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he Orawa Convention' was
signed by 122 countries in
Ottawa in December
1997. 1n September of
the following year,
Burkina Faso became
the 40% country to
ratify the agreement,
triggering entry into
force six moenths later.
Thus, in March 1999,
the Ouawa Convention
binding
international law.! Arricle 5 of

became under

the Convention states, “Each State

Parry undertakes to destroy or ensure the destruc-

tion of all anti-personnel mines in mined arcas

under its jurisdiction or conrrol, as soon as possi-
ble but not later than 10 years afrer the entry into
force of this Convention for chat State Party.”?
The year 2009 is when the earliest councrics
should, therefore, become “mine free.” However,
as the 2004 Nairobi Review Summit® got under
way, there was widespread doubt that this targer
would be reached —which, in essence. leaves the
international community with three options:

1. Increase resources in order to meet the target,
in accordance with Article 6 of the
Convention, which srates, “Bach Srate Party
in a position to do se shall provide assistance
for mine clearance and related activicies.”

2, Delay the target dare to something Jonger
than 10 years.

3, Abandon—or modify-—the rarget.

The aim of this paper is to investigate a possible

economic argument for sceking an alrernative

paradigim for Article 5 of the Ortawa Convention
and ro seek responses.

Assumptions
The economic argument for a modification

of Article 5 is based on a hypothertical minc

action programme (MAP) and relies on several
assumprions:

» The MAP is both vertically and horizontally
integrated (ie., is the single actor providing
the service in the country).

o The MAP is a burcaucracy.” See the box at the
right for a description of the attributes
of a bureaucracy from a political-economic
perspective. Most, if not all, of thesc attributes
could be applied to any MAP with lictle
CONLIOVErSY.

¢ Benefits and costs of clearance can be
quanrified.
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» MAP work plans are rational, with the most
important tasks addressed first. The most
important are those for which the benefit-cost
ratio is greatest.

The Application of the
Bureaucratic Mode! to a MAP
Accepting that a2 MAP is & bureaucracy, one
can draw a graph$ showing how benefits and costs
vary with the outpur of the MAP {see FIGURE 1).

FIGURE 1: Mine action fram a politival perspective.
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Note that the gap between benefit and cost
increases in Section 1, ie., before point A. This
increase is largely due to economies of scale; in a
demining context, large fixed costs can be amot-
tised over more and more cleared areas. This gap
increases until Point A, the optimal production
point, or the point at which the most “bangs per
buck” are being achieved. Graphically, it is fourd
where marginal benefit (MB) (the henefit from

clearing the latest picce of land) « marginal cost

TC=T8B

%

if a mine action agency is a bureau-
cracy, political economics suggests
that it will tend to maximize output to
the point where total costs =total
benefit, i.e., point B on the graph,
whereas the optimal level of output
would be point A, where marginal
costs = marginal benefit. Working at
anywhere in the range of 0-A would
be sub-optimal, and any work carried
out in the range A-B would be, in
effect, being cross-subsidised by the
work carried out up to point A.

B Quantity of output

A political-economic description of a bureaucracy

« Bureaus are non-profit organisations that are financed, at least in part,
from a periodic appropriation or grant.

Bureals specialise in providing goods-and services that some people
prefar In larger amiounts than would be supplied by their sale at a per-

unit rate.

Many goods and services supplied by bureaus are characterised by
aither high fixed costs of production or difficuities in coliecting tees.

A bureay offers a promised set of activities for a budget,

The relevant demand is that of the sponsoring organisations and not ot

the constituents,

There is usually a wide disparity in the relative information ayafjjable 10

tle sponsar and to the bureau,
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{MC} (the cost of clearing that same latest piece
of land). After Point A, the gap between benefits
and costs begins ro narrow again, uncil it reaches
Point B, the break-even point, where total benefic
(TB) = rotal cost (T'C). Political economics teils
us this is “what burcaus want” as it maximises the
budget of the organisation and more output is
always seen as being berter than less.7 8

The gap between benefit and cost is decreas-
ing between points A and B because (in a demi-
ning context) land cleared later by the MAPD is of
less value.? At the same time, marginal costs may
increase, perhaps because the distance from pop-
ulation centres or demining camps Increases, and
marginal land (e.g., rocky land or peat bogs) may
also be harder t process. At first glance, as long
as the MAP is operating at a point to the left of
point B, this situation may appear satisfactory.
Perhaps, however, between Points A and B, mar-
ginal cost exceeds marginal benefir. In other

words, the more beneficial tasks are, in effect,
cross-subsidising these less beneficial tasks. For
sites that lie to the right of Poinr A, alrernarive
mine action strategies, such as mine risk educa-
tion, fencing marking and even compensation
(perhaps in the form of resettlement or alternarive
income generation schemes) may be more appro-
priate than accual clearance.

Implications for
General Application

The exact shape of the graph will vary from
country to councry. The benefit curve will be
fixed by the overall economy (i.c., by factors such
as land values). Mine action intervention will not,
therefore, directly affect the benefit curve,
although survey processes could help collecr the
data necessary to determine the potential benefit.
The cost curve is likely to be sensitive to changes
in mine clearance processes, cither through

A possible definition of “impact free”

“Impact free” could be defined as being the
point where there is no economic demand for
the land left uncleared, and where all reason-
able and practicable steps have alsoc been

taken to prevent casualties in the areas that |

remain contaminated.

FIGURE 2: The possible implications of Article 5 of the Ottawa Convention.
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At any point to the right of
Point B, the costs of clear-
ance outweigh the benefits.
Point C represents full clear-
ance, in compliance with
Article 5 of the Ottawa
Treaty—a point that could
be very inefficient if it
includes clearing mines on
remote mountaintops or at
the bottom of inaccessible
swamps, which may provide
little or no extra benefits but
incur even higher costs.

s

B Quantity of output C

improvements in management or through the
introduction of more productive equipment that
makes a positive contribution to overall cost-
effectiveness.

Implications for Consideration
of the Ottawa Convention

As stated above, cconomic theory suggests that
a MAP should be designed to include only tasks
that lie at or 10 the left of Poinc A in the clearance
plan. This is cleatly nor compatible with the
requirements of Article 5 of the Ottawa
Convention. Indeed, the situation may even be
more extrente. It is entirely possible to imagine a
situation {see FIGURE 2) in which clearance tasks
provide zero marginal benefit, but where margin-
al costs continue to increase—in the mine clear-
ance community, this is semetimes referred to as
the “mine on the mountaintop.” Furthermore, in
a situation of scarce resaurces, this situation may
represent a point at which mine action funds
could be better applied in a district, province or
even a different country in order to achieve a
greater net gain in welfare,

Possible Recommendations
If this model {and its assumptions} is true,

perhaps the international community should do

the following:

» Recognise thar “mines on meuntaintops”
should not necessarily be cleared.

= Encourage use of other mine action interven-
tions that may be appropriate to remove or
reduce impacr where mine clearance is not
cost-effective, in order to achieve an “impact-
free” state, though work needs to be dene on
agreeing what “impact free” actually means
(see box at left for a possible definition).

* The potential for improvements in efficiency
over time should be recognised. Plans may not
necessarily be set in stone forever, as new tech-
nology or changes in organisational manage-
ment or procedures could change the casts
and thus the optimum fevel of output.

*  Madify Article 5 of the Ottawa Convention
accordingly.

Finally, it must be reiterated that this paper s
part of a research project that is intended to estab-
lish objective mechanisms for the planning of
mine action actvities. Objective comments,
especially on the validity of assumptions, are
welcome. #

See “References and Endnotes™ on page 105

Contact Information

Robert Keeley

Imperial College London

E-mail: rebert.keeley@imperial.ac.uk

journal of mine action | 9.1 augusc 2005 | focus |41






