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“Ton K emla is o nly 15, bu t his fate is settled: H e will neve r have child ren of his o wn. W hile

tilling the family rice paddy behind a water buffalo [in May 1996], his plow hit a long-hidden

cluste r bom blet th at exp lode d and  rippe d apa rt his ge nitals .”

- Account of Laotian cluster bomblet accident in 19961

“It looked like the ball boys an d girls toss to each other during Hm ong New  Year festivities.

[Six-year-old] Sia Ya threw it to her [4-year-old] brother. He couldn’t catch it and it landed

behind him, exploding and killing him instantly. Sia Ya died after two agonizing days and

nights  in the  provi ncial  hosp ital.”

- Account of Laotian cluster bomblet accident in 19932

“19 M arch 1991. Th e first civilian cluster bomb victim  died today. It was a child. Th ese

insidious bombs were sprinkled all over the desert. Despite numerous warnings to the contrary,

people could not leave them alone. They seem ed to be drawn to them, almo st mystically.

“The devastation they caused on explosion was unbelievable. Shrapnel flew everywhere. Limbs

were seve red by the f orce of de tonation. M assive abd omin al bleeding a nd pulm onary pres sure

wou nds o ccurr ed.”

- MA SH un it accoun t of Gulf W ar cluster bom b victims 3

“Toy-size bom bs designed to kill tanks and  soldiers appear as wh ite lawn darts, green baseballs,

orange-striped  soda can s—an d have p roved de adly to child ren.... ‘When  you see a 5 -year-old

boy come to the hospital without any limbs,’ asked Kuwait City surgeon Dr. Mohammad

Khaled, ‘how can you forget the sight?’”

- “Ft. Worth Star Telegram,” January 12, 19924

“Satu ration  of un explo ded s ubm unitio ns ha s bec om e a ch aracte ristic o f the m oder n bat tlefiel d.”

- U.S. Military P rocedure s Repo rt5
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Introduction

The growing m ovem ent to  ban anti-personnel landmines is a tribute to the courage and persistence of the hundreds

of thousands around our world who suffer daily from the tragedy of landmines. While the world pauses to celebrate,

then implem ent the pro visions of th e Ottawa  Treaty, we jo in in urging all na tions to fully  support th is remarka ble

effort. When  international policies begin to reflect the asp irations for peace and h ealing amon g those who suffer m ost

from war, it is truly a sign of hope.

This  study con tinues the e fforts of M ennon ite Central C omm ittee and oth ers6 to draw attention to the human suffering

caused by cluster weapo ns, “close relatives” of landmines. Cluster weapons, like landmines, continue to kill long after

a conflict is over, because m any fail to fu nction as d esigned. C ivilian adults an d children  are amo ng the prim ary

victims. Cluster w eapon s inhibit  agricultural production, impede the return of refugees and displaced persons to their

homes, sap families’ economic prospects by transforming breadwinners into disabled dependents, and overburden

already deficient pub lic health networks.

Meant to be illustrative rather than exhaustive, we seek here to demonstrate the immediate and lasting humanitarian

dam age done by even the “careful” use of cluster weapons and to advocate f or the day w hen these  weapo ns are

banned. As in the case of landmines, we urge the international community to take a “victim-centered” approac h to

the regulation of cluster weap ons.

This stud y conside rs both the legacy of cluster munitions’ use over the past 30  years, as well as te chnolo gy now in

production. The actu al use and  long-term  impact of cluster munitions receives most focused attention in the cases

of Laos and Iraq/Kuwait. Ongoing use of these munitions around the globe is also surveyed.

Ten years ago, a ban on anti-personnel landmines would have been unthinkable. The public awareness and political

will needed to enact a ban were simply not strong enough. Thankfully, through the tireless efforts and vision of

landmine survivors, NGO staff and government officials, the unthinkable has become the possible.

The many people around our world who have suffered injury from cluster munitions will not understand the careful

legal and technical distinctions between landmines and cluster munitions. They await our action to o nce again tu rn

the unthin kable into th e possible. W e hope th is brief study w ill contribute to  that effort.

I. What Are Cluster Weapons?

A cluster weapon is a munitions container which breaks open in mid-air and disperses smaller munitions or

submu nitions. These munitions are usually designed to explod e on im pact, just befo re impact or a short time after

impac t. Cluster weapo ns are carried by a variety of delivery system s, including bombs dropped from aircraft, rocket

launchers and a rtillery projectiles.7

Cluster weapon delivery systems often carry hundreds of submunitions, saturating an area with flying shards of steel.

These  submunitions are small, often the size of a baseball o r small law n dart. Dep ending o n the delive ry system, the

submunitions from one munitions container may cover an area the size of several football fields, or be dispersed over

an even wid er area up to 100 a cres.8

Cluster weapons and landmines are different in design and intended  function . Both w eapon s can be d elivered by a ir,

but only land mines a re intended  to rest in the soil indefinitely and blow up when disturbed. As noted above, cluster

weapons are designed to explod e close to the  time of im pact, so that th eir effect is felt du ring the time  of military

engagem ent.

The submunitions in cluster weapons generally have a higher explosive c harge than anti-personnel lan dmines. Th is,

coupled with the fragmentation pattern of the heavy ou ter shell, results in more upper-body injuries and deaths when

compared to landmines. Understandably, these submunitions also have a longer lethal range than most anti-personnel

landmine s.
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Despite  these differences in technology and design, cluster weapons are very similar to landmines in their actual

effect.  The failure rate for clu ster mun itions has be en placed  betwee n 5%  and 30 %, insurin g that any use of these

weapons will result in the reckless and unregulated creation of minefields.  The  fact th at the se we apon s have  “faile d,”

does not mean that they are harmless. Th ey may exp lode with the slightest  touch, when picked up by a child, or when

stepped on or kicked by an unsuspecting passerby. Bomb disposal experts in Laos have noted repeatedly that cluster

mun itions beco me less sta ble and th erefore m ore dange rous with e ach passin g year.

Given the quantity of submunitions involved in most cluster weapons, even a low dud rate ca n result in large am ounts

of unexploded  ordnance (U XO) after a battle is over. According to the U.S. Office of Munitions, some 30 million

submunitions were drop ped ove r Iraq and K uwait du ring the Gu lf War. 9 An op timistically low  dud rate  of 5%  would

still leave 1.5 m illion unex ploded  subm unitions strew n across the se two co untries after the war, all of them

dangerous.

A Government Accounting Office report on Operation Desert Storm 10 states that at the time of the Gulf War, over

half  of  the Army’s MLRS (multiple-la unch ro cket system ) cluster weap on lots  exceede d the 5%  dud rate go al, with

some reaching a high of 23% duds. These figures are based on lot acceptance tests. Dud rates on the battlefield w ere

likely even h igher.

The cluster submunitions which fail to explod e may re st on top o f the soil in clea r view. In m any cases, th eir very

size and shape make them almost mystically attractive not only to  children an d civilians bu t also to souv enir-hungry

soldiers, even when warnings and orders have been issued to leave them untouched. In some cases, markers or

streamers  attached to submunitions to warn people away actually attract the unsuspecting child or farmer to  pick them

up.

Submunitions may also  hide them selves if they lan d in weeds, soft soil, sand or a body of w ater. Alternately, those

on top of the ground may becom e buried over time when they are covered by vegetation or soil erosion. In this way,

they become “hidden  killers” blending into their surroundings like landm ines. One o f the mo re “typical”  cluster bomb

acciden ts in Laos occurs in the fields and gardens, when Lao villagers use hoes and diggers to prepare the soil for

planting. The hidden submunitions have in effect created a minefield.

Military  experts  recognize that unexploded cluster bombs transform themselves into landmines. A South African

a rmy officer at the C ertain Co nvention al W eapons conference in Vienna in October 1995 completed the sentence

of a nongovernmental representative in revealing fashion. The NGO representative was speaking about unexploded

“bom bies” in Laos. “When they don’t explode on co ntact ,” bega n the  NG O rep resen tative , “...they  beco me  min es,”

finished th e officer.

A U.S. military  service procedures report on unexploded ordnan ce corrob orates the S.A . officer’s statem ent, noting:

“Althou gh UXO  is not  a mine, UXO hazards pose problems similar to mines concerning both personnel safety and

the mo vem ent an d m aneu ver of  force s on th e batt lefield .”11 Reports from the Gulf War underscore this claim. For

example, “Wh en US M arine Co rps forces attem pted a nigh t assault against Iraq i-occupie d Kuw ait International

Airport,  they reportedly were held up, not by fierce resistance, but by unexploded co alition cluster-bomb

subm unitio ns an d m ines.” 12

The similarity of cluster weapons to landmines is also apparent in their violation of international humanitarian law.

Cluster weapo ns are, by their  very nature, indiscriminate. Their basic form of delivery, which discharges hundreds

of bomblets over large areas prevents individual targeting of each bomblet. It is impossible to know the precise

“footprin t” made  by the sub mun itions in each  cluster wea pon attac k. During the Gulf war, “locations of UXO

footprints  [areas of possible UXO concentration] were not tracked, and never passe d to m obilit y plan ners.” 13

According to the U.S. m ilitary service proce dures repo rt cited abov e, “Curren tly no system  exists to accurately track

unex plod ed su bm unitio ns to f acilita te surf ace m ovem ent an d m aneu ver.” 14

The indiscrim inate nature  of cluster w eapon s is not only p resent in their m ethod o f delivery  but, like landm ines, in

their continued threat over time. The year 1998 marks the 25th anniversary of the end of the U.S. air war over Laos.

During these 25 years of relative peace, a high percentage of injuries and deaths have occurred among children not
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yet born at the end of the war. Weapons which lurk in the soil, waiting for the unborn to live so that they may be

killed, are indiscriminate in the extreme.

In summary, while cluster weapons are different in design from lan dmines,  experienc e dem onstrates tha t their effects

are nearly identical. Cluster weapons kill and maim civilian populations, and continue to do so long after hostilities

cease. The rationale which led the intern ational com mun ity to stand with the survivors of landmine injuries and enact

a ban on an ti-personnel landm ines, also applies to cluster weapo ns.

II. Where Have Cluster Weapons Been Used?

Cluster w eapon s have m ade their m ost publiciz ed ma rk on two  war zon es: Laos an d Iraq/Ku wait.

A. The Example of Laos

Unti l a year ago, Kham M eung spent his days like many boys in rural Xieng Khouang Province [Laos]:

planting rice seedlings, herding water buffalo, romping with friends. Then early one morning last November

[1996], the 8-year-old’s life changed forever. Kham Meung and two friends were digging for crabs when

one boy struck something hard. As the boy turned to call the others, a buried cluster bomblet exploded,

killing him. Shrapnel flew in Kham Meung’s eyes. The third boy was only slightly wounded.15

Rough  surveys of villages by humanitarian groups estimate that more than 10,000 people have been killed

or injured b y bom bs since the  end of th e war.16

With a failure rate of 30 percent, an estim ated 4 million B LU-26s [cluster bo mblets]  are still lying in rice

fields, roadsides and village ground s.17

During the air war carried out between 19 64 and 19 73, the U.S. executed o ver 580,000 b ombing m issions over Laos.

Some 2.3 million tons of bomb s, a large percentage of them c luster bombs, w ere dropped, m aking Laos the m ost

heavily  bom bed cou ntry in the world. On average, a plane load of bombs was dropped every eight minutes, around

the clock, for nine years. 18

In Xieng Khouang province, where young Kham Meung lost his sight and a  friend to a “b omb ie” blast, an ave rage

of two tons of bombs per person living at the time was dropped.19 According to one Lao official, clearing the ordnance

will take 100 years as compared to a mere nine years of warfare.

The conseq uences o f this ongoing disaster go beyond obvious physical pain and suffering. An already burdened

medical system is u nable to c ope with  victims of  bom bie blasts. Large areas o f land can  only  be tilled at great risk,

at a time when populations are returning to pre-war levels. Efforts to reclaim land result in injuries and death—the

greatest num ber of injurie s occurs in F ebruary, wh en the field  stubble is bu rned aw ay to prepa re the soil for pla nting.

Rehabilitation, if it is even available, is often beyo nd the financial reach  of poor fam ilies.

B. The Example of the Gulf War

Hundreds of civilians were also killed by these [cluster-type] bomblets. With the inordinate number of

bomblets dropped in Iraq, thousands will become victims in fu ture years. “Since  the end o f the war, m ore

than 2,000 Kuwaitis have  been injured from bombs and munitions, and most of these casualties have been

child ren.” 20

The use of millions of submunitions in the Gulf War created a giant minefield in Iraq and Ku wait.21 In 1994,

unexploded U.S. bomblets in Iraq killed a brother (age 13) and sister (age 1 1).22 In 1993, a similar incident killed an

Iraqi boy (age 8) and seriously injured his sister as they were playing at a family picnic.23 Baghdad reported that as

of August 1991, 440 injuries and 168 d eaths befell Iraqi civilians as a result of unexploded bomblets that the United

States dropped.24
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Former U.S. Attorne y Gene ral Ram sey Clark  decried the  use of clus ter mun itions by the  U.S. Arm y in the Gu lf War,

including the alleged use of cluster m unitions banne d under internationa l conventions. 25 Unexp loded b omb lets were

responsib le for the dea th of nearly 1 0% o f the U.S. fatalities in  the Gulf W ar.26 U.S. soldiers estimated that the dud

rate for cluster bombs used in the Gulf War was between 10% and 20% , well above the “acceptable” level of 3-5%.

The GA O had repo rted for over ten years abou t quality control problem s in the manu facture of subm unitions.27

The line between “mines” and “cluster bom bs” beca me im possibly b lurred in Iraq. T he U.S. A ir Force used  both

conventional cluster weapons and the “gator” mine, a mix of anti-tank mines and “anti-handling devices” (i.e. anti-

personnel mines). President Clinton recently claimed, in justifying his decision not to join the Ottawa process, that

these devic es po sed n o thre at to ci vilian s as the y wer e “self -deac tivatin g.” Contrary to such claims, hundreds of Iraqi

civilians have  been killed  or injured b y those de vices wh ich never go t around to  self-deactivatin g.28

Iraq continues to clear un exploded ord nance from  throughout its territory, including cluster bom bs.29 The Iraqi News

Agency claimed on August 30, 1997, that a peasant was killed while working in his field by the explosion of ordnance

from th e Gulf W ar.30

C. Other R egions of Cluste r Bomb  Use

Afghanistan. Not only has Afghanistan been visited with the scourge of anti-personnel landmines, but cluster bombs

have also been  used extensively in the on going conflicts.

During the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan, the Soviet Arm y used cluster mu nitions against civilians.31 In 1995,

the Afghan i Govern men t claimed  that Russia n forces bo mbe d the city  of Taloquan and surrounding areas with cluster

bomb s. The A fghani G overnm ent dispu ted Rus sian claim s that these b omb ings occurred on the Russian side of the

border and that those bombed were guerrillas based in Afghanistan fighting for the independence of the Tajikistan

region of Russia.32

In 1997, the ongo ing battles between the T aliban and their opp onents have also  involved the use of cluster bom bs.33

Angola. There h ave been  reports of clu ster bombs as unexploded ordnance in Angola, including the account of a

young girl who was maimed after a shiny object she was playing with exploded.34

Azerbaijan. Azerbaijani forces repo rtedly used cluster bom bs as a tool of ethnic cleansing against both Nagorny

Karabakh defense forces in 199435 and civilians in 1993.36

Former Yugoslavian Republics. Cluster bombs have been used throughout the conflict in the Former Yugoslavia.

Different examples include:

Livno. Bosnian Serbs use Orkan Rockets to carry out a cluster bomb attack against the town of Livno.37

Bihac. Bosnian Serbs shell the proclaimed UN safe area of Bihac with sub mun itions; NA TO retaliate s for this

action.38

Banja  Luka. Bosnia Serbs claim that NAT O strikes inclu de the use  of cluster m unitions. T hey claim  that civilian

targets were hit. 39

Zivinice. Bosnia Serbs shell a Bosnian refugee camp south of Tuzla with cluster bombs and kill seven in the

attack.40

On May 2-3,  1995,  the Serbs in the Krajina region shelled civil ian targets in Zagreb, Croatia, in retaliation for

Croatia’s effort  to regain territory in the Krajina. Orkan M-87 multiple rocket launchers delivered cluster munitions

which reportedly killed five and wounded 130.41

Milan  Martic, the leader of the  Krajina Se rbs, was ind icted in  July 1995 by the War Crimes Tribunal of the Former

Yugosla via for ordering the attack.42 Little has been actually done to bring Martic to trial, due to the hesitance of

NATO  to take Serb leaders into custody.43
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The War Crimes Tribunal indicted Martic because  the Orkan cluster bombs worked as intended: They exploded on

impac t, murdering civilians. Could he have been indicted as well for those bomblets which failed to explode on

impact and for which he co uld be held accountable know ing they would later explode indiscriminately?

According to press reports, NATO warplanes did not use cluster bo mbs a gainst Serb gu n and m ortar position s in

bom bings in 1995 . Cluster bom bs wou ld normally be used against such positions. This was seen as “un acce ptab le...

as ab out o ne in  ten o f the b om blets f ails to g o off  creatin g a lon g-term  haza rd for c ivilian s.”44

Chechnya. Both the Russian Army and the Chechen forces have allegedly used cluster munitions. The Russians killed

30 civilians in a cluster bomb bombardm ent of the Chechen capital in 199445 and 10  in a similar attack in 1996.46 Both

the Russians47 and the Chechens48 accused the other side of using cluster bombs banned under international

conventions.

Colombia. The explosion  of a cluster bom b in a crowde d area killed 30 in M edellin. The bom b was se t off in

retaliation for the arrest of an alleged drug kingpin.49

Ethiopia. In its efforts to  suppress the Eritrean independence movement in the early 1990s, the Mengistu government

then in power in Eth iopia repeatedly used  cluster bomb s against civilians.50 For example, an aerial attack spared the

facilities of a nearby port to concentrate its attack on civilians, killing 50.51

Georgia. In Decemb er 1992 , Abkhaz ian fighters acc used G eorgian forc es of using c luster bom bs in the fightin g within

Georgia.52

Leban on. In the late 1970s, Israel used cluster bombs against civilian targets in Lebanon, prompting Jimmy Carter

to threaten a cut-off of U .S. arms sales.53 Accord ing to one m ilitary observer,

The Israe l is  used  U.S. [cluster bombs] in large numbers during their first invasion of Lebanon in a rather

indiscrim inate way. Th ey were sc attered by d ispensers  and lay in fie lds, bushes a nd und ergrowth. It  took UN

bom b-disposal teams a considerable time to find and destroy them. They looked like tennis balls and

children tended to  pick them  up, suffering u gly injuries wh en the bo mbs w ent off in th eir faces. Farm ers

ploughing and animals also suffered badly.54

Nicaragua. In 1987, the Nicaraguan governmen t allegedly used cluster bom bs against rebel forces. The government

dropped 5 00-pound  cluster bomb s from Soviet plan es.55

Sierra Leone. In M ay 19 97, a  military  coup in Sierra Leone toppled the civilian-led government of president Ahmad

Tejan Kabba h. Unde r the aegis  of the Economic Comm unity of West Africa (ECOW AS), Nigerian forces attempted

to force out the military junta. In October 1997, N igerian groun d troops rep ortedly laid p lastic landm ines, while

Nigerian pilots were accused of dropping cluster bombs on civilian targets in Freetown.56

Turkey. Turkey has used cluster bom bs against K urdish villages; th is factor playe d a large role  in Turkey ’s failure to

obtain  cluster munitions from  the United States. 57 In 1994 , the Turkis h Government apologized to Iran for the

accidental bombing of Iranian civilians with cluster bombs in an attempt to bomb Kurdish rebels in Iraq.58 Kurdish

rebels accused the Turkish army of continuing to use cluster bombs in northern Iraq in late 1997.59

III. Why Are Military Establishments Opposed to Including Cluster Munitions in the
Landmine Ban?

Opposition by the U.S. Pentagon to the Anti-Personnel Landmines Treaty and domestic U.S. legislation stems in part

to definitions of landmines which potentially include a variety of cluster mun itions. Penta gon briefers w ere

“horrified” in July 19 97 to disco ver that drop ping the w ord “prim arily” from  a definition  of landm ines wou ld result

in the banning of a  numb er of other systems. 60
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Why is that one word, “primarily,” of so much concern? Proposed U.S. legislation to ban anti-personnel landmines

by the year 2000, suggests a definition of landmines as those munitions “designed, constructed, or adapted to be

detonated or exploded by the presence, proximity or contact of a person and that will incapacitate, injure or kill one

or m ore p erson s.”61 The A nti-Person nel Land mines T reaty adop ts a similar de finition in this re spect.62

The Pentagon planners would insert the word “primarily” at the beginnin g of the def inition, ma king it read that a

landmine is a munition that is “primarily designed, constructed, or adapted to be detonated or exploded by the

presence, proximity or cont act of  a pers on....”  Their fear is that by not including the word “primarily,” munitions that

incidentally operate in the same way, i.e. cluster munitions, might be covered by a landmine ban.

The cluster mu nitions experience of Laos was front and center in the minds of the briefers in July 1997 as they

commented on a definition which did not include the “primarily designed” language:

Ninety-five percent of that problem [in Laos] is unexploded ordnance dropped there during the ‘60s and

‘70s. These  were old cluster bomb type units. And under some circumstances, if you took the existing land

mine ban definition, without that primarily in there it cou ld be, in fact, stretch ed to inclu de this high

unexploded ordnance rate.

That could kn ock out a  num ber of system s that we rea lly do need—some of our runway and island munitions

and that sort of thing, and that’s what we’re concerned about. We want to be sure th at if we’re talking about

a land min e ban we’re talking ab out land m ines.63

Essenti ally, in the eyes of military planners, so long as there is no primary intention for a munition to turn into a

“landmine,” when it does turn into a landmine, it is not one.

Whe re does such an argument lead when there is foreknowledge of likely injury to civilians? Munitions

m anufactu rers build dud rates into computer models designed to determine kill rates of cluster bombs in various

situations.64 Such program s relate not to “ old cluster b omb  type units” f rom 3 0 years ago, b ut for wea pons no w in

use. If the known design of a weapon  system include s dud rates, is that not an acknowledgment that de facto mine

fields will be created?

Submunitions are increasingly “high-tech” and favored by modern militaries. Among the reasons militaries have been

increasingly  drawn to  greater restrictions on landmines may well be because they are so “low-tech.” Banning the

man ufacture  and sale o f low-tech  and che ap landm ines, which  often fall into  the hand s of insurgen ts willing to  use

them indiscriminately against soldier and civilian alike, becom es attractive to h igh-tech arm ies. Insurgents are  less

likely to get their hands on not only submunitions themselves but also the technolo gy neede d to deliver th em to ta rget.

New generation “ Com bined E ffects M unitions”  (CEM s) by design d estroy and  kill in a variety of ways that make

them more d ifficult to restrict than  anti-person nel landm ines. A typical CEM , can do three things by design and a

fourth  “unintentionally”: (1) kill soldiers and civilians with anti-personnel shrapnel; (2) destroy tanks with anti-armor

materials  which burn through up to 18" of steel; and (3) ignite buildings with incendia ry materials. Finally, they can

(4) fail to go off o n imp act, in effect tran sformin g them in to landm ines. Current efforts to ban landmines focus

exclusively on their anti-personnel nature.

The U.S. military a lso sees in  new cluster technology a way to adapt to war fighting in the post cold war era. The B1-

B nuclear bo mbe r, once con sidered a ca sualty of the  end of th e cold war, lives on as a rehabilitated conventional

bom ber. So unreliable that it was the on ly majo r air weapo ns system  not to be u nleashed  in the Gu lf War, the B 1-B

has found n ew me aning as the deliverer of a new  generation of cluster m unitions.

The first test of the new bomber’s cluster bomb capability occurred on May 28, 1997, at Eglin Air Force Base.65 By

September, enough refits were to have been completed to equip the B1-B fleet with ten 1,000-pound conventional

cluster bomb s.66
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While  the mu ltibillion dollar B 1-B has n ever been  used in  a com bat situation , two of the  aircraft were rec ently

deployed by  the U.S. Air Force to B ahrain, equipped  with cluster bom bs.67

The U.S . is by no means the only military to rely increasingly on air-delivered submunitions. This technology is

finding its way into a  growing nu mbe r of military arse nals around the globe. For a partial listing of submunitions and

the countries which have them, see Appendix 2.

Military  establishment will oppose restrictions on cluster munitions because they are integral to future war fighting

strategies and weapons systems. For example, cluster munitions with anti-personnel applications make up important

elements of the so-called “Joint Stand Off Weapons” (JSOW) being developed for air forces around the world.68

IV. Conclusion

W e can take n o com fort in the kn owledge  that cluster m unitions are  not designed to kill and m aim ind iscrimina tely

long after a conflict has ceased. We know from experience that cluster weapons are difficult to target with precision,

that their “footprints” may cover large areas of land, and that even low dud rates will result in large amounts of

unexploded ordnance. These results are not isolated, but can be predicted with certainty any time that cluster weapons

are used. On these things military planners and those living in countries torn by war agree.

The Campaign to Ban  Landmines gave  the world a remarkable gift when it demonstrated that weapons systems can

be evaluated and regulated, based on the perspective of those who suffer from their use after hostilities cease.

Landmine survivors  and commun ities seeking agricultural and economic development in the presence of minefields

have taugh t us that the co st in life, security and  well-being is to o great.

Cluster weapons, whose effects on individuals and communities are very similar to landmines, m ust be evaluated

from the same perspective. There is a growing and consistent body of evidence which demonstrates the need for

strong, clear action to remove  these weapo ns from m ilitary arsenals.
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Appendix 1
Cluster Weapons69 in the U.S. Federal Budget 1997-2001

Procurement/RDT &E

(in millions of $)

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

1. MLR S Rock ets70 $41 .4 $19 .2 $3.3 $9.5

2. MLRS Launcher Systems $10 3.7 $12 3.7 $12 0.1 $14 6.6 $22 2.2

3. MLRS modification $6.4 $0.6 $2.2 $6.7 $16 .7

4. MLRS RDT & E $64 .3

5. A T AC M S71 $16 0.8 $89 .8 $87 .8 $95 .6 $90 .8

6. ATACMS/BAT72 $48 .9 $76 .8 $91 .8

7. BAT $10 0.1 $14 9.3 $13 6.4

8. BAT RDT & E $18 0.4 $22 5.2 $12 8.5 $12 8.0 $11 2.1

9. XM915 105 MM DPICM73 $14 .2 $9.6

10. M898 SADARM 155 MM DPICM74 $93 .7 $65 .3 $31 .5 $54 .5 $$6 3.6

11. SADARM RDT & E $10 .1 $10 .4 $31 .7 $19 .3 $9.8

12. Wide Area Munitions75 $14 .7 $9.6 $10 .4 $23 .3

13. Sensor Fuzed Weapon76 (CBU  97/B) $15 2.0 $14 8.6 $12 5.1 $61 .3 $10 1.5

14. CBU 97/B RDT & E $15 .8 $7.5 $11 .8

15. Wind Corrected Munitions Dispenser

(WCMD)77

$56 .0 $11 .8 $13 .8 $48 .9 $99 .2

16. Joint Standoff Weapon78 $78 .2 $82 .6 $16 9.0 $23 4.9 $27 7.5

17. JSOW RDT & E $10 9.8 $95 .5 $62 .0 $40 .9 $22 .8
TOTALS $1,071 .0 $912.8 $937.8 $1,088 .3 $1,277 .2

TOTAL for 1997-2001: $5.29 billion = $5,287,100

Source: Procurement Programs (P-1), Department of Defense Budget for Fiscal Years 2000/2001

RDT & E (Research, Design, Test and Evaluation) Programs (R-1), Department of Defense Budget for Fiscal

Years 2000-2001

Summary by Titus Peachey
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Appendix 2
Submunitions in U.S. and Foreign Stockpiles

from “U XO: M ultiservice Pro cedures fo r Operation s in an Un explode d Ordn ance En vironm ent”

Air Land Sea Application Center, July 1996

Foreign Submunitions

The following tables show typical foreign air and surface launched submunition ordnance. It is not intended to be

all inclusive but for information only.

Foreign Air Dispensed Submunitions (“UXO” Table E-1)

Country System Submunition Type

Submunition

Quantity

Russia 500kg AT 15

Russia 500kg APERS 108

Russia 500kg AT 268

Russia 500kg FAI 2

Russia 500kg CP* 12

China 500kg FAE 3

Poland 500kg APERS 265

* Concrete piercing or cratering

Source: Foreign Science & Technology Center Briefing at HQ TRADO C on 21 Apr 93
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Foreign Surface Launched Submunitions (“UXO” Table E-2)

Country Delivery System

Submunition

Quantity Submunition Type

Brazil Rocket 180mm 20 DPICM

Brazil Rocket 300mm 64 DPICM

Bulgaria Artillery 122mm 15 DPICM

China Mortar 120mm 18 DPICM

China Artillery 122mm 30 DPICM

China Artillery 130mm 35 DPICM

China Artillery 152mm 63 DPICM

China Artillery 155mm 63 DPICM

China Artillery 203mm 100 DPICM

China Rocket 122mm 39 DPICM

China Rocket 273mm 320 DPICM

CIS Artillery 152mm 42 DPICM

CIS Rocket 220mm 30 APERS/AM

CIS Rocket 300mm 72 APERS/AM

CIS Rocket FRO G-7 42 APERS/AM

Egypt Rocket 122mm 98 DPICM

France Artillery 155mm 63 DPICM

Germany Artillery 155mm 63 DPICM

Germany Artillery 155mm 49 DPICM

Greece Artillery 105mm 24 DPICM

Greece Mortar 4.2 in 20 DPICM

Greece Artillery 155mm 49 DPICM

Israel Artillery 105mm 15 DPICM

Israel Mortar 120mm 24 DPICM

Israel Artillery 155mm 63 DPICM

Israel Artillery 175mm 81 DPICM

Israel Artillery 203mm 120 DPICM

Israel Rocket 160mm 104 DPICM

Italy Rocket 122mm 77 DPICM

Pakistan Artillery 155mm 88 DPICM

Slovakia Artillery 152mm 42 DPICM

Slovakia Rocket 122mm 63 DPICM

S. Africa Artillery 155mm 56 DPICM

S. Korea Artillery 105mm 20 DPICM

S. Korea Artillery 105mm 18 APERS

Spain Mortar 120mm 15 DPICM

Spain Mortar 120mm 21 DPICM

Yugosla via Artillery 152mm 63 DPICM

Yugosla via Rocket 128mm 40 DPICM

Yugosla via Rocket 262mm 288 DPICM

Source: Foreign Science and Technology Center Briefing at HQ TRADO C on 21 Apr 93
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Subm unitions in  Army  Stockp ile

These  tables list the submunition ordnance currently in  the U.S. Army stockpile. With the exception of the M80

submu nition, the current generation of these  submu nitions do not ha ve self-destruct fuses.

U.S. Army Submunition Ordnance  (“UXO” Table D-1)

System Projec tile Submunition Type

Submunition

Quantity

155mm M449 ICM M43A1 60

M449A1 ICM M43A1 60

M864 DPICM M42/M46 72

M483A1 DPICM M42/M46 64/24

8 inch M404 ICM M43 104

M509A1 DPICM M42/M46 180

105mm M444 ICM M39 18

M915/M916 DPICM M80* 42

MLRS M26 M77 644

M26A1 M77 518

A T AC M S M74 1000

HYDRA 70 M261 MPSM M73 9

* Self-destruct fuse

Source: U.S. Army Materiel Systems Analysis Agency
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U.S. Air Dispensed Submunitions (“UXO” Table C-1)

Weapon Submunition Submunition

CBU -7/A BLU-18 1200

CBU -12/A BLU -17/B 213

CBU -24/B BLU -26/B 670

CBU -25/A BLU -24/B 132

CBU -29/B BLU -36/B 670

CBU -46/A BLU -66/B 444

CBU -49/B BLU -59/B 670

CBU -52/B BLU -61A/B 217

CBU -55/B BLU -73/B 3

CBU -58/B BLU -63/B 650

CBU -59/B BLU -77/B 717

CBU -60/A BLU -24/B 264

CBU -63/B M40 2025

CBU -70/B BLU -85/B 79

CBU -71/B BLU -86/B 650

CBU -72/B BLU -73A/B 3

CBU -75/B BLU -63/B 1800

CBU -75A/B BLU-63&86 1420 & 355

CBU -76/B BLU -61A/B 290

CBU -77/B BLU -63/B 790

CBU -78/B BLU -91/B& 92/B 45 & 15

CBU -81/A BLU -49A/B 45

CBU -87/B BLU -97/B 202

CBU -89/B BLU -91/B 92

CBU -89/B BLU -92/B 92

CBU-97 BLU -108/B 10

CBU-98 HB-876LE 24

MK15 M40 2020

MK20 MK118 247

MK22 M38 2020

Source: U.S. Army Materiel Systems Analysis Agency
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these sub mun itions, while o ne of the M LRS roc kets can de liver six. The m unition ca n also be fire d from  aircraft.

Parachutes are deployed once the munition has reached the target area. The parachute slows the munition,

allowing it to scan the area for targets and to arm itself. Once the warhead is armed and a target detected, the

warhead is fired.

The prime contractor for the SADARM is  Aerojet  Corp. , Azusa,  CA.

http://ww w.dtic.dla.m il/armylink/fa ctfile/sadarm .html
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75.  Wide Area Munitions (WAM) can be placed by hand, by ground vehicles,  rocket , or  aircraft.  “WAM,

designated XM93, is a derivative of the Skeet submunition that is used in the BLU-108/B submunition...it can be

dispensed quickly above ground over a wide area. Once on the ground WAM  self rights and arms itself. It then

uses acoustic sensors to detect any vehicle movement and doing so launches a submunition into the air over the

target area. An infra-red sensor on the submunition searches the ground for the target, and once detected fires an

explo sively  form ed pe netra tor at th e veh icle/ta nk to p arm or.”

The prime contractor for WAM is Textron Defense Systems. WAM  is a US Army munition.

http://www.btg.com/Janes/cgi-bin/eisdata?jalw-1043441-1074439

76.  Sensor Fuzed W eapon (CBU  97/B): an air-launched anti-armor weapon system. Each dispenser contains 10

BLU -108 /B su bm unitio ns. Ea ch su bm unitio n carri es 4 S KEE T an ti-arm or wa rhead s. Jane’s Air Launched

Weapons, Issue 9

The prime contractor for the  Sens or Fu zed W eapo n is Te xtron  Defe nse S ystem s, Wil min gton, M A. Armed

Forces Journal, International

77.  Wind Corre cted Munitions Dispenser (W CMD ): “The WCMD  kit is a modification kit that replaces the

tails on a portion of current inventory direct attack cluster munitions... The intent is to enable Tactical Munitions

Dispensers (TMD) to correct for the effects of launch transients, ballistic errors, and unknown winds between the

release poin t and the d ispenser’s fu nctioning p oint... The thresh old wea pons fo r WC MD  are the CB U-87/B

(Com bine d Eff ects M unitio n ‘C EM ’), CB U-89 /B (G ator), a nd th e CB U-97 /B (Se nsor F uzed  We apon  ‘SFW ’).”

The prime contractor the WCMD is Lockheed Martin, Orlando, FL

Subcontra ctors:  Simm onds Precision M otion Con trols, Cedar Knolls, NJ; H oneywell M ilitary Avionics,

Min neap olis, M N; Lit ton G uida nce a nd C ontro l Syste ms, W ood land  Hills, C A; P RB  Asso ciates , Holly woo d, M D

Final Operational Requirements Document for Wind Corrected Munitions Dispenser, John M . Loh, Gen eral,

USAF, Commander, Air Combat Command, Sept. 23, 1994.

Figures for FY 95-97 are from the President’s 1997 Budget, Program Acquisition Costs. Figures for 1998-1999

are fro m th e 199 8-19 99 B ienn ial Bu dget. 

78.  JSOW  (Joint Standoff Wea pon): a precision-guided weapon developed by the US and its allies carrying

submunitions or bomblets. The guidance system allows the pilot to launch the weapon from a safe distance. The

missile which carries the submunitions is designated AGM-154. The three variants are: AGM-154A , which

carries 145 BLU 97A/B submunitions; AGM-154B, which carries six “sticks” of BLU-108/B sensor fuzed

subm unitio n array s; and  AG M-1 54C , whic h carri es the  BLU -111 /B, a 5 00 lb . bom b. Aviation Week and Space

Technology, July 22, 1996

The prime contractor for the Joint Standoff Weapon is Texas Instruments, purchased by Raytheon.


