 158, 164

International Mine Action Standards
(IMAS), 108

International Security Assistance Force
(ISAF), 99

International Trust Fund for Demining
and Mine Victim Assistance (ITF), 75,
78, 81, 102, 103, 119, 121, 130, 152, 150,
158

International War Crimes Tribunal (for
Vietnam), 19

Inter-Service Intelligence (ISI) (Pakistan),
90

Iran, 27, 31, 87

Iraq, 3, 8, 9, 24, 27-30, 43, 45, 50, 60, 65,
66, 75-79, 81, 83, 86, 93, 98, 102, 115,
161, 181, 186

Israel, 27, 28, 30-35, 43, 51, 71, 185

James Madison University, 77

JASMAR, 108, 110, 111, 148, 169, 170

Jihad, 93, 168

Joint Integrated Demining Units (JIDU),
109

Joint Military Commission (JMC), 108, 110,
115, 148

Journal of Mine Action, 77, 179

Juba, 10, 110, 111, 193

Kabul, 10, 91, 92, 99, 118, 121, 129, 137,
138, 149, 150, 166, 168, 189

Kabul International Airport, 118, 121,
137,138, 188, 189

Kaldor, Mary, 51

Kandahar, 97, 150, 162

Kant, Immanuel, 39

Karadzic, Radovan, 103, 104, 157, 159, 162



262 FOREIGN AID AND LANDMINE CLEARANCE

Kellogg, Brown and Root (KBR), 44

Kenya, 184

Khartoum, 10

Kidd, Richard, 77

Kojic, Radomir, 104, 157-159, 162

Kortea, 15, 26, 66, 67, 69, 70. See also North
Korea, South Korea

Kosovo, 23, 24, 27, 28, 29, 30, 60, 66, 82,
86, 93, 98, 109, 185

Kozul, Sandi, 158

Kuwait, 28, 29, 161

Landmine Impact Surveys (LIS), 107, 111,
125,163, 164

Landmine Monitor, 4, 28

Landmine Survivors Network, 23, 84, 171

Laos, 15-24, 66, 75, 79. See also Indochina

Lawlessness, 34, 150, 182. See also Rule of
Law

Leahy, Patrick J., 67-71, 80, 87. See also
Patrick ]. Leahy War Victims Fund

Lebanon, 8, 28, 30, 32, 71, 75, 77, 78, 83,
86,112,181

Liberalization, 44, 50, 98, 102, 156

‘Lifeboat Ethics’, 46

Lisica, Darvin, 107, 118, 148

Litvinenko, Alexander, 185

Local Ownership, 85, 99, 154

Louis Berger Group, Inc., See Berger Group.

Lord Curzon, 34

Lucerne, 20, 22

Lugano, 20

Lutheran Church, 63

Machiavelli, Niccolo, 37

Malvinas, See Falklands/ Malvinas

Management, 2, 13, 28, 43, 44, 48, 58, 65,
96, 102, 109, 110, 129, 132, 139, 140,
165,179

Mandela, Nelson, 25

Masculinity, 169, 183. See also Gender

Maslen, Stuart, 79

Markets, 24, 43, 45, 46, 81, 117, 124, 1306,
137,141, 142,149, 151, 153, 163, 178

Mazar-i-Sharif, 99

McGrath, Rae, 91

Mechanical Demining, 4-5, 105, 121, 137

MECHEM, 29, 120, 159, 161

MEDECOM, 104, 157, 158

Mennonite Central Committee (MCC), 18,
19, 23, 24

Menschen gegen Minen, 23

Metal Detectors, 5,17, 18, 90, 189

Mexico, 20

Middle Powers, 6, 13, 18, 19, 21, 22, 25, 20,
28, 30, 32, 33, 35, 41, 51, 54, 55, 57, 59,
60, 69, 174,176, 185, 186

Militarism, 29, 32, 33, 173, 185, 186

Militarization, 6, 35, 36, 81, 83, 97, 112,
115,116, 162, 167, 184

Military and Professional Resources, Inc.
(MPRI), 45

Milosevic, Slobadan, 81

Mine Action Information Center, 77

Mine Action Program for Afghanistan,
(MAPA), 90-93, 98, 100

Mine Awareness, See Mine Risk Education.

Mine Ban Treaty, See Ottawa Treaty

Mine Clearance and Planning Agency,
(MCPA), 152, 162

Mine Dog Center (MDC) (Afghanistan),
91, 92,100, 162, 190

Mine Protection and Removal Agency
(MPRA), 100, 158

Mine Risk Education, 27, 73, 74, 79, 91, 93,
107,110, 123

Mine Tech, 102, 120, 124, 136, 151

Mines Advisory Group (MAG), 23, 77, 83,
84,91, 110, 111, 119, 164, 167, 169, 170

Mitchell, Colin, 91

Molam, Paul, 124

Money Laundering, 157

Monin, Lydia, 12

Mostar, 106, 163

Mozambique, 23, 29, 39, 73, 74, 83, 86,
120, 121, 153, 159, 164

Mustard Seeds, 5

Myrdal, Alva, 21



INDEX 263

Myanmar, See Burma

Nairobi, 184

National Mine Action Authority (NMAA)
(Sudan), 160

National Security, 10, 17, 22, 24, 32, 36, 38,
52,57, 60, 75, 87, 89, 116, 147, 152, 179,
185

National Security Council, 75

Natsios, Andrew, 65

‘Neo-Medievalism’, 35, 54

‘Neo-Trusteeship’, 74

Nethetlands, 62

Neutrality, 8, 39, 52, 86, 91-93, 100, 114,
149, 150, 156, 162, 166, 186

‘New Wars,” 4, 10, 13, 22, 23, 28, 306, 40,
41, 45, 53

NGOs, 1, 6-9, 11-14, 18-25, 28, 29, 32, 33,
35, 39, 41, 53-65, 69, 73, 74, 77, 78, 83-
102, 106-126, 129-132; 136-179, 182,
185-187

Nicaragua, 22, 67, 72, 73, 80, 112

No Man’s Land, 1

Nobel Peace Prize, 28, 63

Non-Aligned Movement, 20

Nonproliferation, Antiterrorism, Demining
and Related Projects (NADR), 75, 77,
78

Nonviolence, 146, 162, 168, 171

Norms, 2, 6, 7, 12, 20, 21, 22, 24, 26, 27,
30, 33, 35-39, 45, 49-52, 61-65, 68, 71,
82, 100, 142, 174, 176, 178, 181, 185,
186

North  Atlantic  Treaty Organization
(NATO), 6, 8, 20, 28, 30, 67, 68, 72, 73,
79, 98, 99, 101, 105, 112, 115, 137, 148,
150, 156, 157, 162, 168, 185

North Kotea, 66. See also Korea

Notthern Alliance, 93, 168

Norway, 7-9, 11, 18, 20, 22, 23, 26, 31, 51,
54, 60, 61-74, 77, 82-96, 99, 100, 101,
105-115, 119, 147, 156, 162, 164-168,
171, 175-178, 182

Norwegian Labor Party, 85

Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs
(MFA), 65,71, 82, 83, 84, 106

‘Norwegian Model’ of Foreign Affairs, 51,
65, 88

Norwegian People’s Aid (NPA), 9, 23, 74,
77, 83-88, 105-107, 111, 114, 119-125,
130, 132, 1306, 140, 148, 156, 163-165,
167,169, 171,177, 190, 191

Norwegian Red Cross, 84

Nuba Mountains, 9, 108, 110, 111, 115,
124, 148, 160, 164, 169, 170

Night Vision and Electronic Sensors
Directorate (NVESD) (USA), 80

Obama, Barack, 187

OCHA, See UN Office for the Coordination of
Humanitarian Affairs

Office of the High Representative
(Bosnia), 103, 104, 158

OKTOL, See SI/OKTOL.

‘Old War’, 36-40, 60

OMAR Mine Museum, 189

Operation Enduring Freedom, 81, 99

Operation Lifeline Sudan (OLS), 114

Operation Restore Hope, 73

Operation Salam, 23, 92

Operation Save Innocent Lives (OSIL),
107,108, 110, 111, 148, 170

Opium. See Poppy Eradication

Organization for Economic Cooperation
and Development, (OECD), 64, 65

Organization for Mine Clearance and
Afghan Rehabilitation (OMAR), 118,
121

Organization of American States (OAS),
77, 84

Oslo Convention, 4, 31, 72.

Oslo Process, 31, 66, 71.

Ottawa Convention, 1, 4, 22, 25, 27, 30, 29,
66, 69, 70, 71, 76, 82, 83, 85, 106-108,
170, 186.

Ottawa Process, 26, 30, 68, 69, 71, 176.

Ottawa Treaty, See Ottawa Convention

Oxfam, 18



264 FOREIGN AID AND LANDMINE CLEARANCE

Pakistan, 22, 27, 30, 31, 43, 73, 90, 91, 166,
185

Pale, 157

Palestine, 32, 34, 35

Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO),
86

Participation, 85, 93, 107, 148, 179, 181

Pashtuns, 166

Patrick J. Leahy War Victims Fund, 80, 87

Patronage, 157, 159, 169. See also Corruption

Peace Research Institute, Oslo (PRIO), 84

Peacebuilding, 6, 39, 54, 57, 60, 73, 85, 80,
106, 110, 124, 146, 167, 169, 171, 175,
185

Peacckeeping, 1, 9, 29, 39, 44, 54, 73, 79,
101, 105, 109-112, 115, 123, 151, 152,
162

Pentagon, See US Department of Defense

‘Peripheries’, 14, 16, 18, 23, 32, 51-54, 57,
59, 186, 187

Personal Protective Equipment (PPE), 137,
138

Petrisch, Wolfgang, 104, 158

Physicians for Human Rights, 67

Political Economy of War, 3, 6, 7, 57, 146,
147, 154, 155, 159, 161, 162, 165-168,
174,175,179, 180, 185

Poppy Eradication, 97, 156, 161.

Post-Conflict Reconstruction, 1, 178. See
also Reconstruction

Power, Samantha, 105

Post-Modern Warfare, 13, 28, 29

Price of Demining, 117-120, 124, 125, 129,
130, 137, 140, 141, 175, 182

‘Principal-Agent Model’, 36, 48, 55, 59, 65,
77,118, 142, 181

‘Principal-Steward Model’, 55, 56, 65, 77,
84,118, 141, 142, 144,179, 181, 182

Prisoners of War (POWs), 14

Private Security, 6, 29, 33, 34, 42-46, 50,
77, 81, 87, 116, 149-151, 156, 161, 169,
174,175, 179, 180, 183, 185

Privatization, 3, 6, 11, 29, 39, 41, 43, 44,
48-50, 53, 58, 63-65, 87, 98, 102, 124,
129, 130, 146-150, 156-159, 161,172,
174,175, 183

Productivity of Demining, 44, 111, 119,
122, 140. See also Speed of Demining

Profit, 24, 32, 36, 48, 53, 83-85, 119, 121,
123, 124, 136, 137, 142, 150, 152, 158,
174,175,177

PROVITA, 102, 158

Proxy Wars, 14, 22, 23, 72

Psychological Operations (PYSOPS), 79

Public-Private Partnerships, 5, 47

Pusic, Berislav, 157, 158

Quality of Demining, 6, 7, 11, 36, 42, 44,
48, 49, 56, 100, 108, 109, 117, 129, 130,
132, 136, 137, 139, 140-142, 144, 145,
151, 152, 157, 174, 175, 177, 178, 180,
181. See also ‘Race to the Botton’

Quick Reaction Demining Force (QRDF),
110

‘Race to the Bottom’, 27, 69, 118, 137, 139,
141, 142, 144, 180, 181. See also Quality of
Denining

Radar, 5, 8

Rats, 5

Razac, Olivier, 13

Reagan, Ronald, 22, 72

‘Reagan Doctrine’, 22, 72

Realism, 2, 36-39, 42, 47, 60, 185

Reconstruction, 6, 9, 11, 49, 50, 74, 85, 96,
97, 102, 104, 1006, 110, 124, 150, 152,
155, 166, 172, 183, 185. See also Post-
Conflict Reconstruction

Refugee Convention, 106

Rent-Secking, 43, 58, 170

Republika Srpska, 8, 100, 101, 102, 157,
167

Rice, Condoleezza, 38

Rimli, Lisa, 150

Robots, 5

RONCO Consulting Corporation, 29, 31,
73, 77, 79, 81, 85, 88, 90, 91, 97, 100-



INDEX 265

104, 108, 110, 111, 115, 120, 121, 124,
125, 136, 137, 148, 150, 153, 155, 156,
158,162,170

Roshan, 98, 151

Rowe, David, 119, 159

Royal Ordnance, 29

Rubin, Barnett 113

Rule of Law, 38, 49, 53, 59, 61, 139, 182,
183, 187. See also Lawlessness

Russell, Bertrand, 19

Russia, 13, 27, 28, 31, 37,43, 57, 71, 87,
185, 188. See also Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics

Ruruy, Kerei, 152

S3Ag, 118, 121

Saddam Hussein, 28, 161

Safety of Demining, 5, 6, 11, 49, 53, 61, 93,
106, 111, 117, 129, 130, 132, 135-138,
140-142, 144, 145, 157, 163, 169, 174,
175,177,180, 181

Sandinistas, 86

Sandline International, 45

Sarajevo, 5, 10, 64, 1006, 112, 123, 157, 158,
163, 164, 191

Sartre, Jean-Paul, 19

Saudi Arabia, 27

Secutity, 1-3, 6-9, 11, 14, 17, 20, 24, 26, 28-
60, 63, 66, 74, 81, 93, 98-101, 104, 105,
108, 112-116, 123, 139, 145-156, 161,
162,164, 167,171-175, 181, 184-187

Schmeidl, Susanne, 150

School of the Americas, 73

Shafer, D. Michael, 154

Securitization, 9, 63, 65, 83, 115, 185

Security, 3, 28, 35, 37, 51, 52, 54, 60, 93,
147,161, 184

Security Council, See UN Security Council

Security Dilemma’, 37

Sediq, Mohammed, 149, 168

September 11, See 9/11

Serbs, 100, 101, 102, 103, 157

Stabilization Force (SFOR), 102

SI/OKTOL, 102, 103, 150, 158

Sierra Leone, 28

Slovakia, 62

‘Smart Mines’, 66

Sociology, 86, 179

‘Soft Power’, 51, 59, 64, 186

Somalia, 27, 69, 73

South Africa, 25, 29, 43, 44, 64, 66, 159

South Korea, 66, 154

South Sudan, 109-111, 115, 149, 152, 160,
161, 166, 167. See also Sudan

South  Sudan Demining Commission
(SSDC), 160, 167

Soviet Union, See Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics

Special Forces, 73, 79, 99, 101, 156

Speed of Demining, 5, 49, 117, 121-125,
132, 136, 137, 141, 144, 145, 159, 174,
175. See also Productivity of Demining

Spider Networked Munitions System, 70

Sri Lanka, 54, 78, 83, 86

Standing Operating Procedures (SOPs),
131,136

State Department, See US Department of
State

Stewardship, See Principal-Steward Model’

Stigler, George, 44

Stockholm International Peace Research
Institute (SIPRI), 20

STOP Mines, 102

Store, Jonas Gahr, 61

Strategic Provincial Roads, 98

Strategic-Commercial Complexes, 6, 11,
32, 35, 306, 41-55, 59, 62, 78, 80, 87, 1106,
142, 145-147, 149, 151, 153, 154, 160-
163,171, 174,175,177

Subcontracting, 97, 98, 110, 158, 159

Sudan, 7-9, 11, 20, 35, 54, 75, 86, 89, 107-
119, 122-125, 128, 130, 132, 137, 140,
146, 148, 150-153, 159-161, 164-173,
178, 186, 193

Sudan Campaign
(SCBL), 107,171

to Ban Landmines



266 FOREIGN AID AND LANDMINE CLEARANCE

Sudan Integrated Mine Action Service
(SIMAS), 107

Sudan  Landmine  Information  and
Response Initiative (SLIRI), 108

Sudan Landmine Response (SLR), 151,
160, 169, 193

Sudan People’s Liberation Army (SPLA),
27, 86, 107-109, 111, 113, 114, 115, 148,
160, 164, 167, 169, 170, 171

Sudanese  Association for
Landmines, See JASMAR

Sudanese Red Crescent Society, 107

Suez Canal, 72

Sun Tzu, 37

Sweden, 20, 21, 68

Swiss Foundation for Mine Action (FSD),
23,109, 110, 119

Switzerland, 20, 108

Taliban, 57, 93, 98, 113, 162, 168, 186

Tamil Tigers, 86

Tanovic, Danis, 1

Combating

Task Complexity of Demining, 106, 117,
126-128, 141-144

Technocracy, 2, 49, 58, 82, 154, 160, 179,
180, 183

Tendering, 7, 9, 11, 29, 44, 56, 48-50, 65,
77, 78, 84, 89, 102, 103, 105, 109, 116-
119, 121, 123, 130-133, 142, 144, 149,
153, 177, 178, 181, 182. See also
Contracting

Terrorism, 20, 40, 42, 45, 51, 57, 63, 79, 93,
97,113, 162. See also War on Terror’

Thailand, 16, 22, 73, 90

The Development Initiative, 152

Triple Canopy, 45

Tromse Trauma Care Foundation, 83

Tuzla, 106

United Kingdon of Great Britain and
Nortthern Ireland (UK), 25, 45, 51, 151,
152

United Nations, 1, 5, 6, 8, 9, 16, 17, 20, 21,
23, 26, 29, 30, 32, 33, 35, 39, 52, 53, 54,
65, 67, 68, 69, 73, 74, 79, 83-86, 89-93,

96, 97, 99, 100, 105, 108-110, 113-118,

125, 140, 1406, 148, 151, 152, 159-161,

166, 168, 170, 174, 175, 178, 181, 185.

See also World Food Program; World Health

Onganization

UN Children’s Fund (UNICEF), 85,
163,178

UN Department of Peacekeeping
Operations, 23, 29, 33, 83, 96, 109,
115

UN Development Programme
(UNDP), 29, 83, 84, 109, 148, 152

UN Environment
(UNEP), 17

UN General Assembly, 20, 23, 52, 67

UN High Commissioner for Refugees
(UNHCR), 74, 110, 167, 169

UN Mine Action Center (UNMAC)
(Bosnia), 100, 1006, 125, 136, 157

UN Mine Action Center for
Afghanistan (UNMACA), 92, 96, 99,
100, 110, 129, 136, 139, 149, 152,
162,163, 168

UN Mine Action Office (UNMAO)
(Sudan), 108, 109, 110, 123, 140,
152,153, 160

UN Mine Action Service (UNMAS),
23, 29, 79, 96, 108, 109, 159, 178,
181

UN Mission in Sudan (UNMIS), 108,
109, 111

UN Office for Project Services
(UNOPS), 29, 96, 109, 160, 181

UN Office for the Coordination of
Humanitarian Affairs, (OCHA), 29,
83,92, 93, 96, 109

UN Office in
(UNOMOZ), 74

UN Security Council, 28, 51, 161

UN Transitional Administration in
Cambodia (UNTAC), 74

Unexploded Otdnance (UXO), 1, 3-6, 8-
19, 21, 23-25, 28, 29, 31, 32, 306, 41, 72,

Programme

Mozambique



INDEX 267

74, 87, 88, 91, 97, 100, 107, 108, 110,
118, 125, 174, 175, 178, 181, 186
Unilateralism, 67, 69-72, 107, 184, 185
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
(USSR), 4, 14, 16, 17, 21, 22, 24, 44, 67,
73, 90, 92, 97, 102, 168, 185. See also
Russia
UNIPAK Demining, 102, 137, 157, 159,
191
United Arab Emirates, 62
United States of America, 3-5, 7-9, 11, 13,
15-32, 37, 38, 42-45, 50, 51, 60-120, 124,
137, 139, 1406, 148, 150-153, 156, 158,
159, 161, 162, 164, 167, 170, 171, 175-
178, 181, 184-186
Civil War, 4,13
US Africa Command (AFRICOM), 115
[N Agency for International
Development (USAID), 9, 29, 44,
64, 73, 74, 76, 80, 81, 90, 96-98, 102,
109-111, 114, 115, 148, 150, 152,
153, 161. See also Patrick |. Leahy War
Viictims Fund
Cross-Border Humanitarian
Assistance Program for
Afghanistan, 90-92, 161
US Air Force, 16, 118, 137
US Army, 16, 31, 73, 80, 97, 124, 148,
152
US Commerce Department, 63
US Department of Agriculture, 80
US Department of Defense, 19, 24, 66,
69, 73-75, 79, 80, 87, 90
US Department of Education, 80
US Marine Corps, 16
US Department of State, 9, 63, 64, 69,
72, 73, 76-79, 81, 90, 97, 98, 102-
105, 109-113, 152, 153, 162, 164,
167,170
Office for Weapons Removal and
Abatement (WRA), 76-78, 81,
87,170

UXB International, 81, 97, 102, 118, 121,
137,152,156

van Zyl, Johannes ‘Sakkie’, 159

Victim Assistance, 1, 78, 80, 103, 107

Vientiane Peace Agreement, 17

Viet Cong, 15, 16, 159

Vietnam, 4, 15-20, 23, 42, 66, 67, 75, 79.
See also Indochina

Vietnam Veterans of America Foundation
(VVAF), 23, 67

“Village Deminers,” 16

Wackenhut Services Incorporated, 81

War Crimes, 19, 52, 103-105, 156, 157,
161, 164, 180

‘War on Terror’, 13, 28-30, 33, 45, 63, 65,
96, 114, 170, 179. See also Terrorism

War Victims Fund, See Patrick ]. Leahy War
Victims Fund

Wareham, Mary, 186

Warlordism, 40, 93, 97, 155, 161, 173

Weapons Removal and Abatement (WRA),
See ' US  Department of State Office for
Weapons Removal and Abatement

Weber, Max, 6, 42, 60, 87, 88, 173

Weizman, Eyal, 34, 35

Willoughby, Guy, 91, 125

Williams, Jody, 25, 28, 173

Women, See Gender, Women Deminers

Women Deminers, 167, 183

Wortld Bank, 50, 99, 102-105, 152, 150,
157,158,178

World Food Program (WEP), 108-110,
119, 160

World Health Organization (WHO), 17

Wortld Vision, 91

World War 1, 13, 14, 38

World War II, 4-6, 13-16, 18, 24, 28, 31,
32,37, 38, 40, 66

Yemen, 79

Yugoslavia, 20

Zaire, 22

Zambia, 154

Zimbabwe, 124, 152, 153, 159



	Cover_Foreign_aid.doc
	ForeignAid(book_sample).pdf
	Title Page
	Copyright
	Table of Contents
	Introduction
	Index


