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Madam President, 

The Convention's impact on the lives of millions of people around the world is unquestionable, and its 

norms enjoy broad adherence. But, today, these achievements are under pressure – and we owe it to 

the people this Convention was built to protect to reflect on why this is the case and on the impact this 

might have. 

A common narrative to explain the latest developments is that anti-personnel mines could be banned 

because they were not seen as militarily useful. This is simply not true. 

In the late 1990s, AP mines were widely stockpiled and used. The argument for their ban was not that 

they lacked military value, but that no military value could justify their impacts on people. The 

Convention rested on the primacy of humanitarian protection over military advantage. Suggesting 

otherwise is rewriting history. 

Madam President, 

The security concerns that have informed recent withdrawals deserve to be taken seriously. However, 

the argument of “exceptional circumstances" should be considered carefully. 

The APMBC was adopted at a time of brutal armed conflicts, where anti-personnel mines were killing 

and maiming thousands of people every year – to the point of being described as "a weapon of mass 

destruction in slow motion."  

The drafters of this Convention knew exactly what armed conflict looked like. And they explicitly 

provided that withdrawal cannot take effect when a State is engaged in one. That reflected a deliberate 

political choice: to ensure that rules designed to protect civilians are not set aside precisely when 

violence escalates.  

There is one more dimension to this argument that cannot be ignored. Once an exception is accepted, 

on what basis can the next one be refused? We may know where an exception begins. We cannot 

always know where its logic ends. 



2 | 2 

 

These concerns extend beyond this Convention towards the broader framework of international 

humanitarian law. 

IHL rests on the principle that the protection of civilians constrains the way we use armed force, even 

in situations of self-defense. When that logic is reversed, we are not simply facing pressure on a single 

treaty, but the potential inversion of the overall system. 

This matters even more today, as IHL violations become increasingly persistent and widespread, and 

are sometimes met with tacit acceptance. The ICRC’s Global IHL Initiative and the UN Secretary-

General's mine action campaign are important responses to this crisis. But they also confirm that what 

we are witnessing is not an isolated issue but a serious challenge to a whole system of agreed rules. 

The AP Mine Ban Convention remains one of the clearest examples of what becomes possible when 

States place humanitarian protection at the centre of their action. Preserving that achievement – and 

the broader system of which it is a part – will require commitment, sustained engagement, and a 

willingness to defend these norms precisely when they are most tested. 

Thank you. 


