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PREFACE

Speaking at a seminar on small arms and light weapons on 25 September 1998, the

Honourable Lloyd Axworthy, Canada's Minister of Foreign Affairs, outlined Canada's approach to
dealing with the subject:

"First, the threat posed by small arms and light weapons affects all of us and demands
international solutions. The small arms and light weapons market is transnational, going
beyond the reach of individual countries. Patchwork solutions are doomed to fail unless
we also take concerted global action.

"Second, illicit diversion from the legal trade in small arms and light weapons contributes <.
to the problem and needs to be addressed. New military weapons are manufactured every ;
day. Virtually all of them originate as legal and legitimate tools for defence and security. 37
However, too many fall into the hands of criminals, terrorists and drug smugglers — é
resulting in unnecessary and unacceptable human suffering. Steps are being taken to i_ _
% ‘
133

address this illicit trafficking in small arms and light weapons. For example, the
Organization of American States has concluded a Convention encouraging co-operation
among its member countries in this area. More can be done, especially in the UN context.

%
"Finally, solutions must be practical. They must make a real difference not only in reducing :
the flow of weapons but also in changing attitudes. Transfers of many kinds of heavy I
conventional weapons are instantly seen as being destabilizing and potentially harmful. As ‘
a result, they are made subject to arms control export guidelines and transparency regimes. K
Small arms and light weapons, when transferred in large numbers and into the wrong
hands, can have precisely the same deleterious effect. Yet because they are not considered
along with other weapons systems, there is no regime to address the negative [
consequences of legal transfers." b

One of the suggested means for increasing transparency with respect to the licit trade of
small arms and light weapons is the adaptation of existing international data reporting registers on
arms transfers, such as the United Nations Register of Conventional Arms, or the construction of
specialized regional registers. It has been suggested that such a small arms and light weapns
register would provide a confidence building tool as well as a basis for a better understanding of
the scope, magnitude and patterns of international trade respecting these weapons.

Little detailed analysis of the requirements for such a small arms and light weapons
register exists. To help fill this gap in background research, Canada's Verification Research
Program undertook a project to explore the issues relating to a small arms and light weapons
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The seminar was sponsored by the British American Security Information Council and took place in '
New York on the margins of the Fifty-Third Session of the United Nations General Assembly. s
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register, including its likely content, possible definitions, timelines, data forms, and other
operational questions, drawing upon the experience of other information exchange regimes,
notably the UN Register, the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe’s Vienna
Document and the Conventional Armed Forces in Europe Treaty. By examining these issues and
developing a generic model register, the aim was to develop a practical hands-on guide for policy-
makers and practitioners in global and regional contexts. The report which follows is the result of
this research project and has been prepared to assist government officials and researchers in their

: work in this field. It is being made available as part of the Department of Foreign Affairs and

t International Trade’s on-going policy to share the results of independent research undertaken by
-1 the Department’s Verification Research Program. The views expressed in this report are those of
the author and do not necessarily reflect the views of the Department of Foreign Affairs and
International Trade or of the Canadian Government.

Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade
Ottawa, Ontario, Canada
October 1998
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AN INTERNATIONAL REGISTER OF SMALL ARMS AND
LIGHT WEAPONS: ISSUES AND MODEL

INTRODUCTION

There has been a growing awareness in the world of the problems created by the global
surplus of small arms and light weapons.! Literature on the subject is replete with statistics
outlining the abundance of weaponry and its availability to groups for use in advancing their
particular cause, whether that be characterized as political terrorism, state repression, ethnic
violence or criminal activity.?

In a discussion of the situation, Michael T. Klare has advanced the “diffusion” model to
show the ever-expanding dispersion of armaments to groups at all levels of society and the use of
such weapons for what he terms “global violence” versus the previously accepted conceptions of
the Cold War “arms race”.® Various other writers have also pointed to huge stockpiles of
weapons available for use, and in use currently, in all parts of the globe with attendant de-
stabilizing effects on nation states and high casualty rates among civilian populations.* As has all
too often been the case, domestic violence has a tendency to spill over borders and spread

throughout a region, drawing in neighbouring states and contributing to international instability.

A number of papers which have been written on the subject postulate various policy
measures and programs to bring the situation under control. In a discussion of the light weapon
situation, Dyer and Goldring note that transparency, oversight and control are the three essential
ingredients for effective limitation of light weapons transfers.* One of the approaches suggested
to enhance transparency about the legal manufacture and trade of such weapons is the creation of
an arms register for these types of weapons.®

Some writers have advocated the extension of the existing United Nations Register of
Conventional Arms to include light weapons while others, noting the inability of nations thus far
to agree to do so,” suggest the creation of a separate register. Still others have noted that a
regional register to address the specific problems of a group of like-minded nations in a particular
portion of the globe may be more effective. Such a regional approach has been the basis for the
small arms moratorium proposed by Mali as part of a West African regional arms control
initiative.®

Until now, little has been written or discussed concerning the practical methodology of
such a small arms and light weapons register. Most references to such a project make vague
allusions to the United Nations Register of Conventional Arms, despite the fact that that initiative
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has its own problems and has been recognized as being only partially effective. In constructing a
light weapons register, cognizance must be taken of previous experience in a number of areas
including the UN Register to allow policy makers to form a clear idea of future problems that will
need to be faced.

AIM

The aim of this paper is to discuss relevant practical considerations for a potential small
arms and light weapons register to help ensure that.it is a worthwhile and viable measure, and to
propose a model which may be followed in establishing such a register. The paper is in two parts.

The first part highlights some of the general points to be considered when designing a light
weapons register. The discussion draws on work which has been done in assessing the present
United Nations Register of Conventional Arms, and on experience extrapolated from the
operation and results of other arms control regimes and agreements. In the discussion, various
approaches to a light weapons register are suggested. It must be accepted that any register which
is finally negotiated might be very different from the most desirable model for any number of
reasons. The discussion aims to provide a clearer understanding of the possible effects of
inclusion or exclusion of a particular feature.

The second part of the paper outlines a model for a light weapons register. It provides a
possible format and explanatory notes for a register based on the points noted in the first part of
the paper. The model is in outline only and it could logically be expected that modifications will
be made to accommodate the conditions prevailing among interested parties at the time they wish
to proceed with such a project.

This discussion of a small arms and light weapons register proceeds from the premise that
such a register is desired by some international or regional organization or group of nations and
that there is a will on the part of participants to make the necessary arrangements to put a light
weapons register into effect. Whether or not this is a global or regional effort is not important to
the methodology of the model outlined. The points that follow look at the establishment of a light
weapons arms transfer register from the aspects of content, organization and operation.




PART ONE - DISCUSSION
GENERAL

The term “small arms and light weapons” (shortened to “light weapons™ throughout this
report) is used for convenience in this report to encompass the spectrum of small arms and those
weapons of heavier calibre which are designed primarily for military purposes. It generally
excludes firearms which are not exclusively designed for military usage. It excludes larger
weapons which are covered under the United Nations Register of Conventional Arms (for
example, tanks and aircraft). Some of the weapons included may need to be operated by more
than one person and versions may sometimes be towed or vehicle-mounted (air, land and sea).
Anti-personnel land mines are not covered in this paper in view of the Ottawa Agreement and
subsequent Treaty signed in December 1997. If, however, that Treaty were to fail or be ignored,
there could be scope to include such a munition in a light weapons register. Anti-vehicle land
mines are included within the scope of the model outlined here.

A register is not an instrument intended to control arms, in and of itself. Itis a tool to
promote transparency which can build greater confidence among participants, perhaps as part of a
larger arms control and disarmament regime. In order to design a register properly, one must
bear in mind the basic reason for such a mechanism. The purpose of an arms register of any sort
is, quite simply, to increase the transparency of the production, existence, and/or movement of
military arms and munitions. The expectation is that this transparency will build confidence
among the participants and provide valuable information for consultations and further actions to
reduce tensions or prevent threatening situations. In other words, transparency is one tool used in
an attempt to promote international and domestic peace and security.

Among participants a register may increase the confidence level with a view to reducing
international tensions. This is the aim of the United Nations Register of Conventional Arms.
Some lessons may also be drawn from other treaties and agreements. The Conventional Forces in
Europe (CFE) Treaty and the Vienna Document of the Organization for Security and Co-
operation in Europe (OSCE) encompass transparency as a basic tenet of their operation, although
they approach the desired result in slightly different ways.” The CFE Treaty is based upon agreed
ceiling limitations for the holdings of certain weapons systems. This is probably not necessary ( if,
indeed, it is even practical) in the sphere of small arms and light weapons. The Vienna Document
is more of a confidence-building agreement in which the participant states use a number of
methods, including exchanges of information, to increase transparency among themselves about
their motives and actions.

In addition to addressing international tensions, greater transparency about light weapons
flows and production should assist the international community and individual governments in
addressing destabilizing conflicts within countries. Effective policy action, whether at the
international or domestic level, is premised on accurate information. To the extent that a register
contributes such information, it will help policy makers.




A register should allow participants to show good will and forthrightness to their fellow
participants, theoretically increasing the level of mutual trust, and provide a routine forum for
explanation of arms dispositions. Therefore, a register should provide as much detail as possible
to satisfy all participants. To obtain the maximum benefit, there should be opportunity for
explanation of the provided data to avoid misunderstanding and to provide meaningful
information to others.

The United Nations Register of Conventional Arms has provided that countries, if they so
wish, may explain and amplify on the data submitted. To date, this has been voluntary (as is the
whole Register, of course) and only a limited number of countries have made use of this
provision. Nevertheless, a register for light weapons would benefit from a provision that
encourages countries to provide explanatory notes about transfer details and justification.
Countries will inevitably interpret definitions and other details differently. Amplification could
allow proper explanation so that a state’s position can be more fully understood by other
participants.

A register provides an official forum for a participating country to contribute information.
This has proven, in the case of the United Nations Register of Conventional Arms, to be very
beneficial. As Chalmers and Greene argue, officially-provided information gives a legitimacy to
the data submitted and allows a basis upon which intergovernmental dialogues can be
established.’® It follows, then, that information which flows to the register must come from a
competent authority within the participating country and there must be confidence that the data is
accurate.

In this regard, even negative information such as a “nil” return is worthwhile. The
admission by a country that it does not have the capability to seize illicit weapons, for instance,
may indicate where international aid may be most beneficially spent. If a nation is unable to
account for arms exported, it may be a sign that there is work to do in the area of export controls
or licencing issues.

THE SCOPE OF A LIGHT WEAPONS REGISTER

Definition of Classes of Light Weapons

The definition of what classes of weapons are to be included in a register is likely to
provoke considerable discussion among potential participants of any register regime. On the one
hand, some may wish to include a wide range of weapons, regardless of calibre or size, onthe
premise that all weapons can be lethal. Others may take a more moderate position that only those
of large calibre or capable of large scale injury and destruction should be included. The real
problem, except for the extreme case of blanket inclusion, is that there is no simple line of
demarcation that will satisfy all concerns as well as be reasonably efficacious to implement. By




focussing a register on military style weapons such problems may be reduced. It is this type of
weapon which appears to cause the most casualties and the greatest domestic and international
instability. As a result, they are likely to be of most concern.

The 1997 report of the UN Panel of Governmental Experts on Small Arms made an
arbitrary delineation of weapons into a number of categories. These included some weapons
which could be used by civilians for legitimate pursuits as well as by criminal or insurgent
elements for more nefarious purposes.’’ One problem in making a light weapons register
acceptable to the maximum number of countries, and the interested groups therein, will likely be
reaching agreement on those weapons for which there may be legitimate uses in a country and
those which are clearly beyond the type needed by citizens for secunty and recreation, assuming
that there is a functioning and stable government in a nation.'?

International attention is focussing upon increasing the transparency of those light
weapons and munitions which are primarily designed for and used by military or security forces.”
These sorts of weapons are characterized by high rates of fire and/or larger calibres, as well as
purpose-designed weapons such as SAMs, grenades and land mines. Smaller calibre, repetitive
but not automatic, and short range weapons, while lethal in and of themselves, might be
considered to be more a domestic criminal matter. This does not mean that they are not a threat
to stability or life, but that domestic criminal laws and regulations can control their possession and
use effectively in concert with the prevailing culture or security condition in the nation. Exactly
what these regulations are within the nation is largely a domestic matter.

For the purposes of this report, the new Canadian regulations concerning civilian
possession of firearms may be considered as a guideline for determining the lower threshold of
weapons that might be included in the register, in the absence of any clear delineation
internationally. Firearms are divided into a number of categories, including restricted and
prohibited, based mainly on their capability to fire automatically and to be concealed easily. Strict
controls are imposed on each category and owners must be licenced and meet stringent safety
regulations. This categorization provides for the legitimate use of firearms where needed but
removes military style automatic, heavier calibre weapons from general use."

A light weapons register, therefore, should concentrate upon those light weapons which
pose the greatest threat to international or domestic peace and security. These would include
automatic sub-machine guns and assault rifles, and those similar weapons which could be
modified easily to fire in such a manner. Further, as suggested by the UN Panel of Experts in
their report, crew served machine guns of heavier calibre and purpose-designed portable weapons
such as anti-tank and anti-aircraft missiles and rockets should also be covered."®

In the case of light weapons, because of the size of known inventories and the geographic
dispersion of arms shipments, it is probably unrealistic to employ methodologies involving the
recording of serial numbers of complete weapons or weapon parts.' Explosives and ammunition,
t00, can be easily trans-shipped in unmarked containers and there is currently no reliable or




standardized method of marking the components of ammunition.'” Some scope may exist in
using serialized methodology for accountability of weapons at the larger end of the scale of light
weapons (mortars and surface-to-air missiles (SAMs), for instance), but the volume of even these
weapons probably mitigates against doing so at present.

Given that the scope of the problem ranges into the millions of weapons, it is likely more
feasible that a register dispense with trying to record the serial number of each and every assault
rifle or grenade lot and batch number. Most analysts would view the urgency of removing
quantities of light weapons from circulation to necessitate foregoing strict accountancy
procedures. Instead, a register should concentrate on accounting for large quantities of light
weapons rather than individual pieces of weaponry. In this, observers and critics of the register
may have to accept that it is a more imprecise document than might otherwise be hoped for in a
perfect world and that analysis of the data may be an inaccurate science. Having said that,
however, nations will presumably strive for a level of acceptable accuracy because, first, their very
presence in the group of participating nations will signify their concern about the problem and,
second, because the data they provide will need to stand scrutiny on the world stage."®

Part Two of this paper breaks down the categories of weapons for suggested register
documentation. The ammunition for the operation of these weapons is also included. No doubt
the actual, final inclusion or exclusion of any particular weapon or weapon system will be a matter
of debate among the potential participants. Care must be taken to allow enough flexibility to
include new types of weapons as they come on the market, or to expand the register to weapons
previously excluded, without the need to completely re-vamp the format of the register."

In this regard, there are two different ways a register may be structured with regard to the
categorization of weapons: the list approach or the general definition approach. The first
approach consists of each type of weapon, its variants and models being listed in an attempt to
cover all relevant types of arms. The difficulty with this approach is that the weapons business is
a dynamic one and new models or, indeed, entire new weapons are constantly being introduced.
Also, the same weapon may have different designations in different countries. As happened in the
experience of the CFE Treaty — which relies primarily on a list approach — confusion or
disagreement can be created when it is necessary to categorize new or modified equipment being
introduced into service. In the case of the CFE Treaty, the process, while cumbersome, is
manageable because of the large, relatively few and easily identifiable type of weapons systems
which the Treaty covers. In the realm of light weapons, a definitive list of all types of existing
weapons may prove to be impossible to create and, if successfully done, might be a daunting
document to use or to maintain.

In the second approach — that of general definition — weapons are grouped into classes
or categories each of which has similar characteristics. Guidelines are given for reporting. The
reporting state then chooses the category in which a specific weapon or weapons system falls and
reports it under this class. Using this system, the onus is on the reporting state to choose the
category most appropriate. As a corollary, the register should provide for a reporting state to




amplify or explain their choice of category, if there is any possibility of misinterpretation of data.
The model light weapons register in Part Two of this paper uses the general definition approach.

Ammunition / Munitions

Another thorny issue is the question of whether or not to include ammunition and
munitions in a light weapons register. Some weapons systems and munitions are so important and
clearly defined as to be eligible for their own categorization. These include packaged missiles and
rockets, whether designed as integral projectile/launcher systems (such as the M-72 Light Anti-
tank Weapon or the Stinger anti-aircraft missile) or as replenishment rounds for existing launcher
systems.

Still other munitions can be considered to be in a different category of weapons entirely
(such as anti-vehicle mines® and explosives designed for military use in engineering or assault
roles). Depending upon size, they can be easily transported and used to block routes, deny areas
to an enemy and act as defensive barriers. They could, of course, also be used for terrorist or
criminal purposes but their primary design should be for military use. There should be little
difficulty in reaching agreement on the inclusion of anti-vehicle land mines, in general terms. They
have no utility in civilian commercial applications and are military-specific in their use.

Including other explosives may be somewhat more problematic in that there is a fair
degree of commonality between military and civilian explosives; the difference often being more in
the packaging than in the design. Nevertheless, some provision should be made in a light
weapons register for explosives which are purposely designed or manufactured for military
applications. These may include shaped charges, packaged demolition sachel charges, cratering
devices and cutting charges. All these fulfill specific military missions and are probable candidates
for national export controls in any event.

Hand grenades and similar rifle-projected missiles are also clearly a munition which have
only military applications. They come in a variety of sizes and shapes, can be easily transported
and are identified and handled very much like cartridge ammunition. (They may be transported
with some components, such as primers or detonators, separated for safety reasons but normally
they are manufactured and controlled with lot and batch numbers in the same manner as cartridge
ammunition.) Grenades have been used in terrorist or criminal activity, in much the same way as
have other light weapons, so their inclusion in a light weapons register is a logical requirement.
Grenades are so pervasive in the inventories of most countries that there should be a special
category for them.

One weapon which has not been employed widely recently but which remains in the
inventory of many larger armies is the flamethrower. While not technically a single weapon but
more of a weapon system, the flamethrower is capable of being easily transported and used by one
or two people. Normally, a system of tanks and hoses is needed to deliver and ignite the fuel
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which is then projected into an area occupied by enemy troops. This weapon is not covered under
the Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons
Which May Be Deemed to be Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate Effects. It should
be included in the light weapons register.

On the subject of actual light weapon ammunition, suggestions have been made that there
may be scope to have controls imposed on the actual rounds or bullets which are fired by light
weapons. The argument is, in its simplest form, that ammunition is the necessary element without
which light weapons lose their effectiveness. If one curbs the ammunition supply, therefore, the
lifeblood for light weapons will be constricted and this will contribute to a diminution of light
weapon use.?’ Whether or not this hypothesis is true, the problem is that the production of and
market for ammunition is huge and adds another, almost inestimable dimension to the problems
associated with a light weapons register, especially the aspect of accurate data collection.

One major argument for including some data about ammunition in a light weapons register
is the fact that so little is known about its manufacture and transfer among nations. A recent
BASIC paper found that it “...proved quite difficult to find major sources and trade routes of
ammunition supply...”.** Various estimates place the number of countries capable of producing
ammunition for light weapons at between 70 and 100 plus.® Further, research indicates that
ammunition, particularly smaller calibre rounds, can be manufactured in small facilities and that
there is some capability in most countries of private entrepreneurs engaging in the production
process on a small scale.?* Control of component parts of ammunition (cartridge case, bullet,
propellant or powder and primer) is possible but difficult because of the small size and wide
availability of all but the primers. Clearly, this is an area in which greater transparency is required
and which might be usefully addressed by a register. For the purposes of a register, clearly
identifiable and completely manufactured ammunition may be all that can be realistically expected
to be reported.

Even here there will be difficulties. Ease of transport, difficulty of detection, theft and
other diversion of ammunition, lack of national controls and reticence of commercial suppliers to
divulge what they see as confidential business information will be stumbling blocks to coming to
grips with transparency in this area.”® Notwithstanding, ammunition should not be ignored given
the important place it may occupy in any proposed light weapon control mechanism.

Marking of cartridges and bullets, prohibition of certain classes of ammunition for civil use
and improved domestic controls may hold some promise for the future where they are
implemented.? The recent Organization of American States initiative contained in their 1997
Inter-American Convention Against the Illicit Manufacturing of, and Trafficking in Firearms,
Ammunition, Explosives and Other Related Materials addresses ammunition as well as the
weapons themselves. As is the case with the OAS agreement, a light weapons register is seen by
some as a methodology to increase transparency in the area of ammunition transfers worldwide.”
As noted by one writer, “...anything less than a ‘holistic’ approach...” to the problem of light
weapons may be ineffective.?®




Destruction Data

A number of suggestions have been put forth to tackle the problem of over-abundance of
light weapons in the world. One concept gaining ground in the literature is the idea of destruction.
Countries often have surplus stocks as a result of modernization or because of changed
international circumstances such as the end of the Cold War. Weapons will also be seized from
illegal sources. Hostilities will cease and soldiers de-mobilized. UN Peacekeeping operations in
the future may incorporate a system of disarmament, demobilization and reintegration for ex-
combattants that involve confiscation of light weapons. Some peacebuilding efforts have included
weapon buy-back schemes to lower the level of personal armament in a region previously affected
by war and unrest. Given all these situations and others, it would seem beneficial to account in a
register for light weapons taken out of circulation.”

There are problems with trying to account for illicit weapons seized by national security
forces. Some nations may be reluctant to divulge the extent of the illicit weapon problem within
their borders. Others may be reluctant to admit how many seized weapons are being kept for the
use of the national security forces or in domestic reserve stocks. There have been concerns
expressed about the quality of weapons which are often returned in the process of buy-back
schemes with allegations that patently old, useless weapons are being equated to more dangerous
modern weaponry. (Worry about the quality of weapons being accounted for is of minimal
concern for a register which deals in quantity and not quality of the units. Indeed, buy-back
schemes can be tailored to factor in the quality issue by a sliding scale of reward payment, method
of payment, etc.) The critical point is that some weapons are being removed from illict circulation
and emphasis should be put upon this factor. The register can be a useful vehicle for provision of
this information.

Including seizure and subsequent disposal figures in a light weapons register might allow
some guage of the effectiveness of control measures instituted by national and multinational
entities. Further, providing a capability for highlighting these statistics could allow nations to
prove their good intentions. If it were to become the case, as has been suggested by some writers,
that future economic aid and favoured trading status become dependent upon national action
being taken to alleviate the light weapons situation, a consistent track record in a light weapons
register may prove more valuable to the nation concerned than the supposed value of the weapons
destroyed.* In a perfect world, inclusion of quantities of weapons seized would be useful to
reflect correctly the balance of arms transfers. Even in an imperfect world, such an entry would
be beneficial in a light weapons register to provide a visibility factor for both national and
international authorities who are making the effort to stem the flow of arms or to destroy their
existing stockpiles.
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New Production and Current Holdings

A major criticism of the United Nations Register of Conventional Arms has been that it
does not include provisions to record existing national holdings or subsequent production of
weapons which add to national holdings.>! Provision of such information is entirely at the
discretion of each country, even more so than participation in the Register in the first instance.
This is a touchy subject among many nations who see information about national military reserve
stocks of weapons and munitions or production capability as sensititve for national security
reasons. In other cases, collecting the necessary data would be a monumental, perhaps impossible,
task in some countries and regions of the world given the size and scope of existing stocks and
loose controls currently employed for light weapons.®* Nevertheless, a light weapons register
would likely be a more useful tool of transparency by including some indication of the capacity of
reserve holdings and production capacity covering a particular time period.

Inclusion of information concerning the level of national production of new weapons and
current holdings would help address differences among countries who have varying capabilities.
Some argue that it is quite unfair (as is the case with the United Nations Register of Conventional
Arms) to expect one country to declare imports while, at the same time, ignoring additions to
national holdings from domestic production in another country. A false picture could be built up
of the totality of light weapons arms inventories and transfers; transparency would not be served
and mistrust could ensue.

Some countries which do have existing regulations on production and export have been
reluctant to provide some such data to an international public register citing a concern about
“proprietary” information and putting commercial producers at risk of unfair competition.> The
counter argument is that nothing in a register of arms transfers, assuming that all transactions are
carried on legally within the regulations of the state, should affect the normal course of
international trade. It is accepted that there will be an arms trade and that some companies in
some countries are still going to be active in this legitimate defence sector of business.

With regard to concerns about a loss of competitive business confidentiality, nothing in the
proposed register should be construed as giving unfair economic advantage to business
competitors if care is taken to record transactions after the fact. For example, the issuance of
export permits reflected in the register will probably be noted after any business deal is finished
and the product is ready for shipment. Therefore, there will likely be little or no prior unfair
warning of impending business deals. While some observers would like to see prior notification
of intent to transfer arms, this may be too idealistic an aim in the near term.?*

Because arms industries are part of the legitimate economic fabric of many countries, it is
argued that they deserve the protection of normal commercial confidentiality to protect business
transactions from undue competitor interference. The issue appears to be one of timing of the
reporting of transactions as well as of identifying specific business transactions. A solution may be
to have submissions to the register cover only gross figures on completed transactions or
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production and, thus, accept that the register will be a reflection of past and general activity, not
of future or contemporary specific business transactions. To counter undue time lags in the
reporting process and to increase the dynamic nature of the register, it should be possible for
participating states to submit data on an ongoing basis at any time.

In some instances, it may be that new production and holdings will be an essential element
to be reported. For instance, if participants in the register were to be part of a declared regional
moratorium on small arms production, such data would be critical to a register. Nevertheless,
reporting of new production (and current holdings) might be a contentious issue among some
countries in other circumstances and states may or may not choose to divulge such datain a ;
register. From the perspective of transparency, a small arms and light weapons register would 4
seem to benefit from having a provision for inclusion of information on national production and 2t
current holdings, whether or not participants are forthcoming with the data in the initial stages of
the register’s operation. There is always the possibility that the position of a particular country
may change and that they may begin to report the data at a later date.
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The Ilicit Trade

No one is quite sure of the extent of the illegal arms trade in light weapons. Most
observers estimate it to be considerable. Some commentators even place it as high as 50 per cent
of the total of arms traffic.* All agree that it is a large and complex problem.
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Illicit arms trafficking can include the theft of weapons, criminal or insurgent action, ke '
covert government arms transfers to foreign groups and distribution to domestic paramilitary
groups by governments in power for various reasons of expediency.>* These sorts of arms 3
shipments and transfers can take place on both the black and “grey” market, the second generally 7
encompassing the latter two state-sponsored types of arms transactions in which governments é

may be participants. Typically, in the black and grey markets, weapons begin their life
legitimately and then are diverted or stolen, ending up as illicit.

It is unlikely that illicit arms trafficking can be satisfactorily addressed through a light
weapons register. By its very illicit nature, such traffic is unlikely to be reported. It is possible
that illicit actions may be revealed when one state divulges information which is not included on
the data submission of the receiving state. Such discrepancies between exports and imports
reported have actually occurred in the current United Nations Register of Conventional Arms but,
for the most part, the cause has been a divergence of opinion about the definitions of transfer
dates or definitions of types of weapons between providing and receiving state.’’” Another A
approach to addressing illicit trafficking might be to include law enforcement statistics about

numbers of criminal charges, prosecutions, etc. It is arguable that such data might help provide b
an indication of the magnitude and nature of the illicit trafficking problem in a country. However, 53
such data might already be publicly exchanged in other international arrangements concerning 3

criminal law enforcement.
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A better approach for the register might be to focus on the arms once seized rather than
upon trying to capture information about the illicit transactions. Once arms are apprehended as a
result of police or other work and taken into custody by a state, they assume a “legal” status.
Such confiscated weapons can be subsequently stored or traded. As well, much current thinking
appears to recommend wholesale destruction of light weapons as a desirable, if not a mandatory
approach, to bring down levels of light weapon stocks.®® In other cases, states may prefer to add
them to their own inventory to bolster existing armament levels of the domestic security forces or
to sell the seized weapons for scarce foreign currency.

Any register, then, should allow for the recording of stocks taken into custody and their
subsequent disposition whether destroyed, sold or stored by the apprehending authority. In this
way, reporting in a register the number of weapons seized may provide the best way of guaging
the magnitude of the illicit problem. Such an entry could have the positive effect of allowing
states to draw attention to their actions and could also permit some examination of the scope of
illicit arms trafficking or evaluation of measures taken against this problem in the region covered
by the register. '

THE ORGANIZATION OF A REGISTER

A Consultative Mechanism

One might assume that the umbrella agreement under which any light arms register is
instituted will include some mechanism for oversight of the operation of the register and
consultation among the parties. Such a mechanism would allow for assessment of whether or not
the aims of the agreement are being met. This is common in the case of arrangements such as the
CFE Treaty and the Vienna Document (albeit that they are done in different forums with differing
aims). Typically, this could take the form of a periodic review of the operation of the register, an
annual report of its effectiveness and/or a forum to discuss modifications or technical issues which
are beyond the purview of a secretariat to resolve.

Additionally, the consultative mechanism should allow for questions and clanfications
from one participant to another to be discussed among states in a routine manner. Such a
mechanism would add to the confidence building utility of the register by allowing participants to
query and to explain their concerns as well as the rationale for their actions. To do this, it may be
necessary to provide for meetings on an as-required basis in addition to any periodic review. It
would be helpful if the resources of the register’s secretariat and the register data itself were
available to support this mechanism. This would suggest that there would be benefits if the data in
a light weapons register was continually updated so as to be available for compilation and
distribution when required.*
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A Compliance Mechanism

Some arms control treaties and other agreements encompass some form of compliance
assessment. These may take the form of formal monitoring or verification procedures as is found
in the CFE Treaty or they may be of a more informal nature. The opposite is typified by the
United Nations Register of Conventional Arms in that there is little or no formal monitoring
function. There is no recourse for participants to query data and no mechanism to inspect on-site
in a participant’s sovereign territory.

It is probable that a light weapons register would be voluntary in nature. Itis also
uncertain what would be the nature of the obligations — if any — incurred by the participants in
such a register that would require a mechanism for compliance monitoring. Hence, whether a
formal compliance mechanism is needed may depend on the specific context of the register. That
being said, it would be very useful for the successful operation of the register, if some mechanism
was established to encourage reports, including nil reports, to be submitted on time and in the
proper format. It is conceivable that individual states might undertake such gentle “compliance
reminders”. However, it would seem more efficient to centralize this function, because a central
secretariat would probably have more convenient access to all submissions by participating states.

Analysis of Data

Each member state can do its own analysis as to the effectiveness and content of the
register, to the degree it so chooses, using the data which is shared among participants. From this,
participating states can take action as they see fit in their own interests, including for example
bilateral consultations or raising questions in a consultative forum.

Consideration might also be given to having a comprehensive analytical capability
incorporated into the operation of the register. Again, a centralized function would likely be cost-
beneficial and, in particular, could allow poorer or smaller nations to gain the same quality and
quantity of analysis as more powerful participants. A centralized analytical function should be
more objective in its results, avoiding the temptation to distort data for national purposes. Some
states, however, would likely continue to conduct their own analysis for their own purposes.
Deciding on the level of analysis that would be permitted such a central agency might be an issue
for negotiation. From the point of view of operational effectiveness of the register allowing
summary compilations, adjusting national submissions to ensure proper format, and other basic
analytical undertakings should, at least, be undertaken by the central agency.

It is probable that a light weapons register would attract the attention of the NGO and
academic communities and that, as in the case of the UN Register of Conventional Arms, some
organizations would take upon themselves an information or analysis function. While this activity
would probably be a useful source of information for policy makers and the public, these groups
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would likely remain outside the formal state-to-state structure of the register and fulfill a possibly
noteworthy, but ancillary, watchdog role on its operations.

One area into which the United Nations Register of Conventional Arms has provided a
deeper view was the field of import and export data. Bradford University researchers have noted
that data could often be gamered from one country’s submission about activity in another.*’. A
3 data base using both import and export information allows some overview by other participating
i nations and the public. Therefore, the light weapons register should make provision for import
and export data to be included in each country’s submission in order to allow for the development

of a data base permitting a basic level of analysis of international light weapons flows.

Secretariat

;! The day-to-day operation of a light weapons register may require some administrative

{e support. To be effective, a register must be up-to-date and as accurate as possible, (recognizing
that there may be some constraints on timeliness required to ensure business confidentiality, for
example). This may call for a small central staff to accomplish the myriad of administrative
actions which would contribute to timeliness and completeness.

It might be possible in some circumstances for a group of participating nations to simply
exchange reports among themselves with no intermediary organization. In contexts where the
number of participants is small and the aims of the umbrella agreement are limited, this may
suffice. The responsibility for the necessary administration then falls upon the nations themselves
to ensure that all reports are submitted on time and with complete accuracy. Difficulty would
likely arise quickly if the number of participants grew, however.

To undertake the mechanical administration of a light weapons register, the establishment
of a central Secretariat would probably be very useful. Such an organization would perform the

functions of a central clearing point for information, undertake administrative arrangements for

. activities such as periodic meetings, construct any databases necessary for information retrieval

,ﬁ and facilitate communications. The sheer volume of data to be collated and classified may dictate
: that some expertise be put into place to ensure that a data base is properly constructed,

4 administrative problems are solved, communications function and that meaningful information can
! be extracted from the register. In other arms control regimes, this has been done in a variety of

ways.

The CFE Treaty has come to rely, in great measure, upon the efforts of a part of an
: existing international organization: the NATO staff which runs the VERITY data base in Brussels.
4 The staff also co-ordinates training for all participating CFE states to ensure that the data is
correctly handled and that CFE-permitted inspections are done to a similar standard. The NATO
; staff provide a common discussion platform by conducting seminars for verification agencies to
discuss operational problems and solutions. Similarly, the OSCE administers the Vienna
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Document and the UN’s Department for Disarmament Affairs in New York is responsible for the
United Nations Register of Conventional Arms. Any regional or global light weapons register
will likely require the employment of a similar central administrative secretariat.

There are three ways in which this staff can be constructed. The classic way is for an
international organization to form a staff at its offices, equipped with appropriate communications
and automated data processing (ADP) support. A second approach may be for a participating
nation or nations to contribute “in kind” to the common good and provide the necessary facilities
and personnel. A third way is to “contract out” the task to a third party who can do the necessary
work.

The first method may be useful if the existing organization has the requisite infrastructure i
which can be used. For instance, the United Nations, the OSCE or the OAS might be able to
incorporate a light weapons register staff onto their existing bureaucracy, using communications, 3
ADP and personnel already in location as a basis for the new activity. Some cost will, of course, 3
be involved but expenses may be kept low if some of the existing organization’s expertise, 7
existing infrastructure and spare capacity are used. On the other hand, today most organizations :
are aiming to downsize and create savings, not expand. There may be no spare capacity. Existing 5
organizations also come with existing reputations and may not be popular in all quarters. Ifthe §
light weapons register is developed as a multilateral initiative among countries outside the '
umbrella of an existing global or regional organization, or if the organization has no spare N
capacity, staff or facilities, this option may not be viable. R

If one or a few nations, either within or outside the group of participating nations, were to b
offer their assistance in the form of staff and equipment to run the light weapons register, certain
advantages and disadvantages accrue. The facilitator nation could be an honest broker, if it did
not have interests in the region, but this becomes a moot point if the light weapons register

becomes a global initiative. There is always the danger of a facilitator nation’s motives being
misunderstood or misconstrued, thus leaving the arrangement vulnerable to charges of
maladministration or worse. Depending upon the size of the register, it may be a contribution
which is too large for some nations who would otherwise be acceptable to the majority of
participants. Policies in countries change, as do their national interests, and a country could find
itself wishing in future to divest itself of a responsibility which it may come to find to be too
onerous. Ifthe register became too large, a facilitator country could find itself with a growing

commitment far out of proportion to the one initially assumed.

A secretariat could be formed from nothing but this would entail organizational
development and infrastructure creation from what may be disparate sources. One possible way is L}
for the participating nations to “contract out” the operation of the light weapons register to a
private corporation or to an existing non-government institution. Commercial corporations exist é
which could organize and manage such a register for participants. Indeed, the United Nations and i
international aid agencies have used a number of commercial firms to provide support for 3
peacekeeping and economic development projects around the world. The major drawback is that
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these corporate entities are energized by the profit motive and may see such a contract as a
lucrative source of income, thus increasing the price for the job. As well, truly international
companies are difficult to find and the awarding of a contract to a firm from one country (or
group of countries) may not sit well with all participants.

There may be scope to approach one of the respected academically-based international
institutes who already have an interest and some expertise in the subject of arms control to
manage a light weapons register. Often these non-government institutes have existing computer
capacity of their own or of a parent university, along with the expertise to runit. An interest
certainly exists, as their extensive research data bases testify.*' Normally, high-calibre academic
faculty are already involved in the projects and a fund of background knowledge exists on the
subject of arms transfer registers as a transparency measure. Therefore, costs may be lower and
the threshold knowledge of the staff may be higher by using facilities in some of the institutes.
Depending upon the institute chosen, it may be possible to cut some costs and get a high quality
product at the same time. Even though the institute may be located in a particular country, a
degree of independence and political insulation may be provided by their status as academic and
non-governmental organizations.

If this route were to be followed, there are some areas which would require careful
consideration. The institute or university chosen must have a demonstrated capability and
expertise, and not be chosen just to satisfy some arbitrary criterion such as “proper” geographic
distribution or “acceptable” political affiliation. Safeguards must be built into the agreement or
contract which would clearly spell out the parameters of work to be done and to prevent the
information being used for other purposes which participating states may feel to be contrary to
their aims. As in any contract, the role of employer/contractor must be clearly delineated and
understood.

THE OPERATION OF A REGISTER

National Data Collection

How the collection of data within a participating state for submission to the register is to
be undertaken is a matter for each state to determine. The route chosen may be as elaborate as
the creation of a special domestic organization, which acts in concert with military and criminal
security agencies, or as simple as tasking a specific official to do it. Some countries will be better
able to undertake the data collection than others because of existing organizational and legal
norms within their borders. While the exact methods of national data collection will vary from
country to country, some general issues will remain constant.

There will likely be a need for co-ordination of general statistical information collection
among a number of national agencies: military, business, civilian security and diplomatic. The
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responsibility for this could rest with some agency within the government, called here the
“national authority”, which acts as the point of contact and the official voice for the participating
nation. It is not the place of the register to interfere with the internal mechanisms of a member
country. The participating state will risk international embarassment if the data submitted is
grossly incorrect and so it behooves the state to establish an accurate data gathering process
within its boundaries. Naturally, the national authority will take cognizance of the requirement to
submit gross statistics while protecting police intelligence, data specific to security operations, and
business confidentiality.

Some countries may not have a methodology or capacity by which they can capture all the
desireable information from within their national borders. In this regard, the comments of
Bradford University researchers in the UK concerning the United Nations Register of
Conventional Arms may be germane. They point out that one of the results of an arms register is
that countries are encouraged to institute domestic controls and to take a more proactive stance in
enforcement when the spotlight of public scrutiny is turned upon them. The institution and
enforcement of national regulations concerning import and export controls, production licences
and possession certificates is desirable, probably vital, to curb arms flows around the world or in a
particular region.*? A light weapons register, by increasing transparency of the situation, can
assist in this process.

Data Exchange

The present United Nations Register of Conventional Arms has no provision for any
periodic meeting to exchange or discuss information. Participants in the UN Register of
Conventional Arms simply submit hard copy data via diplomatic channels but little attempt is
made to validate the data. The Vienna Document, the CFE Treaty and the OSCE Global
Exchange of Military Information (GEMI) each have annual meetings to establish new base line
data in hard copy format. The CFE Treaty began with declarations of equipment to establish
baseline holdings and has tracked the disposition of weapons and weapons systems by means of
periodic declarations substantiated by on-site monitoring. Most of these agreements have
conducted annual gatherings of experts to collect and transpose data into electronic formats.

For a light weapons register, data might be exchanged at periodic physical meetings of all
participants, through the submission of hard copy data by normal diplomatic channels, and/or via
an electronic exchange of data using a mutually-agreed software format with electronic
communication links to a central agency.

The use of such an electronic network would be cheaper than having nations send
representatives to a central location to exchange information, or perhaps even the submission of
hard copies via diplomatic channels. An electronic exchange could provide more timely entry of
data, depending upon the frequency of changes allowed or required by agreement. To further
keep costs down, the whole system could be operated on public communications systems with
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data being handled at a central point. National data submissions would be changeable only with
proper authorization. This could be managed electronically by using commercial encryption
technology similar to that being used for computer banking today. A secretariat would then
disseminate collected information to participating states. This dessimination might involve the use
of the Internet, thus allowing information to be viewed in the public domain by researchers, other
governments and the general public. Thus, transparency could be satisfied and the costs would be
manageable.

An electronic transmission capability and dependable access to a central server may not
always be available in each and every country. If the problem is merely one of availability of
hardware for data processing, appropriate computer and modem equipment may have to be
provided to allow a link to function. If the technological expertise is not available in a country,
training may have to be instituted for the appropriate national authority. Alternately, provision of
a computer link and operator may be made from the central secretariat or a donor country with a
view to handing over the responsibility at the earliest possible opportunity. In the case of the
establishment of the VERITY database for the CFE Treaty, for instance, all of the above
approaches were taken by NATO nations to assist some of the emerging Eastern European
republics.

Of course, provision can and must also be made for acceptance of data by hand, mail,
message or facsimile to accommodate any participants who lack reliable electronic data
transmission facilities. These methods can also be used as a double-check, routine
correspondence avenue or alternate route for data when necessary. The primary methodology of
data exchange and transmission, however, should be by electronic computer link for speed and
economy. Experience of both the CFE Treaty and the Vienna Document has proven this to be a
more efficient and timely way to exchange data. Using electronic data transfer will more easily
allow frequent changes to the data and will enable the database to reflect more current
information.

If the information flow is dynamic, data would be exchanged on a continual basis and any
country’s entry in the database could be updated by its latest submission. Some nations might
find it more convenient only to file continual updates and keep their submissions current in that
manner. A register, then, should cater for both a periodic recapitulation of data yet retain a
dynamic quality which will make it a valuable and living document.

Level of Confidentiality

One question which arises is the desirable level of confidentiality for a light weapons ,
register. Given that the purpose of the register is transparency, it appears that the lowest possible
level of confidentiality would best suit the aim. However, this may not be a view shared by all
participants.
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Some of the infornation which could be requested for a register may be considered by
some countries to be of a sensitive nature for national security reasons, to be politically
embarassing or to be classed as vital economic or police intelligence. In some cases, this may
appear to be more a question of mindset rather than fact, but it still may deter some nations from
participating. Regrettably for those nations, there are few secrets in the world today. While the
extent of light weapons transfers, holdings and production may never be completely revealed,
national capabilities in gross terms can be accurately guaged. To prove this point, one must only
search the open literature and internet sources.”’ Therefore, reticence to reveal register
information on the part of any one nation is likely to prove to be without solid basis.

In fact, vagueness of details may breed a more dangerous situation. One of the strengths
of the United Nations Register of Conventional Arms is the fact that official information is
available, thus dispelling unfounded and potentially dangerous estimates by outside agencies
which may be inaccurate and which may lead to incorrect reactions by other nations or economic
competitors.*

Limited confidentiality in a register may be attractive to some nations in order to satisfy
the criticism that information freely given would be a bonus for other nations who do not
participate in the register. There is the possibility that information could be shared only among
participating countries and kept confidential or secret from non-participants. This is certainly one
method of operation which may work under certain circumstances, for instance when there are a
small number of nations involved. It may be a way to introduce the operation of a register in an
incremental manner to participants with a view to moving to full transparency at a later date.

If a level of confidentiality were introduced into the operation of a register, however, it
would be difficult if not impossible to maintain. There is little assurance that confidentiality, of
whatever level, would be completely effective. If only some material were to be given a level of
confidentiality, there would be a need for guidelines to protect it. A system of checks would need
to be instituted to ensure that only appropriate material is being released in a prescribed manner.
The transmission of data and the physical handling of it under some level of confidentiality would
increase costs.

It may be that a lack of confidentiality in the register would increase the hesitancy of some
nations to participate. While efforts to convince such nations that their fears are unfounded
should continue, they could be offered the opportunity for partial participation. None of the
information provided by a participant should be dependent upon submissions being complete.
While the ideal is that all nations will participate fully, even partial information in the initial stages
of the register’s maturity would be useful. ( In fact, it must be accepted that some nations will not
be able to provide all the information which they might wish because of the lack of an ability to
collect the information.) Nations wary of disclosing all their available information should be
encouraged to contribute what they feel comfortable with, or capable of, divulging in the hope of
fostering further, full participation later. In other words, the register should be structured for
maximum inclusion in every way rather than pointedly excluding participation in any way.
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Cost

The question of the cost of establishing and running a light weapons register is one which
is hard to answer with great precision. Costs will be dependent upon the scope of the register and
whether it is global or regional. The more participants, the greater may be the economies of scale
in handling data but still, in absolute terms, the volume of data to be handled will necessitate
more facilities and hence more costs.

Costs will fall into two areas: costs incurred to establish and run the register, and costs to
each participating country associated with the collation of raw national input data for the
international register. The former costs can be estimated as part of the establishment process for
whatever size of bureaucracy would be needed to set up and run the register.

National costs, however, will be dependent upon the licencing, export and domestic
regulations relating to small arms already in existence in the particular nation. In a country such
as Canada, the United Kingdom or Japan, existing control agencies and mechanisms may make it
relatively simple to provide data. Incremental costs may be, relatively speaking, fairly minimal.
On the other hand, in other countries, some data initially will not be available due to the lack of
firearms ownership and usage controls, the introduction of which may be expensive or impractical
to implement. In that case, the national cost of participation may be lower but the data provided 1
(if at all) will be of lower quality and less complete, thus mitigating against the effectiveness of the
register. These national costs may, for economic or cultural reasons, preclude complete
participation by a particular country.

Operating costs of a register could be kept to the minimum by using existing data base
formats, by maximizing electronic information exchange and by employing readily available
commercial computer software. In this regard, the experience of other agreements can illustrate
lessons for a future light weapons register.

In the case of the CFE Treaty, a computerized data base program was devised by NATO
Headquarters® Verification Co-ordinating Committee staff for NATO member nations to track the
inventory of former Warsaw Pact participants. This database consists of a dedicated central
network server to which each of the NATO, and later Co-operation Partner, nations have access
to track weapon inventories provided under the terms of the CFE Treaty. Some problems arose
as a result of rapid changes to the software program (in response to lessons learned and a natural
desire for improvement) and with the lack of electronic links from some of the less advanced
states parties. As well, the initial Treaty wording did not allow the exchange of information to be
done electronically and this became the cause of further negotiation among participants.** The
OSCE set up a dedicated computer communications network to handle inspection notifications
and data exchanges. It also became a useful tool for Vienna Document-related communications
on a number of subjects. Based on this experience, it is advisable that any future light weapons
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register should be simple, allow easy access by electronic, hard copy or facsimile data and use a
commercially based, readily available software program as the basis for its calculations.

Whether or not there is 2 compliance assessment mechanism, and what type it will be, will
also have a bearing upon the costs to be borne, either by a centralized agency or by nations in
direct proportion to their participation. Other items which will affect costs are the exact functions
of a central agency and the frequency of meetings decided upon by participants. In the case of the
United Nations Register of Conventional Arms, an existing centralized agency acts as a repository
and accountant for the information supplied by nations. On the other hand, for CFE Treaty data,
because of the nature of the umbrella instrument, NATO has developed an implementation and
co-ordinating staff which now is the recognized clearinghouse for information dealing with that
Treaty. (Interestingly, this role for NATO is not mentioned in the CFE Treaty proper. Rather, it
has evolved in an ad hoc fashion to fill an obvious requirement.) In the latter case, the drafters of
the Treaty began work in an adversarial environment and clearly foresaw a monitoring and
verification function while, in the case of the United Nations Register of Conventional Arms, the
mechanism for compiling and checking information supplied is very much looser. In fact, there is
no on-site monitoring provision in the latter arrangement and a centralized staff — much smaller
than that used in NATO Headquarters — provides mainly a simple clearinghouse and publication
facility.

In terms of actual costs, a look at the United Nations Register of Conventional Arms may
be illuminating. Costs (in US dollars) were estimated in the planning stages to be:

- hardware, software and system development and training $50,000 (non-recurring)
- development, establishment and training of the system $75,000 (non-recurring)
- three posts for personnel to manage the system $228,000/year

For this, the architects of the plan expected to be able to collect and collate the data from 185

| countries, publish it and distribute it in hard copy on wide distribution. In actual fact, annual costs
have been well below $250,000 and it has taken less than two person-years of time to amass and
disseminate the data. Of course, these figures only relate to central costs. Each participating
country’s national data compilation activities are much harder to guage..

The size of the register, as noted, may vary these numbers considerably. In fact, the above
figures rely on some special programming of software designed specifically for the task. The use
of readily-modified commercial software or the use of existing data bases and server space should
allow costs to be cut further in this area. There is also the possibility of adaption of existing
software used by OSCE, NATO or the UN, as well as taking advantage of their respective
organizational experience to help reduce costs, especially in the critical start-up phase.** As well,
if the primary mode of distribution is electronic transmission of data, the resultant minimization of
hard paper copy for the data should also lead to other cost savings.
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The cost factor will be a variable which can only be determined with accuracy once the
framework of the establishing umbrella agreement, the number of participants and the demand for
the data are more readily definable. However, it seems reasonable to conclude that, based on
other experience, the costs of starting and operating a simple light weapons register should not be
exorbitantly high.

CONCLUSION

From the above discussion, then, one can put together a picture of desirable characteristics
of a light weapons arms register.

It must fit the aims of the establishing agreement. That is, it must provide the
transparency which (presumably) is desired by the participants and it must be in sufficient detail to
provide meaningful insight into the situation pertaining to the region in which it is to be applied.
In this regard, it must rely upon and reflect official data from the recognized national authority in
each participating state.

Each participating nation should have the opportunity to provide amplifying comment on
their submission and the resulting data base should reflect these notations to allow a full
understanding of the participant’s position. There should also be a mechanism to allow both
technical, administrative clarification as well as a more formal consultative mechanism to raise
observations or ask questions without creating diplomatic incidents. Some periodic review or
report may be desirable as a methodology to guage the effectiveness of the agreement or to focus
domestic or international efforts to stem light weapon proliferation.

In the mechanical operation of a light weapons register, the main aim should be to cover
as many classifications of military-style light weapons as possible but exclude the lower end of the
weapon spectrum to recognize legitimate national and cultural needs for private arms possession
within national criminal law boundaries. Because of the size of the light weapons trade and its
geographical dispersion, the best that can be accomplished is probably an accounting by type and
quantity rather than by serialized single-unit manifest lists.

Ammunition and munitions should be catered for in order that complete data on the light
weapons situation can be accurately reflected. To give visibility to the dimension of the illicit
trade in light weapons and to allow nations to show their efforts in curbing this manifestation of
the problem, information should be included in the register concerning illicit weapons
apprehended by national or international authorities. Likewise, to reflect accurately the size of
light weapon data, information of national holdings and production should be tracked. Reporting
of movement of light weapons by both exporting and i 1mportmg nations will allow a degree of
cross-checking of data by researchers.
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A register would do well to be timely and dynamic, given the large and active trading
which is characteristic of global light weapons transfers. Thus, it should be able to keep abreast
of and publicize the latest movements or risk the possibility of being hoplessly out of date in any
reporting period. However, it should not be so up-to-date as to compromise legitimate
commercially sensitive information and, thus, work to the detriment of member states.

The mechanics of a register should cater for less technologically advanced nations by
being simple in design and capable of accepting other than the preferred electronic data format
inputs. In addition, a register should be able to function even if only a portion of the desired data
can be provided by a national authority. Simplicity should also contribute to reasonable cost,
always a consideration as a result of both international and domestic budgetary controls.

Data which is handled in an unclassified manner is easier and cheaper to work with than
confidential information and the possibility of unauthorized release is high with so many agencies
handling confidential information. Keeping data unclassified in the public domain could add to the
transparency factor, the ultimate object of a light weapons register, and demonstrate a tangible
commitment to the effectiveness of the register.

Lastly, to ensure that the myriad of details are properly completed, the administration is
smooth and all members have a common opportunity to participate fully, a central staff or
secretariat should be formed to provide proper support for the register’s operation.

The model light weapons register in Part Two of this paper is based upon the above set of
requirements. The register is in outline only because participants may wish to modify, delete or
add to the suggested model. For instance, categories of weapons could be changed or more
closely defined; some data may be felt not to be appropriate and may be deleted. The aim is to
create a basic model register which can still function with any modification necessitated after
negotiation by the participating nations.

The question remains: will such a register be useful and effective in increasing
transparency, thus building confidence and security among nations as well as reducing the carnage
within nations caused by the availability of large quantities of light weapons? A similar question
has been asked about the United Nations Register of Conventional Arms by a number of
researchers. No doubt, in many areas, the United Nations Register of Conventional Arms has
fallen far short of the goals hoped for by its more idealistic founders. Conversely, it does function
after a fashion and provides some elements of information which have been unavailable
previously. In some cases, the spotlight of public scrutiny has been shone on areas of trade which
were hitherto considered to be solely in the domain of national governmental decision-makers.

This fact, applied to the light weapons situation, may be more than some governments and
weapon industrialists may wish. It was the opinion of some participants in the UN Panel of
{ Governmental Experts on Small Arms that transparency was not an achievable goal due to the
| many and varied dealings in light weapons holdings by governments and commercial interests.*’
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There is no doubt that any proposed light weapons register will run into difficult and possibly
protracted diplomatic negotiation as proprietary interests come into focus and their influences are
played out via international posturing. Indeed, some very legitimate cultural and domestic
opposition may make a light weapons register a difficult goal to achieve in some areas of the

globe. -

At the very least, governments and international organizations which wish to institute such
a register must be clear in their aim and take account of opposition, some of which will be difficult
to ignore. Drawing upon experience with existing information exchanges in the arms control field
will be helpful. It may be that only a portion of the ideal small arms and light weapons register
register may be attainable. This is, of course, a matter for politicians to decide and diplomats to

negotiate.

No light arms register will provide a complete picture of manufacture, trade and traffick in
these weapons. The extent of the black and grey arms markets will not be covered. Criminal
activity will not be included and covert and quasi-official arms transfers will be ignored except in
very limited ways. However, by bringing some attention to these activities controls may be
encouraged where few or none exist at present. This pre-supposes, of course, that there is
political will and general acceptance of such controls and that the national criminal and security
forces can act to enforce the law. In many countries, this may be problematic.

There are also indications that a light weapons register is not high on the agenda of some
nations and international organizations. A recent press report noted the reluctance of some
NATO countries to deal with the issue during that organization’s operations in the former
Yugoslavia.*®* This might be typical of the ambivalence which may have to be overcome if a light
weapons arms register is to succeed.

Making provision for the inclusion of partial data, and the opportunity to explain
omissions, may encourage some weak or reticent governments to participate. Other participants
and researchers using the data base of information will quickly assess for themselves whether any
particular nation is whole-heartedly supporting the light weapons register.

The success of a light weapons register will be directly dependent upon what it is meant to
do. Like the United Nations Register on Conventional Arms, any register will likely start off
tentatively and grow only when nurtured by national action and international agreement to take
concrete action to curb the arms flows to the area of interest. Initial hopes should probably be
kept conservative to avoid disappointment
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PART TWO - A MODEL REGISTER

GENERAL
This section gives a suggested outline for the operation of a light weapons register.

It is assumed that there will be an international agreement among states (perhaps under the
auspices of the United Nations, a regional organization, or a bilateral or multilateral grouping of
like-minded states) under which the register is formulated. This group of states parties will meet
to establish the parameters of the arms register and to draw up the umbrella establishing
agreement.

CENTRAL ORGANIZATION

The agreement will establish a Consultative Commission made up of participating states
which will review periodically the operation of the agreement, discuss future changes to the
agreement and to give broad, general policy direction for the implementation of the agreement to
a full-time Secretariat. The Consultative Commission will act like a Board of Directors or
Executive Council for the register. The Consultative Commission will meet to review any
periodic reports which may be called for by the agreement and to report back to national
governments. Lastly, it will also be available to meet on an as-required, as-requested basis to seek
clarification or explanation of the actions of participating nations before formal diplomatic action
is taken. If an international organization were the sponsor of such an agreement and subsequent
register, an existing body in that organization might be capable of assuming this role.

The Secretariat will be responsible for receiving submissions from participating states,
collating them, disseminating them to participating states, maintaining appropriate databases and
communications networks, and publicizing the information contained in the register. All
administrative tasks such as timely reminders of deadlines, minor technical clanfication and the
creation and operation of a data base will be the responsibility of this staff. Again, this function
might be undertaken by staff within an existing international organization, if appropriate.

NATIONAL ORGANIZATION

Each participant state will designate a governmental agency or official to be responsible
for the submission of data to the Secretariat and to act as a contact point. This responsible
agency will be referred to as the National Authority. It could be a division of the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs. All contacts with the Secretariat for routine administration and submissions will
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be through the National Authority. The National Authority will be responsible for all internal
collection and collation of data from the participating nation.

INFORMATION FLOW

Information will flow from each National Authority to the Secretariat. The staff will
update the data base using information supplied by each National Authority. Minor administrative
clarifications and corrections will be handled between the National Authority and the Secretariat.
If a policy interpretation or ruling is required, any National Authority may ask for a meeting of the
Consultative Commission to be convened to discuss the issue, to query another nation or seek
clarification of data supplied by other nations. Bilateral consulttions between participating states
should be encouraged as a first step, of course. ‘

The information flow will be timely. While there will be a requirement for a minimum
annual submission from participating countries, nations will be encouraged to submit partial
information and changes to data as they occur. This, in turn, will be updated and available
electronically to all participating nations and the general public immediately.

It is understood that all nations may not have in place the necessary internal national
mechanisms to provide data for all the requested categories. Countries may provide partial
information. Provision has been made for participating nations to amplify their submitted data, or
lack of'it, and for these comments to be included in the light weapons register.

THE REGISTER DATA BASE

A light weapons register data base will be created by the Secretariat using the information
submitted on Form A by each participant nation. The data base will be updated by the submission
of a new Form A, or a Form C, from the National Authority.

The light weapons register data base will be held on a central server. This will be
accessible by the public via the Internet. Public access will be read-only. Write-only permission
will be retained solely by the Secretariat. National Authorities will not have access to the central
server and all changes will be made to the data base by the Secretariat. National Authorities will
submit changes to the Secretariat and, after confirmation that they are technically error-free, the
staff will update the data base for each country.

The data base will be configured in such a manner that information can be extracted in a
number of comparative formats. For instance, information should be obtainable by country, by
weapon category, by type of transaction or by any other variable. A standard search engine will
be incorporated into the data base to provide the selection variables for research purposes. These
should have simple, pull-down menus to facilitate accessibility by the general public.
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The data base will have provision for the applicable comments submitted by participant
nations via Form B in order to reflect accurately the position of each contributor as they
themselves would wish to have it seen by the world. Information in the data base will be cross-
referenced, where applicable, to amplifying comments submitted by the National Authority.

The data base will be unclassified. Each specified period (annually or more frequently,
depending upon the umbrella agreement’s provisions), the register data will be collated as of the
specified date. Hard copy data will be provided at the discretion of the Central Agency. The
normal method of access to the public will be by the World Wide Web (ie. the Internet). Data to
the latest date possible will be available for display and, in this way, the data base will be timely
and reflective of the true state of declared transfers by participants.

ANALYSIS

The Secretariat will act primarily as accountants and bookkeepers for the register. They
will, as part of their regular duties, compile the data and produce consolidated reports periodically
or as required. The Consultative Commission may request a more extensive anlaysis of the data
from the Secretariat. The Secretariat will provide the information to the best of their ability or will
act as the contracting agent in the hiring of an outside entity to fulfill the request. It is expected
that individual nations, researchers, academics and the media will make use of the raw data to
draw their own conclusions about the flow of light weapons and the validity of data provided by
National Authorities.

BASELINE DATA

Upon the entry into force of the agreement, the participating states agree to complete
Form A in as much detail as possible. At their own discretion, they may submit amplification of
the raw data with Form B. This will be submitted at the same time as Form A, and be cross-
referenced to it, in order to allow participant nations to explain further the transactions outlined in
Form A.

UPDATES OF INFORMATION

When information changes or becomes available when it was not previously, the
participating states may submit Form C outlining the changes which pertain to their particular
situation. This alleviates the need to re-submit the entire Form A (and B, if applicable). Form C
will provide a quick and efficient way to modify data on an as-required basis to accurately reflect
the current status of transfers at any given time.

27




P
%
¥

S SRRV

¢
£
A

LR i

M v

If the establishing agreement of the register calls for it, nations will re-submit periodic
(presumably annually) data on Form A (and B, if applicable). Nations may simply confirm
existing data on the data base and update with Form C on a continual basis. If this is more
convenient, Form B can be used to indicate that data already in the data base is correct and that
no further update is required.

DATA TRANSMISSION FORMS

Data transmission forms will be kept succinct. The criteria is ease of transmission and
understanding. All forms may be sent to the Secretariat electronically by computer link, by
message, by facsimile, by mail or by hand. The Secretariat will incorporate the information into
the light weapons register data base in such a manner that the comments will be readily available
for perusal. Each of the forms is discussed in greater detail below.

Form A
General

This form will be the national submission to the light weapons register. This is the primary
form for the recording of arms transfers. The Secretariat will use it to collate and present data to
the Central Agency and to the public. It is submitted to the Secretariat by the respective National
Authority. Collection and collation of the raw data within national boundaries is the
responsibility of the National Authority.

Form A will provide baseline data for the initiation of the register. It may also be used to
re-declare or submit information periodically if the umbrella agreement calls for this to be done
annually, or at some other time. It provides a place to reflect this period and a blank to indicate
the period up to which the update is effective.

Form A is designed to be simple and to provide data regarding each country at a glance.
It deals in quantities of various types of light weapons, shows the disposition of each category and
is meant to be easily amended and read.

Weapon Types

Types of weapons are listed in rows down the left vertical side of the form. The basic
designations of light weapons and military small arms are drawn from the 1997 UN Panel of
Experts report with some expansion of each of these categorizations. Explanatory notes for each
category follow.
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Sub-machine guns Military style automatic small calibre hand-held weapons.

Assault rifles Military style, automatic firing, hand-held weapons (or civilian pattern
weapons which can be modified to fire automatically) normally used by infantry.

Light Machine Guns Automatic infantry squad support weapons with a high cyclic rate
of fire operated by one or two persons.

Heavy Machine Guns and Cannons Automatic weapons normally over 12.7mm calibre
which can be ground-mounted or vehicle borne (land, sea and air) and which may fire a variety of
types of ammunition for specific purposes.

Grenade Launchers, Hand-held May be part of another weapon system or an individual
weapon system and normally found in infantry units.

Grenade Launchers, Mounted May be part of the armament of a vehicle (land, sea or

air).

Anti-tank Guns/ Recoilless Rifles A weapon which is specifically designed for anti-tank or
other “hard” targets and which fires a projectile, either singly or automatically, at medium to high
velocity. It may be man-portable, vehicle (land,sea or air) mounted or towed.

Anti-tank Missile/Rocket Launchers A reloadable system designed to fire a
missile/rocket. These may be designed for use against more than armoured vehicle targets.

Anti-tank Missiles/Rockets Includes both: ammunition resupply missiles and rockets for
launchers; and, any integral launcher/missile or rocket system designed to be used once and
disposed of rather than reloaded.

Anti-aircraft Missile Launchers A reloadable system designed to fire a missile or rocket.
While the system may be used for general fire support purposes, the main purpose of its design
must be anti-aircraft defence.

Anti-aircraft Missiles Includes both: ammunition resupply missiles and rockets for
launchers; and, any integral launcher/missile or rocket system designed to be used once and
disposed of rather than reloaded.

Mortars All mortars of less than 100 mm in calibre which are designed to fire a projectile
for any purpose including dispersion of smoke, illumination and fire support. The mortars may be
man-carried, towed or vehicle mounted.
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Ammunition The various types of ammunition are broken into generic categories
corresponding with the above weapon types. Further delineation may be included in the
amplifying comments which are encouraged in Forms B and C.

Hand Grenades All types of high explosive fragmentation or directed chemical energy
grenades designed for anti-personnel, anti-tank and anti-bunker operations. Does not include
smoke grenades or riot control agents such as tear gas or stun grenades.

Mines, Anti-tank Mines designed to attack vehicles and other large targets by high
explosive. This includes all types of command detonated, remote control and direct action mines.
Does not include anti-personnel mines.

Flamethrowers These include all types of flame projecting weapons not vehicle mounted.
Projector systems normally include hoses, ignition and propellant components combined and
carried by one or two persons.

Military explosives Explosives purpose-designed for military attack purposes, demolition
and engineering work. Does not include civilian commercially used explosives.

Data Entries

Data concerning quantities and destination/source countries may be entered against each
category of weapons in rows under each applicable column heading. An explanation of the
columnar headings appears below.

Holdings Official national holdings are recorded in this column. These include holdings
of all military and civilian security forces, including national reserve stocks. When national stocks
are increased as a result of Production or Import or decreased as a result of being destroyed as a
result of modernization, sold as surplus or otherwise disposed of, this fact should be noted on a
subsequent Form A. Form B may be used to amplify this data.

Production This column includes all new production carried out within the national
territory of the participating state. Normally, where licencing controls are in effect, the quantity
number will be easily obtainable. This quantity is designed to reflect the authorized and known
production of light weapons within the country during the period. Production may be estimated
but, where production licensing controls are not in effect, the number must be clearly identified as
an estimate. Subsequent Form A submissions should include an equal number of units shown in
Production as being taken into Holdings or included in Export categories. Form B may be used
to amplify this data.

Imports This column is sub-divided into two: one to reflect the quantity of each category
of light weapon and the other to indicate the source of the shipment(s). The source should be the
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initial exporting nation, regardless of whether shipments pass through intermediate countries.
Import controls, where in force, should provide most of the raw data for the National Authority
to assemble this data.

Exports This column is sub-divided into two: one reflects the quantity of each category
of light weapon and the other to indicate the ultimate destination of the shipment(s). The
destination should be the final destination, regardless of whether shipments pass through
intermediate countries. Export licence controls, where in force, should provide the essence of this
data for the National Authority.

Illicit Weapons This column is provided to allow countries, and other multinational
organizations such as the United Nations, to account for illicit weapons taken out of circulation.
The first column shows the number of weapons seized by security forces, civil and military, as a
result of raids, intercepted shipments or programs such as buy-back programs. The second
column allows a nation to highlight the number of light weapons which have been disposed of
after being seized.

In a case where the number of weapons seized is more than the number of weapons shown
disposed of, the difference will automatically be added to column (a), “Holdings”, for that nation,
or for that nation in which the activity is reported in the case of an international organization
submitting the report, on the basis that the formerly illicit weapons are now under positive
| national control and, therefore, taken into inventory.

The seized weapons should be included in export information declaration (Columns (d)
and (f)) if they are disposed of by export. Destruction information (eg.; method, location, or
timings if such information is volunteered) could be covered by submission of Form B.

Form B

This form allows a reporting nation to amplify data given in Form A. It must, therefore,
be read in conjunction wtih the data in Form A. Reporting nations may refer by serial and column
to the quantity or information given and provide explanations or clarification to assist the
Secretariat or other interested parties in the public domain. Entries may indicate: specific types
of weapons or ammunition, give time frames of production or transactions, designate intermediate
transit destinations of exports/imports, or detail sources of illicit weapons and method of
destruction, among other items. The information in this form may be useful in allowing a nation
to present an accurate picture ofits light weapons trade or its efforts to control transfers. More,
rather than less, information is encouraged but the form and content is left to the discretion of the
submitting nation.
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Form C

This form, an abbreviated combination of Forms A and B, is designed to be a simple and
continual way to update the initial, or previous, national data. It can be initiated by the National
Authority on an as-required, as-available basis. It can also be used to make changes for the
annual update if such a submission is required by the agreement. The form can be sent by
electronic message, facsimile, mail or hand. It will originate from the National Authority and be

authorized by it.

The form uses the serial number of each category of weapon and the alphabetized column
heading to change data only in those areas where necessary. Thus, it will be a useful and quick
option for the submitting nation and an easily handled input for the Secretariat. The form will be

serialized and dated for record purposes.
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SAMPLE FORM A:

o | LIGHT WEAPONS REGISTER
i PERIODIC SUBMISSION
COUNTRY: DATE SUBMITTED
PERIOD: (calendar year or period designated by agreement)
UPDATED TO: (date)
WEAPON TYPE HOLDINGS | PRODUCTION IMPORTS EXPORTS ILLICIT WEAPONS
QTy QTYy QTY | FROM Qry TO SEIZED | DISPOSAL
|__(a) (b) (€) (d) (e) (N (9) (h)
1. Sub-machine
guns
2. Assault Rifles
3. Light Machine
Guns
- 4. Heavy Machine
,’; Guns and
. Cannons
" s. Grenade
X Launchers,
hand-held
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WEAPON TYPE HOLDINGS | PRODUCTION IMPORTS EXPORTS ILLICIT WEAPONS

QTY QTyY QTy FROM QTY TO SEIZED DISPOSAL
(@) (b) © | @ (©) 0 @ )

6. Grenade
Launchers,
mounted

7. Anti-tank Guns/
Recoilles Rifles

8. Anti-tank
Missile/Rocket
Launchers

9. Anti-tank
Missiles /
Rockets

10. | Anti-aircraft . )
Missile e
Launchers

11. Anti-aircraft
Missiles

12. | Mortars (less
than 100 mm)

13. | Ammunition,
sub-machine
gun

14. | Ammunition, : .
assault rifle

15. | Ammunition,
light machine
gun
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WEAPON TYPE HOLDINGS [ PRODUCTION IMPORTS EXPORTS ILLICIT WEAPONS
Qty Qrty Qty | FROM Qty TO SEIZED | DISPOSAL
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (N (9) (h)
16. | Ammunition,
heavy machine
gun and
cannon
17. | Ammunition,
anti-aircraft
gun
18. | Ammunition,
anti-tank gun
19. Ammunition,
grenade
launcher
20. | Ammunition,
mortar
21. | Hand Grenades
22. Mines, anti- o
tank i
23. | Flamethrower
(man-pack)
24. | Military .
; Explosives
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SAMPLE FORM B:

LIGHT WEAPONS REGISTER
AMPLIFYING COMMENTS
COUNTRY: ):
REFERENCE: Form A to Light Weapons Register Submitted (date) F(
D,
\T
1. ITEM:
Serial Column
X
Comment:
2. ITEM: =
Serial Column
Commént:
3. ITEM: -on
Serial Column
Comment:

(Continue as necessary)
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SAMPLE FORM C:
LIGHT WEAPONS REGISTER

DATA UPDATE NOTIFICATION MESSAGE

): (Secretariat)

FORMATION: ( Any other countries or organizations of choice, if applicable)
|

'DATE RECORD CODE: (Standardized alphanumberic; eg, CA/02 [second update from Canada])
i

\TE: (Date/time group in ZULU time that message is dispatched, date only if not electronically sent)
1

XT:

Delete current data and replace with new information as indicated below:

Serial Column Data

. (#) (letter) (quantity, country)

|
H
!
§
~ontinue as necessary)

!
Comments (amplification if desired concerning the information above)

Sedd Column Comment;

éen’al Column Comment:

El
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