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THE ATT MONITOR PROJECT

The ATT Monitor is a project of the Control Arms Secretariat.

The project was launched in January 2015 with the financial 
support of the governments of Austria, Australia, Ireland, 
Netherlands, Norway and Trinidad and Tobago.

The ATT Monitor serves as a trusted source of information 
on the implementation of and compliance to the Arms Trade 
Treaty (ATT). This includes monitoring transfer data contained  
in Annual Reports and tracking measures to embed the Treaty’s 
obligations in national practice, such as the passing of new 
legislation and the development of national control systems.

The ATT Monitor produces credible qualitative and quantitative 
research and analysis, and explores emerging trends and 
practices that have an impact on the effectiveness of the  
Treaty and its provisions.

The ATT Monitor aims to:

•  Synthesize information to advance the ATT’s 
universalization and implementation in a user-friendly 
format accessible to government policymakers, civil 
society organizations, the media and the public.

•  Promote and stimulate the sharing by countries and  
other actors of credible information on, and analysis  
of, the ATT’s universalization and implementation.

•  Identify key challenges in advancing global acceptance  
of the ATT’s norms and its full implementation, and 
propose steps to ensure that these challenges  
are addressed.

LAUNCH OF THE ATT 
MONITOR 2016 REPORT, 
CSP 2016, GENEVA.

CREDIT: © CONTROL ARMS 
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PARTICIPANTS AT THE SECOND 
TRAINING SESSION OF THE ATT 
ACADEMY DISCUSS TREATY 
IMPLEMENTATION, NAKURU, 
KENYA, DECEMBER 2016. 

CREDIT: © CONTROL ARMS



1  In addition, the Treaty had entered into legal force for three countries – Cyprus, Georgia and Zambia – that had submitted their instruments of 
ratification, but had not become full States Parties, during the previous period (1 June 2015 to 31 May 2016). Article 22 specifies that the Treaty shall 
enter into force for a state 90 days following the date of deposit of its instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession. 

2  ATT Secretariat (2017). ‘States Parties to the ATT (in order of deposit of instrument of ratification, approval, acceptance, or accession).’  
As of 30 May 2017. http://thearmstradetreaty.org/images/Status_lists/List_of_ATT_States_Parties_by_order_of_deposit30_May_2017.pdf

3  Between 1 June 2015 and 31 May 2016, 14 countries ratified and two acceded. Control Arms Secretariat (2016). ‘ATT Monitor 2016’.  
New York. 22 August 2016. p.10 

4  ATT Secretariat (2017). ‘States Parties to the ATT’. As of 2 March 2017.  
http://thearmstradetreaty.org/images/Status_lists/List_of_ATT_States_Parties_2_March_2017.pdf

5  In order: France, Germany, United Kingdom, Spain, Italy, Netherlands, Sweden, Republic of Korea, Switzerland, Norway, South Africa and Australia. 
Fleurant, A. et al. (2017). ‘Trends in International Arms Transfers, 2016’. Stockholm: Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI).  
https://www.sipri.org/sites/default/files/Trends-in-international-arms-transfers-2016.pdf

6  Analysis based on UN Statistics Division regional groupings. https://unstats.un.org/unsd/methodology/m49/overview/.  
For a list of UN member states, see http://www.un.org/en/member-states/#gotoP   

7  CARICOM (N.D.). ‘Membership’. http://caricom.org/membership. One of the members of CARICOM, Montserrat, is not a UN member state and  
so is not a State Party to the ATT.

STATE OF THE ARMS TRADE TREATY:  
A YEAR IN REVIEW JUNE 2016-MAY 2017
This review covers the period between 1 June 2016 and  
31 May 2017, up to and including the deadline for submission  
of the Arms Trade Treaty (ATT) Annual Reports. It explores 
some of the key events and milestones during the past year, 
and assesses their impacts on the overall performance  
of States Parties to the Treaty regarding universalization  
and compliance. 

This review first takes stock of universalization efforts around 
the world during the above-mentioned period. It then 
considers the decisions and outputs of the three working 
groups that were established at the Second Conference 
of States Parties to the ATT (CSP 2016), which took place in 
Geneva in August 2016. Finally, the review looks at compliance 
with the ATT’s core provisions, and assesses whether the 
cumulative actions have contributed to the Treaty’s objective 
of reducing human suffering.

UNIVERSALIZATION

As of 31 May 2017, 92 countries were States Parties to the ATT, 
accounting for nearly half (48 per cent) of all United Nations 
(UN) member states. A further 41 were Signatories.

Seven countries became States Parties to the ATT between 
1 June 2016 and 31 May 2017.1 Of these, six ratified and one 
acceded.2 In general, it is anticipated that the pace of new 
membership to any treaty will slow over time. However, this 
was more than a 50 per cent drop in new countries joining the 
ATT when compared to the previous year, and represents  
a notable slowing in universalization progress.3 

Three of the six new ratifications were from Africa (Benin, 
Cape Verde and Madagascar), two were from the Americas 
(Guatemala and Honduras) and one from Asia (Republic of 
Korea). The one accession was from Europe (Monaco).4

With the ratification of the Republic of Korea, 12 of the 20 
world’s largest exporters of major conventional arms (i.e. not 
including exports of small arms and light weapons – SALW)  
are now States Parties to the ATT.5

The geographic spread of States Parties remains uneven, 
however (see map). As of 31 May 2017, ATT membership 
remains at a relatively low level in several regions. Regions  
with the lowest number of ATT States Parties are Asia (four  
out of 14), Oceania (four of 14) and Africa (22 of 54). Europe  
(39 of 43 countries) and the Americas (23 of 35) have a far 
greater regional proportion of States Parties.6The ATT enjoys 
particularly strong support among certain  
sub-regional blocs, for example:

•  The European Union (EU), where all members are now 
ATT States Parties.

•  The Economic Community of West African States 
(ECOWAS), with 13 of its 15 members (87 per cent) being 
States Parties.

•  The Caribbean Community (CARICOM), with 12 of 15 
members (80 per cent) being States Parties. 7 

This suggests that some degree of coordination within 
sub-regional bodies might have had a positive effect in 
encouraging universalization across their member states. 
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RATIFIED/ACCEDED: Albania, Antigua and 
Barbuda, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, 
Barbados, Belgium, Belize, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Benin, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, 
Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, 
Costa Rica, Côte d’Ivoire, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech 
Republic, Denmark, Dominica, Dominican 
Republic, El Salvador, Estonia, Finland, France, 
Germany, Georgia, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, 
Guatemala, Guinea, Guyana, Honduras, 
Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, 
Japan, Latvia, Lesotho, Liberia, Liechtenstein, 
Lithuania, Luxembourg, Macedonia, 
Madagascar, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, 
Mexico, Moldova, Monaco, Montenegro, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger, Nigeria, 
Norway, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Poland, 
Portugal, Republic of Korea, Romania, Saint 
Kitts and Nevis, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent 
and the Grenadines, Samoa, San Marino, 
Senegal, Serbia, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, 
Slovakia, Slovenia, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, 
Switzerland, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tuvalu, 
United Kingdom, Uruguay, Zambia. 

NOT YET JOINED: Afghanistan, 
Algeria, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, 
Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brunei 
Darussalam, Canada, China, Cuba, DR 
Congo, Ecuador, Egypt, Equatorial 
Guinea, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gambia, 
India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Jordan, 
Kazakhstan, Kenya, Kuwait, Kyrgyzstan, 
Laos, Maldives, Marshall Islands, 
Micronesia, Morocco, Myanmar, 
Nepal, Nicaragua, North Korea, 
Oman, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, 
Qatar, Russia, Saudi Arabia, Solomon 
Islands, Somalia, South Sudan, Sri 
Lanka, Sudan, Syria, Tajikistan, Timor-
Leste, Tonga, Tunisia, Turkmenistan, 
Uganda, Uzbekistan, Venezuela, 
Vietnam, Yemen.

SIGNED: Andorra, Angola, Bahrain, 
Bangladesh, Brazil, Burundi, Cambodia, 
Cameroon, Chile, Colombia, Comoros, 
Congo (Republic of), Djibouti, Gabon, 
Guinea-Bissau, Haiti, Israel, Kiribati, 
Lebanon, Libya, Malawi, Malaysia, 
Mongolia, Mozambique, Namibia, 
Nauru, Palau, Philippines, Rwanda, 
Sao Tome and Principe, Singapore, 
Suriname, Swaziland, Tanzania, 
Thailand, Turkey, Ukraine, United Arab 
Emirates, United States of America, 
Vanuatu, Zimbabwe.

MAP OF STATUS OF RATIFICATIONS AND STATES PARTIES 
(AS OF 31 MAY 2017)

92 41 60

Guatemala
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8  See, for example, details of outreach trips to Asia and Africa in 2017 undertaken by the President of CSP 2017, Ambassador Klaus Korhonen of Finland. 
ATT Secretariat (N.D.). ‘The President’s Page’. http://thearmstradetreaty.org/index.php/en/the-arms-trade-treaty/presidents-page

9  Control Arms Secretariat (2016). ‘Guatemala Becomes 87th States Party to ATT’. 12 July 2016.  
http://controlarms.org/en/news/guatemala-becomes-87th-states-party-to-att/ 

10  Control Arms Secretariat (2016). ‘ATT Universalization discussed by East African military officers’. 20 November 2016.  
http://controlarms.org/en/news/att-universalization-discussed-by-east-african-military-officers/. Control Arms Secretariat (2016).  
‘The second ATT Academy training discusses application of ATT in East Africa’. 8 December 2016.  
http://controlarms.org/en/news/the-second-att-academy-training-discusses-application-of-att-in-east-africa/ 

11  Control Arms Secretariat (2016). ‘ATT workshop in Southeast Asia facilitates information and best practices exchange’. 10 December 2016.  
http://controlarms.org/en/news/att-workshop-in-southeast-asia-facilitates-information-and-best-practices-exchange/ 

12  United Nations Office for Disarmament Affairs (UNODA) (2016). ‘UNSCAR projects selected in 2016’. New York: UNODA.  
https://www.un.org/disarmament/unscar-projects-selected-in-2016/

13  European Council decision 2017/915 of 29 May 2017 ‘on Union outreach activities in support of the implementation of the Arms Trade Treaty’.  
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32017D0915&qid=1499763668577&from=EN

14  ATT Secretariat (N.D.). ‘The ATT Voluntary Trust Fund (VTF).’ http://thearmstradetreaty.org/index.php/en/voluntary-trust-fund

15  Arms Trade Treaty, Article 16.3. (adopted 2 April 2013, entered into force 24 December 2014)_UNTS_(ATT) Art 16.3.  
https://unoda-web.s3.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/English7.pdf

16  ‘Statement by H.E. Ambassador Michael Biontino, Permanent Representative of Germany to the Conference on Disarmament and Chairman  
of the Voluntary Trust Fund Selection Committee to the 1st Preparatory meeting ATT CSP3, Geneva, 1 June 2017’.  
www.thearmstradetreaty.org/images/ATT_VTF/20170601_3_PrepMtg_ATT_CSP3-_Statement_Chair_VTF_SC-V2.pdf 

Efforts to encourage universalization in regions with low 
membership continued to be a high priority for the ATT 
Secretariat, ATT States Parties and civil society during the past 
year.8 Positive partnerships between civil society organizations 
(CSOs) and governments have continued to play a strong role 
in encouraging and facilitating membership of the ATT, as was 
the case with Guatemala’s ratification in July 2016.9 

At the regional level, training workshops in East Africa and 
South East Asia, for example, explored technical challenges 
and legal requirements of membership to the ATT.

•  In East Africa, over 35 senior military officers from 
countries in the Southern African Development 
Community and the East African Community attended 
an in-depth session on ‘The Universalization of the Arms 
Trade Treaty’ in November 2016, while the following 
month saw government and civil society representatives 
from seven East African countries gather as part of the 
ATT Academy, identifying and addressing challenges 
to the ATT’s universalization and implementation in 
the region.10 

•  In South East Asia, representatives of government 
agencies from Cambodia, Malaysia, Philippines,  
Thailand and Vietnam explored multi-institutional and 
whole-of-government approaches to implementation  
in December 2016.11 

Cooperation and assistance activities in support of 
universalization efforts have also continued this past year. 
Mechanisms like the UN Trust Facility Supporting Cooperation 
on Arms Regulation (UNSCAR), the EU ATT Outreach Project 
and bilateral assistance initiatives have continued to provide 
resources to channel technical, material and financial 
assistance to States Parties and countries in the process  
of ratifying or acceding to the Treaty.

Among the existing funding mechanisms, UNSCAR grants 
were disbursed for the fourth year to a range of UN agencies, 
international and regional organizations, CSOs and research 
institutes. These included the UN Regional Centre for Peace 
and Disarmament in Asia and the Pacific, the African Union, 
the Centre for Armed Violence Reduction, the Parliamentary 
Forum on Small Arms and Light Weapons, the Small Arms 
Survey, the Sierra Leone Action Network on Small Arms and 
the Stimson Center.12 

On 29 May 2017 the EU’s ATT Outreach Project was renewed 
for a second three-year cycle, to be organized by The German 
Federal Office of Economics and Export Control, and Expertise 
France. The project will have  
a budget of €8.4 million, and will partner with new countries  
in addition to supporting its existing roadmap countries.13 

A major development in this area during the last year was  
the establishment of the ATT Voluntary Trust Fund (VTF)  
by CSP 2016.14 

It opened its first call for proposals in December 2016. The 
VTF is intended to support national implementation of the 
Treaty, and relies on voluntary donations to make up its 
entire disbursement budget. The ATT encourages each State 
Party to contribute resources to the VTF.15 By the end of May 
2017, it had received roughly US$1.6 million in contributions 
from States Parties, and a further US$370,139 in pledges.16 
Only governments are able to apply directly to the VTF. 
However, projects may be implemented by or with CSOs as 
an implementing partner, a recognition of the vital role that 
partnerships play in meaningfully advancing universalization 
and implementation efforts.
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17  ATT Secretariat (2016). ‘Final Report – Second Conference of States Parties’. 26 August 2016. ATT/CSP2/2016/5.  
http://thearmstradetreaty.org/images/ATT_documents/Final_Report_ATT_CSP2_2016_5.pdf. Control Arms Secretariat (2016). ‘Second Conference  
of States Parties to the Arms Trade Treaty Geneva, Switzerland 22–26 August 2016’.  
http://controlarms.org/en/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2016/09/SecondCSPtoATT.pdf

18  Argentina, Chad, Côte d’Ivoire, El Salvador, Germany, Guinea, Japan, Mauritius, New Zealand, Nigeria, Sweden, Switzerland and United Kingdom 
were appointed to the VTF Selection Committee by CSP 2016. ATT Secretariat (2016). ‘Final Report of the Second Conference of States Parties’. ATT/
CSP2/2016/5. Paragraph 23. p. 5. http://thearmstradetreaty.org/images/ATT_documents/Final_Report_ATT_CSP2_2016_5.pdf 

19  Ibid. Paragraph 31. p. 8. The Secretariat was also brought up to full capacity following a successful recruitment drive in the second half of 2016.  
The two posts that were filled were the ATT Secretariat policy support officer and the ATT Secretariat administration support officer.

20  ATT Secretariat (2017). ‘Working Group on Effective Treaty Implementation: Initial Work Plan’. 6 January 2017. www.thearmstradetreaty.org/images/
CSP3_Documents/WG_documents/ATT_Working_Group_on_Effective_Treaty_Implementation_-_Initial_Work_Plan_6_January_2017.pdf

21  Control Arms Secretariat (2017). ‘Summary of ATT CSP 2017 Preparatory Committee Meeting’.  
http://controlarms.org/en/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2017/03/FirstPrepComSummary-1-1.pdf

22  ATT Secretariat (2017). ‘ATT Working Group on Transparency and Reporting, Issues Paper for the Group’s Second Meeting’. 15 February 2017.  
http://thearmstradetreaty.org/images/CSP3_Documents/WG_documents/170214_ATT_WGTR-_Issues_Paper_for_the_Groups_Second_Meeting.pdf 

23  ATT Secretariat (2017). ‘ATT Working Group on Treaty Universalization, Co-chairs’ Summary Report of meeting held on 9 February 2017’.  
http://thearmstradetreaty.org/images/CSP3_Documents/WG_documents/WGTU-_Co-chairs_Summary_Report_of_first_meeting_on_9_February_2017.pdf

SYSTEMS AND PROCEDURES

CSP 2016 was attended by 109 countries, including 73 States 
Parties, 30 Signatories, five Observers and one country that 
had ratified the Treaty but for which it had not yet come into 
force. Also attending the conference were representatives of 12 
international and regional organisations, including UN agencies, 
58 members of the Control Arms coalition, and 20 other CSOs 
and associations representing industry.17 Ambassador Emmanuel 
Imohe of Nigeria served as the President of the conference. The 
key decisions adopted included the following.

•  Adopting the terms of reference for the establishment 
of the VTF and appointing 13 countries to its Selection 
Committee.18 

•  Endorsing and recommending the use of the reporting 
templates for Initial and Annual Reports.

•  Establishing Working Groups on Reporting and 
Transparency, on Effective Treaty Implementation and  
on Treaty Universalization.

•  Confirming Dumisani Dladla as the head of the  
ATT Secretariat.19 

•  Electing Ambassador Klaus Korhonen of Finland as 
President for CSP 2017.

•  Electing Australia, Bulgaria, Guatemala and Sierra Leone  
as Vice Presidents for CSP 2017.

• Setting the date for CSP 2017 as 11–15 September 2017.

Three informal preparatory meetings to develop an agenda and 
working plan for CSP 2017 were held during this time period, 
while the newly established working groups were also convened 
several times during the year.

Co-chaired by Switzerland and Costa Rica, the initial 
deliberations of the Working Group on Effective Treaty 
Implementation (WGETI) mainly considered technical and 

thematic issues such as national control lists, cooperation and 
information sharing, measures to regulate brokering, transit and 
trans-shipment, and on preventing diversion.20 There was no 
engagement in the formal agenda of the WGETI with the issues 
of Treaty compliance or potential violations, a fact highlighted by 
civil society during the working group meetings.21 

Co-chaired by Sweden and Mexico, the Working Group on 
Transparency and Reporting (WGTR) explored several priority 
themes, including improving compliance with mandatory 
reporting, strengthening reporting capabilities and developing 
better means of information exchange.22

The Working Group on Treaty Universalization (WGTU) – co-
chaired by Finland and Nigeria – focused its discussions in 
this time period on how to create momentum towards more 
ratifications by setting ratification/accession targets, how to 
improve coordination with civil society and how the WGTU could 
develop bespoke region-specific policy resources.23

Informal preparatory meetings for CSP 2017 were held on 16 
February, 7 April and 1 June 2017. The most significant outcome 
of these preparatory meetings was the agreement among States 
Parties to include a substantive thematic session exploring 
synergies between the ATT and the Sustainable Development 
Goals (SDGs) process. This will now be a part of the formal 
debate at CSP 2017.

The inclusion of debate on the SDGs at CSP 2017 marks a move 
towards more substantive debate at these annual conferences, 
particularly since the formal agenda for CSP 2016 focused 
almost exclusively on procedural matters. It is the first recognition 
in the formal work of the annual conferences of how the ATT 
relates to the wider world, and of its life-changing impacts if fully 
and faithfully implemented. However, it is imperative that States 
Parties also ensure that adequate discussions are held in relation 
to issues such as compliance with, and violations of, the ATT.
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http://controlarms.org/en/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2017/03/FirstPrepComSummary-1-1.pdf
http://thearmstradetreaty.org/images/CSP3_Documents/WG_documents/170214_ATT_WGTR-_Issues_Paper_for_the_Groups_Second_Meeting.pdf
http://thearmstradetreaty.org/images/CSP3_Documents/WG_documents/WGTU-_Co-chairs_Summary_Report_of_first_meeting_on_9_February_2017.pdf


24  Forty-five States Parties had submitted reports, of the now-revised total of 61 that were due. ATT-Baseline Assessment Project (ATT-BAP) (2016). 
‘Reviewing 2016 ATT Annual Reports on Arms Exports and Imports’. October 2016. p. 16. www.armstrade.info/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/ATT-BAP_
Reviewing-2016-ATT-Annual-Reports-on-Arms-Exports-and-Imports.pdf. See also Control Arms Secretariat (2016). ‘ATT Monitor 2016’.  
New York. 22 August 2016. Chapter 3.1. pp. 65–77. 

25  Forty of the 47 Initial Reports received by 31 May 2016, and 26 of the 30 Annual Reports received by 14 June 2016. Control Arms Secretariat (2016).  
‘ATT Monitor 2016’. New York. 22 August 2016. 

26  Each ATT State Party must submit its Initial Report within the first year after entry into force of the ATT for that State Party. Arms Trade Treaty. Article 
13.1. (adopted 2 April 2013, entered into force 24 December 2014)_UNTS_(ATT) Art 13.1.  
https://unoda-web.s3-accelerate.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/English7.pdf

27  The ATT entered into force for 19 countries between 1 June 2015 and 31 May 2016, meaning that their Initial Report deadline fell during the period 
covered in this chapter. They are Barbados, Belize, Central African Republic, Chad, Dominica, Ghana, Greece, Lesotho, Liberia, Mauritania, Mauritius, 
Niger, Paraguay, Peru, Moldova, San Marino, Seychelles, Togo and Tuvalu. ATT Secretariat (2017). ‘States Parties to the ATT’. 

28  In addition, Georgia has submitted its Initial Report already, ahead of its deadline of 21 August 2017. 

29  Liberia, Mauritius, Peru, Moldova and Togo. 

30  Arms Trade Treaty. Article 13.3. (adopted 2 April 2013, entered into force 24 December 2014)_UNTS_(ATT) Art 13.3.  
https://unoda-web.s3-accelerate.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/English7.pdf 

31  States Parties clarified at CSP 2016 that Annual Reports are only due by 31 May the year after a full calendar year has passed following entry into 
force of the ATT. As a result, the ATT Monitor 2016 report’s tally of 63 States Parties expected to submit their Annual Reports by 31 May 2016 has 
subsequently been revised down to 61. 

32  ATT Secretariat (N.D.). ‘Reports’. http://thearmstradetreaty.org/index.php/en/2017-01-18-12-27-42/reports

33  In addition, Greece has submitted its Annual Report for 2016 despite not being obligated to do so. 

REPORTING ON IMPLEMENTATION AND COMPLIANCE

CSP 2016 marked an important milestone in reporting on ATT 
implementation, as it was the first conference where official 
reports could be discussed. A total of 82 per cent of States Parties 
due to submit their Initial Reports had submitted them in time for 
the conference, and although half of the expected number of 
Annual Reports had been received by the ATT Secretariat by the 
31 May 2016 deadline (as stipulated in Article 13.3), that figure had 
climbed to 74 per cent by the opening of CSP 2016.24 

The provisional Initial and Annual Reports templates were endorsed 
for use by States Parties at CSP 2016. The vast majority (86 per cent) 
of all Initial and Annual Reports that were submitted before the 
conference had used these templates for their first submissions.25 

INITIAL REPORTS

Article 13.1 of the ATT requires all States Parties to submit an Initial 
Report outlining all ‘measures undertaken in order to implement 
this Treaty, including national laws, national control lists and other 
regulations and administrative measures.’26 By 31 May 2017, a 
total of 82 States Parties were required to submit an Initial Report, 
including 19 whose reporting deadline fell during this reporting 
period.27 Of those reports due to be submitted before 31 May 
2017, 58 had been received by the ATT Secretariat.28 This is an 
overall compliance rate of 72 per cent. Only five of the 19 whose 
deadlines fell during this time period had submitted their Initial 
Report by 31 May 2017.29

Chapter 3 explores in more detail the implications of what  
States Parties submitted in their Initial Report, and the extent to 
which their national systems are in compliance with the ATT.  
It also identifies areas of good practice, as well as gaps in  
ATT implementation. 

ANNUAL REPORTS

Article 13.3 of the ATT obligates all States Parties to submit an 
Annual Report that incudes details of all ‘authorized or actual 
exports and imports of conventional arms covered under Article 2 
(1)’.30 The Treaty also mandates this deadline to fall on the 31 May 
every year. Last year, 61 States Parties31 had been expected to 
submit their Annual Transfer Report to the ATT Secretariat. More 
than a year after the reporting deadline, the ATT Secretariat had 
still only received a total of 50 reports – an 82 per cent compliance 
rate (see Chapter 2).32 

By this year’s 31 May reporting deadline, an additional 14 States 
Parties were expected to submit their Annual Report for the first 
time – bringing the overall tally of Annual Reports expected by 31 
May 2017 to 75. Of those reports due, just 31 had been submitted 
as of 7 June 2017, a compliance rate of just 41 per cent.33 An in-
depth analysis of the contents of these can be found in Chapter 2, 
which also considers the quality of ATT reporting compared with 
other similar mechanisms. 

The overwhelming majority of all submitted Initial and Annual 
Reports have been made public. This is a strong and positive 
trend, and, if sustained, will pay dividends in reinforcing the norms 
that the ATT is built upon – namely, transparency, accountability, 
and mutual security and confidence building.

TAKING STOCK – DID STATES PARTIES LIVE UP  
TO THEIR OBLIGATIONS?

Over the year under review, there were some encouraging signs 
of States Parties and Signatories adhering to the ATT’s obligations, 
and amending national policies and procedures in order to ensure 
compliance. For example, there were no reported exports to 
South Sudan, one of the four contexts to be highlighted in the 

ATT MONITOR 2017 13STATE OF THE ARMS TRADE TREATY:  
A YEAR IN REVIEW JUNE 2016–MAY 2017

http://www.armstrade.info/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/ATT-BAP_Reviewing-2016-ATT-Annual-Reports-on-Arms-Exports-and-Imports.pdf
http://www.armstrade.info/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/ATT-BAP_Reviewing-2016-ATT-Annual-Reports-on-Arms-Exports-and-Imports.pdf
https://unoda-web.s3-accelerate.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/English7.pdf
http://thearmstradetreaty.org/index.php/en/2017-01-18-12-27-42/reports


34  Control Arms Secretariat (2016). ‘ATT Monitor 2016’. New York. 22 August 2016. p. 63.

35  Control Arms Secretariat (2016). ‘Dealing in Double Standards: How arms sales to Saudi Arabia are causing human suffering in Yemen.’ Update to ATT 
Monitor case study #2, August 2016. 

ATT Monitor Annual Report 2016 for the clear and overriding risk 
that arms ‘could be used to commit or facilitate serious violations 
of international humanitarian and human rights law.’34 While there 
is no specific evidence that directly points to ATT obligations 
being the reason why no transfers to South Sudan occurred, it is 
precisely this type of behavioural change that monitors of the ATT 
will look toward as indicators of the Treaty’s impact in effect.

Another example of progress made in this time period was 
that the vast majority of reports submitted were made public. 
This reinforces the principle of transparency and will enable a 
far better understanding of where some of the challenges for 
implementation remain.

Yet, not all signs were encouraging. In several conflict and armed-
violence situations around the world, ongoing arms transfers are 
playing an acute destabilizing role – nowhere more so than in 
Yemen. The humanitarian crisis in Yemen has continued to escalate 
since the start of the conflict in March 2015. Transfers of arms and 
ammunition by States Parties and Signatories to Saudi Arabia and 
its coalition partners that may be in violation of the Treaty have also 
continued (see Box 1). Based on their Annual Reports submitted  
to the ATT Secretariat for exports and imports during 2015,  
19 States Parties and three Signatories identified exports of  
arms, ammunition parts and components to Saudi Arabia.35 

In light of the mounting evidence of serious breaches 
of international humanitarian law and human rights law 
documented by the UN, the International Committee of the  
Red Cross and several CSOs, these transfers pose serious 
questions about these exporting States Parties’ compliance  
with their ATT legal obligations.

An initial survey of data from the 2017 Annual Reports indicates 
that exports of arms have continued to take place to countries 
where risks of misuse of arms persist and information about such 
misuse is available. The conflict in Yemen is one of the most 
urgently concerning cases in which arms transfers have continued 
despite information of clear risk of negative consequences. 

These issues pose important questions for States Parties in 
their efforts to implement the ATT in accordance with its object 
and purpose of reducing human suffering. As risk-assessment 
methodologies evolve and examples of good practice (and good 
guidance) proliferate, it should be expected that transfers that 
violate the Treaty would decline, and that greater control over the 
licit trade will stem the flow of arms and ammunition into the illicit 
market. For this to become commonplace, more examples must 
be made available in the public domain of States Parties actively 
referencing their Treaty obligations in their arms-transfer decisions.

REMNANT OF A “STRAKE,” PART OF 
A US-SUPPLIED JDAM SATELLITE-
GUIDED BOMB, FOUND AT THE SCENE 
OF THE MARCH 15, 2016 AIRSTRIKE ON 
MASTABA, IN NORTHERN YEMEN. 

CREDIT: © 2016 HUMAN RIGHTS WATCH
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ARMS SALES TO SAUDI ARABIA: UNITED KINGDOM 
JUDICIAL REVIEW OF ARMS EXPORT PRACTICE

In 2016, the UK-based Campaign Against Arms Trade (CAAT) 
brought a legal challenge against the UK Government’s decisions 
to export arms to Saudi Arabia despite widespread concerns that 
these and other arms are being used to commit serious violations 
of international humanitarian law (IHL) in Yemen.36 In the first two 
years of the Saudi-led coalition’s military intervention in Yemen, 
the UK licensed more than US$4.8bn (£3.6bn) of arms exports to 
Saudi Arabia, of which the vast majority were for aircraft and air-
dropped munitions which the UK Government has acknowledged 
are being used in the conflict.37 This is the first legal action 
concerning export/import controls against a State Party to the ATT 
since the Treaty entered into force. 

In February 2017, the UK High Court held a hearing, much of 
which was held in secret, with half of the proceedings closed to 
the public, the claimants and their legal team. During the closed 
sessions, the UK Government submitted evidence to the Court 
that remains classified.

The decision under review involved a UK and EU legal 
requirement that the UK Government does not grant an arms-
export licence where there is a ‘clear risk that the items might 
be used in the commission of serious violations of IHL.’38 CAAT 
challenged the UK Government’s decisions to authorize arms 
export licences to Saudi Arabia, citing among other things its 
failure to make sufficient enquiries to enable a lawful decision to 
be reached. As such, CAAT claimed that important issues were 
not taken properly into account, and therefore that in the absence 
of due diligence the UK Government was unable to rationally 
conclude that there was and is no clear risk that arms might be 
used in serious violations of IHL in Yemen.39  

In July 2017, the Court ruled in favour of the UK Government, 
finding that the Government was ‘rationally entitled’ to take 
the decisions it had on the basis that the UK had followed the 
procedure set out in its national export control process.40 Critically, 
the Court did not give its opinion on whether a ‘clear risk’ existed in 
relation to arms exports to Saudi Arabia and their use in Yemen. 

Further, even  though the judgement recognised ‘evidence 
suggesting that the Coalition has committed serious breaches of 
International Humanitarian Law in the course of its engagement in 
the Yemen conflict,’41 the ruling specifically avoided the question 
of whether or not, in the Court’s estimation, Saudi Arabia had 
committed violations of IHL. Instead, the decision rested on 
procedural matters – on whether the Government’s processes 
are robust enough and whether, not how, the Secretary of State 
considered all relevant issues in authorising arms exports to  
Saudi Arabia.42

The High Court proceedings and the judgement were focused 
on domestic and EU law and made almost no mention of the 
ATT. However, since adopting the Treaty the UK has amended its 
national export criteria for the express purpose of ensuring their 
consistency with the ATT.43 CAAT has formally submitted a request 
for an appeal, but if the judgement stands it is hard to see this as 
anything but a set-back for ATT implementation.44 Foreign Office 
Minister, Tobias Ellwood, on behalf of the UK Government, said 
on the day that the ATT entered into force, ‘It is important that 
this Treaty make a lasting difference […] Of course, the ATT will 
only work if states do what they sign up to do.’45 However, if ATT 
States Parties are to reduce human suffering resulting from arms 
transfers, all efforts to implement the Treaty must ensure that 
States not only meet their narrow procedural obligations, but that 
transfer decisions themselves reflect the spirit, object and purpose 
of the ATT.

36 CAAT, ‘UK arms sales to Saudi Arabia.’ https://www.caat.org.uk/campaigns/stop-arming-saudi/arms-sales 

37  Control Arms Secretariat (2016). ‘Dealing in Double Standards: How arms sales to Saudi Arabia are causing human suffering in Yemen.’ Update to ATT 
Monitor case study #2. August 2016.

38  See Criterion 2 in Department of Business, Innovation and Skills (2014). ‘Consolidated EU and National Arms Export Licensing Criteria.’ 25 March 2014. 
Written Statement: The Secretary of State for Business, Innovation and Skills (Vince Cable). 
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201314/cmhansrd/cm140325/wmstext/140325m0001.htm#14032566000018. This Criterion implements 
Article 7 of the ATT. See CAAT (2017). ‘Skeleton Argument for the Claimant.’ 
https://www.caat.org.uk/resources/countries/saudi-arabia/legal-2016/2017-01-30.caat-skeleton.pdf, paragraph 8.

39  Documents relating to this Judicial Review, including the judgment and the skeleton arguments for both CAAT and the UK Government can be 
accessed here: Campaign Against Arms Trade (CAAT). ‘Saudi Arabia – legal challenge.’  
https://www.caat.org.uk/resources/countries/saudi-arabia/legal-2016

40  Paragraph 209, [2017] EWHC 1726 (QB); and Lock, D (2017), “Questions Regarding Judicial Deference in R (Campaign Against the Arms Trade) v 
Secretary of State for International Trade”, UK Constitutional Law Association, 20 July 2017, https://ukconstitutionallaw.org/2017/07/20/daniella-lock-
questions-regarding-judicial-deference-in-r-campaign-against-arms-trade-v-secretary-of-state-for-international-trade/ 

41 Paragraph 86, [2017] EWHC 1726 (QB), pg. 24

42  Isbister, R. and Kirkham, E. (2017). ‘Reflections on the UK High Court Decision on arms sales to Saudi Arabia.’; Saferworld. 7 August 2017  
https://www.saferworld.org.uk/resources/news-and-analysis/post/727-reflections-on-the-uk-high-court-decision-on-arms-sales-to-saudi-arabia 

43  Department of Business, Innovation and Skills (2014). ‘Consolidated EU and National Arms Export Licensing Criteria.’ 25 March 2014. Written Statement: 
The Secretary of State for Business, Innovation and Skills (Vince Cable).  
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201314/cmhansrd/cm140325/wmstext/140325m0001.htm#14032566000018

44  Amnesty International (2017). ‘Court ruling over UK arms sales to Saudi Arabia a ‘deadly blow’ to Yemeni civilians.’ 10 July 2017  
https://www.amnesty.org/en/latest/news/2017/07/court-ruling-over-uk-arms-sales-to-saudi-arabia-a-deadly-blow-to-yemeni-civilians/ 

45  Foreign; Commonwealth Office and The Rt Hon Tobias Ellwood MP (2014). ‘Arms Trade Treaty enters into force.’ 24 December 2014.  
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/arms-trade-treaty-enters-into-force
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46  Exports by one of the 17 ATT States Parties identified as significant exporters of small arms and light weapons by the Small Arms Survey to another  
ATT State Party that could be compared (i.e. that disaggregated quantities exported by weapon-type categories and by destination country).

THE 2017 ATT MONITOR REPORT

This third edition of the ATT Monitor report focuses on the critical 
issue of transparency in the arms trade and in the ATT specifically. 
Transparency is, as Chapter 1 outlines, central to many of the 
ATT’s operative articles. Without greater sharing of information 
by States Parties, it will be hard, if not impossible, to achieve 
the Treaty’s object and purpose of reducing human suffering, 
preventing diversion and establishing the highest possible 
common international standards for regulating the international 
arms trade. More than two years after the Treaty’s entry into force, 
early indicators are now available to assess the extent to which 
ATT States Parties are putting into effect their commitment  
to transparency.

In particular, this report focuses its analysis on the two official 
sources of information that States Parties must submit – the Initial 
and Annual Reports. Accurate, systematic and comprehensive 
reports on implementation and on exports/imports, submitted 
publicly and on time, are critical tools to measure how well States 
Parties are living up to their ATT obligations. Overall, this report 
finds that progress on public reporting has been disappointing, 
both in terms of the quantity and the quality of received reports. 

Chapter 1 of this report is a special thematic section on 
transparency and the ATT. It is divided into three parts. First, it 
reviews how transparency as a concept is embedded within the 
ATT’s many operative articles, and questions the extent to which 
States Parties have met the transparency requirements within the 
Treaty in its early years. Second, it analyses the practical effect of 
increased transparency in two specific implementation areas – 
Article 11: Diversion and anti-corruption measures under Article 15: 
International Cooperation. Third, the special section explores the 
arguments in favour of greater transparency, and addresses some 
differing perceptions that may exist about the ATT’s transparency 
commitments. 

Chapter 2 assesses the current state of ATT Annual Reports. 
Although the number of reports submitted publicly by States 
Parties is positive, the quality of their content will become an 
issue of increasing concern as the opportunity arises for greater 
scrutiny. In reviewing the content of the first set of Annual Reports 
submitted in 2016 – covering arms exports and imports during 
2015 – the ATT Monitor has identified significant discrepancies 
in the information provided by States Parties. Some of these will 
likely be addressed over time as the reporting templates are 
amended and States Parties become more familiar with ATT 
reporting practice. 

Other discrepancies relate to differences in national systems and 
definitions. However, some of the issues identified here pose 
immediate questions about how to improve the information being 
provided in the Annual Reports.

For example, an analysis of 435 separate transactions of SALW 
reported by an exporting State Party in its 2016 Annual Report 
found that a large majority of reported exports could not be 
matched in the report of the specified importing State Party.46 
In 78 per cent of cases analysed, a reported export had no 
corresponding import of a similar weapon type (regardless of 
whether the quantities matched). And in only 6 per cent of cases 
was there an exact ‘mirror’ between reports (i.e. where the country, 
weapon type and weapon quantity all matched).

Chapter 2 also includes a summary assessment of Annual Reports 
submitted for arms exports and imports during 2016 before 31 May 
2017. As was the case last year, it is anticipated that more States 
Parties will submit their report in the window between the legal 
deadline of 31 May and the beginning of the CSP. As such, this initial 
analysis will be further expanded in next year’s Monitor report. 

Chapter 3 evaluates the extent to which Initial Reports are 
useful tools to assess ATT implementation practices and 
challenges faced by States Parties. It highlights some trends 
in implementation practice relating to exports, brokering and 
enforcement, and identifies some common challenges that 
impact the efficacy of initial reports, including the lack of any 
ability to check the accuracy or comprehensiveness of information 
submitted by States Parties. It finds that there is sometimes a 
critical gap between what is being reported and what is being 
practiced and implemented on the ground, and that it is important 
that States Parties update their implementation reports (as 
required by Article 13.1) in order for implementation progress and 
success stories to be tracked accurately. 

Finally, Chapter 4 provides an update on the further development 
of the ATT Monitor’s Risk Watch tool. Risk Watch, as was initially 
outlined in last year’s report, is a tool to gather and synthesise 
publicly available information relating to risks identified in the ATT. 
This process will be carried out initially for a limited number of 
contexts of concern, and this chapter lays out the process used 
to develop a typology that captures a broad range of contexts in 
which weapons may be misused. 
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1:1 TRANSPARENCY IN THE ATT
Transparency is more than a term to throw into governance 
discussions as one in a list of buzzwords to check-off. Rather, 
transparency – understood here as ‘accessibility of information’ 
– is a critical, potentially life-saving, matter in the context of the 
international arms trade. The object and purpose of the Arms 
Trade Treaty (ATT) itself cannot be fulfilled in the absence of 
greater levels of openness among countries trading in arms. 

THE ATT’S TRANSPARENCY REQUIREMENTS

There has been a longstanding conflict between the secrecy 
that perennially surrounds the international arms trade and the 
desire by some to shine a light upon it.1 

Transparency – in the form of public reporting and robust 
anti-corruption measures – was a key civil society priority from 
the onset of negotiations to develop an ATT.2 Public reporting 
(Article 13 of the ATT, see below) was at the heart of such a 
Treaty’s purpose in the eyes of many, with advocates arguing 
that it would be the mechanism through which the ATT will 
‘become more than a set of obligations and actually affect 
States’ behavior.’3 Including robust anti-corruption language 
as part of the ATT’s export risk assessment criteria was also a 
key emphasis for many in civil society and among progressive 
governments.4 However, although around 60 countries 
favoured including robust anti-corruption mechanisms in  
the ATT, those demands ultimately failed to galvanize  
enough support.5 

The final Treaty text explicitly references ‘transparency’ at 
two points – in Article 1: Object and Purpose and in Article 5: 
General Implementation. However, these explicit mentions 
are by no means the only requirements of States Parties in 

this area (see Figure 1.1). In its essence, the ATT itself is a 
transparency mechanism, and it has the potential to become 
a catalyst to greater openness in the sector. In effect, as 
Saferworld puts it, ‘there are few limits to the extent and nature 
of information sharing and cooperation among States Parties 
that could be established in support of ATT implementation.’6 

However, the ATT’s text shows an uneasy compromise on 
openness. Article 5 best encapsulates this duality. States 
Parties must be transparent in their national control list7 
towards the Secretariat and each other, while only being 
‘encouraged to make their control lists publicly available’ (5.4). 
Yet, immediately thereafter (Article 5.5), the text establishes the 
need (‘shall’) for an ‘effective and transparent national control 
system regulating the transfer of conventional arms’. Clearly 
it is not possible to have a transparent control system without 
a publicly available control list.7 This is an example of a tactic 
used by ATT drafters to include governments on different 
points of the spectrum between being secretive and open: the 
repeated use of ‘encouraged’ rather than the explicitly binding 
‘shall’, which would have been more conducive to full public 
access to basic information surrounding the arms trade. 

IN ITS ESSENCE, THE ATT ITSELF IS A 
TRANSPARENCY MECHANISM, AND IT HAS  
THE POTENTIAL TO BECOME A CATALYST  
TO GREATER OPENNESS 

1  See, for example, the 1925 Convention for the Supervision of the International Trade in Arms, Munitions and Implements of War, which included 
‘transparency measures on exports intended to build confidence among putative states parties.’ Clapham, A. et al (2016). ‘The Arms Trade Treaty:  
A Commentary’. Oxford: Oxford University Press. p.4. 

2  For the origins of the ATT from a civil society perspective, see Mack, D. and Wood, B. (2010). ‘Civil society and the drive towards an Arms Trade Treaty’. 
Geneva: United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research.  
www.unidir.org/files/medias/pdfs/civil-society-and-the-drive-towards-an-arms-trade-treaty-eng-0-418.pdf. See also Amnesty International (2007). 
‘Compilation of Global Principles for Arms Transfers’. 1 April 2007. https://www.amnesty.org/en/documents/pol34/003/2007/en/

3  Amnesty International (2011). ‘Our Right to Know: Transparent Reporting under an Arms Trade Treaty’. 13 June 2011.  
https://www.amnesty.org/en/documents/act30/116/2011/en/

4  Transparency International (2012). ‘Media Advisory: Attempts to regulate arms trade must include strong anti-corruption measures’. 9 July 2012.  
www.transparency.org/news/pressrelease/20120709_media_advisory_attempts_to_regulate_arms_trade_must_include

5  Transparency International (2012). ‘Anti-corruption and the UN Arms Trade Treaty’. 23 July 2012.  
www.transparency.org/news/pressrelease/20120723_anti_corruption_and_the_un_arms_trade_treaty

6  Saferworld (2014). ‘Key issues for ATT implementation: Information exchange under the ATT’. London: Saferworld. November 2014. p. 5.  
http://www.saferworld.org.uk/oldsite/resources/view-resource/872-key-issues-for-att-implementation-information-exchange-under-the-att

7  The recommendation that States Parties make their control lists public is particularly ‘critical as it is unreasonable to expect defence industry and other 
concerned stakeholders to always comply with national laws regulating international arms transfers if they are not in a position to know the items to 
which those controls apply. States Parties should make their national control lists publicly available (on the Internet) and should seek to promote them 
among interested parties.’ Ibid. p.2. 
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8  This issue was debated at the First Conference of States Parties in August 2015. Control Arms Secretariat (2015).  
‘Summary and Analysis – First Conference of States Parties to the Arms Trade Treaty, Cancun, 24–27 August 2015’.  
http://controlarms.org/en/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2016/07/CSP-Final-Analysis-1.pdf 

9  See all publicly available reports and documentation at ATT Secretariat (N.D.). ‘Voluntary Trust Fund’.  
www.thearmstradetreaty.org/index.php/en/voluntary-trust-fund 

10  Articles 7 and 16 in ‘Voluntary Trust Fund Terms of Reference’. ATT/CSP2/2016/WP.2/Rev.1.  
www.thearmstradetreaty.org/images/ATT_VTF/VTF_Terms_of_Reference.pdf.

Transparency commitments are integrated into many of the 
ATT’s substantive obligations. Article 8 (Import), particularly 
within 8.1 and 8.3, refers almost exclusively to transparency 
measures (See Figure 1.1). Based on potentially broad 
information sharing between the exporter and the importer, 
this article allows for the exporter to request any form of 
information (including end-user documentation) from the 
destination country to assist in its risk assessment. Conversely, 
the importer also can request any form of information 
concerning export authorizations. There is thus a wide array of 
two-way information sharing and communication possibilities 
in Article 8. 

Likewise, most of the ‘measures to prevent’ diversion that 
States Parties ‘shall take’ under Article 11 refer to information 
sharing and transparency activities. The role of transparency 
in ensuring effective implementation of Article 11 obligations 
is considered in more detail in section two of this chapter. 
Article 12 (Record Keeping) establishes the preconditions for 
transparency – the basic information that States Parties might 
collect, organize and keep (‘for a minimum of ten years’) in 
order to be later shared. Yet, here again, as in Article 5, the 
strength of the wording of obligations for States Parties in the 
final Treaty text would be disappointing to advocates of full 
transparency. In 12.3, States Parties are simply ‘encouraged’ 
(later further softened by ‘as appropriate’) to include in their 
record keeping information that should constitute bare 
minimum data, such as the quantity, value and model/type of 
arms, as well as the details of all states involved in the transfer 
chain, including the end user. 

Within the ATT, transparency has mostly been discussed 
in relation to reporting obligations. Article 13 determines 
as its main transparency mechanisms two mandatory 
instruments: an Initial Report on measures undertaken in order 
to implement the ATT, and Annual Reports on exports and 
imports carried out each year. Both ‘shall be made available, 
and distributed to States Parties by the Secretariat.’ This 
wording is highly relevant as the sentence’s punctuation has 
been referred to as the ‘transparency comma’, the absence 
of which would have indicated the drafter’s clear intention of 
having reports made available and distributed solely between 
States Parties and the Secretariat. The punctuation suggests 
a more progressive interpretation: ‘reports shall be made 
available’ separately put indicates making the reports open to 

public view, while the second part of the sentence determines 
that the ATT Secretariat must ensure distribution of all reports 
to all States Parties.8

Importantly, however, in another example of the tension 
between secrecy and openness in the ATT, Article 13.3 
establishing mandatory Annual Reports concludes by noting 
that they ‘may exclude commercially sensitive or national 
security information’. The confluence of commercial and 
national-security sensitivity – and the lack of a requirement 
that countries choosing to withhold information indicate which 
of these loopholes is being used, and why – opens the door 
for potential abuse. The concept of national security can be 
distorted to keep non-sensitive military information from the 
public domain. Similarly, the notion of commercial sensitivity is 
often oversold, as the type of information the sharing of which 
would raise actual confidentiality concerns is extremely narrow 
– e.g. technical specifications and detailed pricing data – and 
is simply not relevant to the ATT’s transparency requirements. 
Companies often put in the public domain data vastly more 
specific than the minimum requirements in the Treaty, further 
undermining the validity of the commercial-sensitivity clause. 

If in good faith and as an exception to its usual practice a 
country claims an exclusion, its report should make clear 
whether this is relating to national security or to commercial 
reasons, and provide justifications for the choice, such as 
clearly noting which companies, jurisdictions or sectors 
would be undermined by sharing the complete information. 
In addition to proving seriousness about transparency 
obligations, such practice would curb the use of this 
exemption in the future. Otherwise the repercussions of such a 
clause, if not interpreted strictly in good faith, could undermine 
any notion of transparency in the ATT.

Issues surrounding transparency in Article 16 (International 
Assistance) will be particularly relevant to the Voluntary Trust 
Fund (VTF) (16.3), which, to date, has shown a strong degree of 
openness in its development and early operation.9 

Particularly noteworthy is the call within the VTF’s terms of 
reference that its Selection Committee ‘draw, as appropriate, 
on outside expertise, in particular from UN agencies and civil 
society’, as well as determining that ‘all recipients of funds shall 
submit a final report that should be made publicly available.’ 10 
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FIGURE 1.1: TRANSPARENCY IN THE ATT TEXT

ARTICLE 1:  
OBJECT AND PURPOSE

ARTICLE 7:  
EXPORT AND EXPORT 

ASSESSMENT

ARTICLE 1: OBJECT AND PURPOSE

Promoting cooperation, transparency and responsible action 
by States Parties in the international trade in conventional arms, 
thereby building confidence among States Parties.

ARTICLE 7: EXPORT AND EXPORT ASSESSMENT

7.6 Each exporting State Party shall make available 
appropriate information about the authorization in 
question, upon request, to the importing State Party 
and to the transit or trans-shipment States Parties […].

ARTICLE 5: GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION

5.5  Each State Party shall take measures necessary to 
implement the provisions of this Treaty and shall  
designate competent national authorities in order to  
have an effective and transparent national control  
system regulating the transfer of conventional 
arms covered under Article 2 (1) and of items 
covered under Article 3 and Article 4.

5.6  Each State Party shall designate one or more national 
points of contact to exchange information on matters 
related to the implementation of this Treaty.

ARTICLE 5:  
GENERAL  

IMPLEMENTATION

ARTICLE 8:  
IMPORT

ARTICLE 8: IMPORT

8.1 Each importing State Party shall take measures to ensure 
that appropriate and relevant information is provided, upon 
request, pursuant to its national laws, to the exporting State 
Party, to assist the exporting State Party in conducting its 
national export assessment under Article 7. Such measures 
may include end use or end user documentation.

8.3  Each importing State Party may request information  
from the exporting State Party concerning any pending  
or actual export authorizations where the importing State 
Party is the country of final destination. 
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ARTICLE 13: REPORTING

13.3 Each State Party shall, within the first year after entry into 
force of this Treaty for that State Party, in accordance  
with Article 22, provide an initial report to the Secretariat 
of measures undertaken in order to implement  
this Treaty, including national laws, national control lists 
and other regulations and administrative measures. Each 
State Party shall report to the Secretariat on any new 
measures undertaken in order to implement this Treaty, 
when appropriate. Reports shall be made available, and 
distributed to States Parties by the Secretariat.

13.5 Each State Party shall submit annually to the Secretariat 
by 31 May a report for the preceding calendar year 
concerning authorized or actual exports and imports  
of conventional arms covered under Article 2 (1). Reports 
shall be made available, and distributed to States Parties  
by the Secretariat. […]

ARTICLE 11: DIVERSION

11.3 Importing, transit, trans-shipment and exporting States 
Parties shall cooperate and exchange information, 
pursuant to their national laws, where appropriate and 
feasible, in order to mitigate the risk of diversion of the 
transfer of conventional arms covered under Article 2 (1).

11.5 In order to better comprehend and prevent the 
diversion of transferred conventional arms covered 
under Article 2 (1), States Parties are encouraged 
to share relevant information with one another 
on effective measures to address diversion […]

11.6 States Parties are encouraged to report to other 
States Parties, through the Secretariat, on measures 
taken in addressing the diversion of transferred 
conventional arms covered under Article 2 (1).

ARTICLE 13:  
REPORTING

ARTICLE 11: 
DIVERSION

ARTICLE 15: INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION

15.2 States Parties are encouraged to facilitate international 
cooperation, including exchanging information […]

15.7 States Parties are encouraged to exchange 
experience and information on lessons learned 
in relation to any aspect of this Treaty.

ARTICLE 15:  
INTERNATIONAL 
COOPERATION

ARTICLE 12:  
RECORD KEEPING

ARTICLE 12: RECORD KEEPING

12.1  Each State Party shall maintain national records, 
pursuant to its national laws and regulations, of its 
issuance of export authorizations or its actual exports 
of the conventional arms covered under Article 2 (1).
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The transparency ramifications of Articles 17 (Conference 
of States Parties – CSP) and 18 (Secretariat) are of utmost 
importance to the future of the ATT regime. According to 
Article 17.4, the CSP must ‘review the implementation of this 
Treaty […] consider and adopt recommendations regarding the 
implementation and operation’, consider amendments, and 
consider ‘issues arising from the interpretation’ of the ATT.11  

It could be argued that transparency should be a priority  
of every CSP, both in its process and plan of work. 

Likewise, the ATT Secretariat can be a major force for greater 
transparency while fulfilling its mandate ‘to assist States 
Parties in the effective implementation of this Treaty’ (18.1). As 
its responsibilities include: ‘(a) Receive, make available and 
distribute the reports as mandated by this Treaty; (b) Maintain 
and make available to States Parties the list of national 
points of contact’, current practice is in line with the Treaty’s 
transparency requirements as a large number of official 
documents and reports are available on its website. 

However, some information is sheltered within a restricted 
website for governments only. To be consistent with the ATT’s 
purpose of increasing transparency in the arms trade, the list of 
national points of contact should also be made public. 

TRANSPARENCY IN PROCESS AND PRACTICE  
SINCE THE ATT’S ENTRY INTO FORCE

Since the ATT came into force in December 2014, the debate 
surrounding transparency has continued to rage unabated. So 
far, the levels and quality of reporting are rather disappointing. 
In terms of Initial Reports, by 31 May 2017, more than a quarter 
of the States Parties expected to submit had not met their 
legal deadline. For Annual Reports covering arms exports 
and imports during 2016, less than half of the 75 expected 
reports had been received as of 31 May 2017. As reporting is 
a mandatory obligation under the ATT, this is a disappointing 
level of compliance.

At neither the first or second CSPs did States Parties reach 
agreement that public reporting should be mandatory, in spite 
of concerns that providing states with the explicit option of 
making reports confidential might mean a significant backward 
step concerning transparency in the arms trade.12 However,  
to date only a few states have requested their reports be kept 
secret, supporting the common interpretation that ATT Initial 
and Annual Reports should be made public.13 

Technical support exists to assist capacity-strapped States 
Parties that are struggling to meet their ATT reporting 
obligations. For example, the ATT Baseline Assessment Project 
(ATT-BAP) Reporting Guidance series of materials provides a 
comprehensive ‘how to’ guide.14 States Parties could consider 
negative consequences for those who consistently fail to  
meet this legally binding commitment, which might include 
refusing to grant export licences in the case of persistent  
non-compliers.15 

Simply submitting a report does not, of course, mean being 
fully transparent. Deeper analysis of the contents of each 
report is essential to determine actual levels of transparency. 
Are reports accurate and comprehensive? Each year’s ATT 
Annual Reports should be compared with independently 
obtained information on the reporting country’s arms trade. 
Chapter 2 highlights some of the discrepancies, gaps and 
inconsistencies across many if not all of the first batch  
of ATT Annual Reports.

11   Arms Trade Treaty, Article 17.4 (adopted 2 April 2013, entered into force 24 December 2014)_UNTS_(ATT) Art 17.4.  
https://unoda-web.s3.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/English7.pdf 

12  Control Arms Secretariat (2016). ‘Reporting and the Arms Trade Treaty: Recommendations for Reporting Templates’.  
www.thearmstradetreaty.org/images/Control_Arms_Input_on_Reporting_templates.pdf 

13   As of 13 June 2017, five countries had submitted confidential Initial Reports: Burkina Faso, Mauritius, Nigeria, Senegal and Togo. Nigeria has stated 
publicly that it intends to make its Initial Report public but has not yet done so. For Annual Reports, only Slovakia had kept its 2015 report private, while, 
as of 13 June 2017, Senegal was the only country to keep its 2016 report entirely private. Uruguay’s 2016 report had included a note that its import 
report may not be made publicly available. Uruguay has committed to making its full report publicly available but had not done so as of 13 June. 
View and download ATT Reports at ATT Secretariat (N.D.). ‘Reports’. http://thearmstradetreaty.org/index.php/en/2017-01-18-12-27-42/reports

14   Available at www.armstrade.info/resources-2/

15   Bales, M. and Mutschler, M. (2016). ‘After the First Annual Reports to the Arms Trade Treaty: How to Overcome Gaps and Reporting Deficits?’  
Bonn International Center for Conversion. p. 3. https://www.bicc.de/uploads/tx_bicctools/bicc_policy_brief_4_2016.pdf

SIMPLY SUBMITTING A REPORT DOES NOT, OF 
COURSE, MEAN BEING FULLY TRANSPARENT. 
DEEPER ANALYSIS OF THE CONTENTS OF EACH 
REPORT IS ESSENTIAL TO DETERMINE ACTUAL 
LEVELS OF TRANSPARENCY.
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Some of these issues may be related to a lack of familiarity and 
consistency of practice concerning the reporting templates, 
which were endorsed for use by States Parties during CSP 
2016. Without a standardized format for Annual Reports that 
is consistently utilised by states, there can be no effective 
comparison of transfer data and meaningful transparency  
will be compromised.16 

The Working Group on Transparency and Reporting (WGTR), 
which was established after CSP 2016, is expected to continue 
coordinating states’ efforts to improve both the quantity and 
quality of reporting. See the Year in Review section for more 
information on the priorities identified for future work by  
the WGTR.17 

As far as transparency in the diplomatic process of the ATT 
itself is concerned, concerns have been raised that public 
monitoring of CSP proceedings and the deliberations of States 
Parties might be challenged.18 Full participation of civil society 
representatives, as well as those of associations representing 

industry, has been enshrined in the ATT’s Rules of Procedure.19 
The ATT was achieved through a partnership between 
governments and global civil society, and CSOs contribute 
a wealth of expertise that is vital as States Parties begin 
substantive work to implement their new obligations, and they 
are key partners and advocates of the ATT in coordinated 
universalization efforts. It is important that progress made in 
ensuring civil society participation in all ATT fora is not reversed 
or taken for granted.

To date, the ATT’s normative framework and early practice has 
produced something – like the deliberations and negotiations 
that created them – in the middle of the spectrum between 
total secrecy and absolute openness. ATT States Parties and 
civil society should continue to work together to build on fulfil 
the ATT’s many transparency requirements in order to allow 
those monitoring the international arms trade to better see and 
use information essential to ensure weapons do not fall into 
the wrong hands.

16  Ibid. p.6. 

17  The expansion of this group’s mandate from the previous Informal Working Group on Reporting to address wider transparency issues is reflective of 
this issue’s central importance to the ATT’s impact and implementation in future years.

18  Perkins, R. (2017). ‘Civil society remains vital to success of arms control processes’. United Nations Association UK (2017). ‘Strengthening civil society 
engagement with the United Nations’. Chapter 7. https://www.una.org.uk/strengthening-civil-society-engagement-united-nations

19  First Conference of States Parties to the Arms Trade Treaty (2015). ‘Rules of Procedure- Arms Trade Treaty’. ATT/CSP1/CONF/1. 25 August 2015. 
http://thearmstradetreaty.org/images/ATT_CSP1_CONF.1.pdf

WEAPONS SEIZED BY THE 
AUSTRALIAN FEDERAL 
POLICE.

CREDIT: AUSTRALIAN 
FEDERAL POLICE (2017)
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1:2. TRANSPARENCY AND ATT 
IMPLEMENTATION
Transparency is essential to the long-term success of the ATT. In 
the absence of a monitoring mechanism within the Treaty text, 
transparency is the means of verification and oversight, that must 
be a joint venture carried out by an informed press, civil society, 
academia, States Parties, the ATT Secretariat and the CSP, and 
be based on their interaction and communication. In order to be 
efficient, this monitoring mechanism needs to be implemented 
daily and openly. 

In addition to its role in creating ‘an environment of accountability 
for arms transfer decisions’,20 transparency is also critical in 
operationalizing the ATT’s practical requirements. The ultimate 
impact of the ATT hinges on day-to-day decisions by actors – 
including government officials – that will either transform the 
arms trade or keep business as usual.

Perhaps in no other areas is transparent implementation more 
important than regarding the ATT’s measures to combat and 
prevent diversion, and its international cooperation and anti-
corruption commitments. 

DIVERSION: SHINING A LIGHT 

The diversion of arms thrives in, and depends on, secrecy.  
To tackle this, ATT States Parties must cooperate and share 
information, including with commercial actors and civil society, 
at every stage of the transfer chain. Doing so would help identify 
possible points of diversion and help develop effective measures 
to prevent its occurrence.21

The importance of preventing diversion is highlighted in the 
ATT’s preamble, as well as in its object and purpose, where 
states commit to ‘Prevent and eradicate the illicit trade in 
conventional arms and prevent their diversion.’22 

Article 11 lays out the specific measures that each ATT State 
Party must take to tackle diversion. Many of these are based 
on collecting, analysing and sharing information. For example, 
exporters are compelled by Article 11.2 to ‘seek to prevent the 
diversion of the transfer of conventional arms […] by assessing the 
risk of diversion of the export and considering the establishment 
of mitigation measures such as confidence-building measures 
or jointly developed and agreed programmes.’23 Without clear 
and timely information sharing between states involved at every 
stage of a transfer it is hard to see how exporters can effectively 
assess, or take action against, diversion risks.24 

Information relevant to diversion detection and prevention 
that States Parties should share includes that relating to ‘illicit 
activities including corruption, international trafficking routes, 
illicit brokers, sources of illicit supply, methods of concealment, 
common points of dispatch, or destinations used by organized 
groups engaged in diversion.’25 

The quality, availability and timeliness of this information  
are crucial. For a variety of legal and procedural reasons,  
it may not always be possible to make detailed information 
publicly available. That said, ‘it should be possible to share 
generic information whereby the identity of implicated parties  
is concealed; and information should still be provided on  
a retrospective basis once any convictions are secured.’26

Finally, as per Article 11.6, States Parties ‘are encouraged to 
report to other States Parties, through the Secretariat, on 
measures taken in addressing the diversion of transferred 
conventional arms’.27 Here again, the onus is on open information 
sharing so that all relevant countries are properly alerted to 
existing diversion risks.28 

A similar commitment re-appears under Reporting (13.2), with 
wording encouraging States Parties to share information regarding 
effective anti-diversion measures. Regarding Article 13.2, the ATT-

20  Stohl R. (2015). ‘Governments Punt on Transparency at Arms Trade Conference.’ Stimson. 3 September 2015.  
https://www.stimson.org/content/governments-punt-transparency-arms-trade-conference

21  Amnesty International (2011). ‘Our Right to Know: Transparent Reporting under an Arms Trade Treaty’. 13 June 2011. p.2.  
https://www.amnesty.org/en/documents/act30/116/2011/en/

22  Arms Trade Treaty, Article 1 (adopted 2 April 2013, entered into force 24 December 2014)_UNTS_(ATT) Art 1.  
http://unoda-web.s3.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/English7.pdf

23  Arms Trade Treaty, Article 11.2 (adopted 2 April 2013, entered into force 24 December 2014)_UNTS_(ATT) Art 11.2.  
http://unoda-web.s3.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/English7.pdf

24  Saferworld (2014). ‘Key issues for ATT implementation: Information exchange under the ATT’. Expert Group on ATT Implementation.  
London: Saferworld. November 2014. p. 4–5.

25 Ibid.

26  Saferworld (2015). ‘Key issues for ATT Implementation: Preventing and combating diversion’. Expert Group on ATT Implementation.  
London: Saferworld. February 2015. p. 7.

27  Arms Trade Treaty, Article 11.6 (adopted 2 April 2013, entered into force 24 December 2014)_UNTS_(ATT) Art 11.6.  
http://unoda-web.s3.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/English7.pdf

28  Saferworld (2014). ‘Key issues for ATT implementation: Information exchange under the ATT’. Expert Group on ATT Implementation. London: 
Saferworld. November 2014. p. 4. 
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BAP found that only three of 52 surveyed countries responded 
negatively to the question ‘Can your State report on measures 
taken to address the diversion of transferred conventional arms?’29 

Article 15.4 (International Cooperation) also has diversion-related 
commitments, and States Parties appear intent on honouring 
them. While 13 per cent of respondents to the ATT-BAP survey 
stated they were not currently engaged in cooperative measures 
to prevent diversion, they all indicated intent to pursue such 
actions in future.30 

Concerning reporting on diversion, some governments and 
civil society organizations have attempted to press for greater 
momentum. Prior to CSP 2015, Argentina shared a proposal on the 
topic for consideration that was not taken up.31 Under the auspices 
of the WGTR, in April 2017 Mexico introduced a paper proposing 
a more structured approach to collaboration and information 
exchange on diversion-related issues. This effort remains under 
consideration by the WGTR.32 

Taking the ATT’s anti-diversion obligations seriously demands 
these efforts be urgently prioritized and concluded, as many of 
the serious human rights abuses perpetrated by armed actors 
around the world are fuelled by the proliferation of arms and 
ammunition into the illicit market (see Box 2). Diversion is often 
the critical link between the authorized trade in arms and the illicit 
market, and thus transparency around diversion patterns is crucial 
to preventing them.

Exporters recognize the importance of precluding arms ‘leakage’ 
but their efforts reported by 2016 may have still fallen short. The 
ATT Monitor has previously documented that 41 of the 44 States 
Parties that had submitted their ATT Initial Reports as of 31 May 
2016 stated that they participate in information exchange with 
relevant parties to mitigate diversion risks. However, only 12 
States Parties noted either that they already make information on 
their anti-diversion measures publicly available, or that they will 
do so once the ATT Secretariat is able to provide a mechanism to 
do so if circumstances require or upon request.34 

BOX 2: EXCERPT FROM ATT MONITOR CASE STUDY 
#3 – TACKLING TERROR: HOW THE ARMS TRADE 
TREATY COULD HELP STOP THE DIVERSION OF 
ARMS AND AMMUNITION IN WEST AFRICA

‘Diversion has been a major factor in the availability of 
weapons and ammunition to terrorist groups and non-state 
armed actors in West Africa. These have been used to carry 
out human rights violations and have weakened regional 
security. While the ATT cannot reasonably prevent all the 
flows of arms detailed in this case study, it does provide a 
framework for States Parties to collectively tackle diversion 
[…] Crucially, the ATT establishes the particular responsibility 
of exporters to prevent and address diversion. With the ATT 
now in force, exporting States Parties have a legal obligation 
to assess the likelihood of diversion of the transfer. If States 
Parties rigorously apply the risk assessment criteria of 
Articles 6, 7 and 11 to their export decision-making, many 
transfers that end up in the illicit market would likely not 
be authorised, or else robust measures would have been 
developed to mitigate the risks.’33

Likewise, recipient States Parties must use information sharing to 
tackle diversion threats, as ‘details of 40 separate cases of illicit 
arms transfers in Africa over the past decade’ showed that ‘over 
one-third of the transfers identified implicate state authorities in 
their execution.’35 Recent reports have highlighted the extent to 
which arms, ammunition and parts and components are diverted 
and trafficked in the Horn of Africa and in Latin America and the 
Caribbean. While distinct in their drivers and impact, diversion 
in both regions is linked to a need for improvements to national 
stockpile security and management.36 It is clearly in the interest 
of governments in sub-regions severely impacted by diverted 
arms and ammunition to share relevant information about the 
sources and routes of diversion.

29  United States, Vanuatu and a state that kept its responses private. ATT-BAP (N.D.). ‘Database’. As of May 2017.  
www.armstrade.info/comparison-results/

30  Ibid.

31  ‘Reporting Templates Draft 3’. ATT/CSP1/2015/PM.2/WP.4/Rev.1. 6 July 2015.  
www.thearmstradetreaty.org/images/ATT_CSP1_2015_PM.2_WP.4_Rev.1.pdf

32  ‘Information exchange mechanism to prevent diversion of conventional arms to the illicit market’. Third Meeting of the Working Group on Transparency 
and Reporting. 29 May 2017. http://thearmstradetreaty.org/images/CSP3_Documents/WG_documents/WGTR_-_Mexico_proposal_-_Information_
exchange_mechanism_to_prevent_diversion_of_conventional_arms_to_the_illicit_market.pdf

33  Control Arms Secretariat (2016). ‘Tackling Terror: How the Arms Trade Treaty (ATT) could help stop the diversion of arms and ammunition in West 
Africa’. ATT Monitor: Case Study 3. p.5. 

34  Control Arms Secretariat (2016). ‘ATT Monitor 2016’. New York. 22 August 2016. p.71.

35  Ibid. p. 22.

36  Mack, D. and Slijper, F. (2016). ‘Armed and Insecure: An overview of arms transfers and armed violence in the Horn of Africa (2010–2015)’. Utrecht: PAX. 
27 September 2016. https://www.paxforpeace.nl/media/files/pax-report-horn-of-africa-armed-and-insecure.pdf. Bromley, M. and Malaret, A. (2017). 
‘ATT-related activities in Latin America and the Caribbean: Identifying gaps and improving coordination’. Stockholm: SIPRI.  
https://www.sipri.org/sites/default/files/ATT-related-activities-Latin-America-and-Caribbean.pdf
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In all regions, it is not only exporters and importers that must 
implement safeguards as diversion can occur at any stage of 
a weapon’s life cycle and at any of point in the transfer chain, 
including at point of embarkation, in transit, at point of delivery 
or after delivery.37 Greater transparency would be particularly 
impactful on preventing transfer diversion and high-order 
national stockpile diversion (i.e. theft of large quantities of arms 
and ammunition), as contributing factors can include weak 
governmental structures, lack of accountability and oversight.38 
Secrecy can be lethal when it allows arms diversion.39 However, 
in some cases even a small measure of increased information 
sharing and transparency may at times suffice to preclude 
diversion. Change may therefore be argued to be more a matter 
of political will than financial cost.40

Ultimately, the most transparent systems are the most effective 
systems in tackling diversion.41 Transparency is clearly central to 
most practical efforts to tackle diversion. As Small Arms Survey 
explains, ‘spotting the sometimes subtle signs of diversion 
requires training, detailed and up-to-date information on other 
countries’ military procurement and weapons inventories, and  
a wide array of regional and thematic expertise.’42

The ATT provides a crucial platform for states to build and share 
experience of arms diversion and effective action to address it.43 
Helping to internationally harmonize practice will be essential. 
Lower levels of transparency in one jurisdiction make it a magnet 
for diversion, a first step in transitioning weapons from the legal 
market to providing tools of violence to organized crime, terrorists 
and armed groups not only in that territory but also across borders. 
Therefore, the more transparent international arms trade the  
ATT could help catalyse, the greater the benefit to human and 
national security.

INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION AND  
ANTI-CORRUPTION MEASURES

Article 15’s transparency commitments are somewhat summarized 
by its final clause (15.7): ‘States Parties are encouraged to 
exchange experience and information on lessons learned in 
relation to any aspect of this Treaty’. Although there are several 
national-jurisdiction and sovereignty caveats, in order to cooperate 
with one another countries are encouraged to consult, exchange 
or share information on the ATT’s implementation (15.2 and 15.3), 
diversion measures (15.4) and ‘investigations, prosecutions  
and judicial proceedings’ (15.5).

According to the initial ATT-BAP survey in 2014, only seven 
countries (12 per cent of total respondents) were not at that 
point in time, ‘currently involved in exchange of information on 
conventional arms transfers’, none answered in the negative 
when asked whether they intended ‘to pursue cooperation 
in exchange of information’.44 While it is clearly positive that 
States Parties intend to engage in more information exchange 
than is their current practice, they must now act on these good 
intentions, commit to substantially increasing the level and 
quality of cooperation, and go beyond bilateral or multilateral 
communications by making information public.45 

Particularly noteworthy in its transparency implications is Article 
15.6, one of the sole survivors of the drive to instil anti-corruption 
measures into the ATT text: ‘States Parties are encouraged to 
take national measures and to cooperate with each other to 
prevent the transfer of conventional arms covered under Article 
2 (1) becoming subject to corrupt practices’.46 The article ‘calls 
upon states to take action at the national level beyond the risk 
assessment, and to actively work with others at the international 
level to address corruption risks preventively.’47 

37  Parker, S. (2016). ‘Article 11: Diversion’. In Clapham, A. et al (2016). ‘The Arms Trade Treaty: A Commentary’. pp. 351–52.

38  Parker, S. (ed.) (2016). ‘The Arms Trade Treaty: A Practical Guide to National Implementation.’ Geneva: Small Arms Survey. ‘Section 9: Diversion’. pp. 
117–42. Other forms of diversion include ‘low-order national stockpile diversion’ and diversion from civilian holdings. While the quantities of firearms 
involved in a given incident are smaller for these phenomena, they should not be minimized. A search for individual cases over the ‘previous six 
months’ at the time of writing in Conflict Armament Research’s ‘iTrace database’ documented diverted weapons in Somalia, Iraq, Syria, South Sudan, 
Central African Republic, Libya, Côte d’Ivoire, Mali, Burkina Faso, Nigeria, Niger and United Arab Emirates from a total of 27 countries of manufacture. 
Conflict Armament Research (N.D.). ‘iTrace database’. As of May 2017. https://itrace.conflictarm.com/

39  For example, in one case involving Panama, Nicaragua and Colombia, purportedly ‘one telephone call could have prevented the entire arms diversion.’ 
Small Arms Survey (2008). ‘Small Arms Survey 2008: Risk and Resilience’. Geneva: Small Arms Survey. Chapter 4: ‘Deadly Deception: Arms Transfer 
Diversion’. p. 124. www.smallarmssurvey.org/fileadmin/docs/A-Yearbook/2008/en/Small-Arms-Survey-2008-Chapter-04-EN.pdf

40  Ibid., Chapter 2: ‘Arsenals Adrift: Arms and Ammunition Diversion’. p.68.  
www.smallarmssurvey.org/fileadmin/docs/A-Yearbook/2008/en/Small-Arms-Survey-2008-Chapter-02-EN.pdf 

41 Small Arms Survey (2008). Chapter 4: ‘Deadly Deception: Arms Transfer Diversion’. p. 127.

42 Ibid. p.130.

43 Saferworld (2015). ‘Key issues for ATT Implementation: Preventing and combating diversion’. London: Saferworld. p. 2. 

44  Burkina Faso, Costa Rica, Finland, Ireland, Japan, Peru and a country that chose to keep its responses private. Another three – Kiribati, Palau and 
Trinidad and Tobago – answered ‘Don’t Know’. Available at www.armstrade.info/comparison-results/

45 Current practice in international assistance as indicated in ATT Initial Reports is discussed further in Chapter 3. 

46  Arms Trade Treaty, Article 15.6 (adopted 2 April 2013, entered into force 24 December 2014)_UNTS_(ATT) Art 15.6. http://unoda-web.s3.amazonaws.
com/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/English7.pdf. It may be considered that ‘corrupt practices’ in the arms trade are not only bribery, but also failure 
to declare a conflict of interest, promise of post-employment offers (‘the revolving door’), and the offer of preferential business access. SIPRI (2011). 
‘SIPRI Yearbook 2011’. Chapter 1: ‘Corruption and the arms trade: sins of commission’. Stockholm: SIPRI. https://www.sipri.org/yearbook/2011/01 

47  Transparency International (2013). ‘Transparency International Welcomes Historic Adoption of UN Arms Trade Treaty (ATT)’. 2 April 2013. 2 April 2013. 
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As in the case of diversion, more information sharing and 
openness is the only way to efficiently implement the ATT’s 
cooperation and anti-corruption obligations.48 A lack of 
transparency over information and practices that fosters 
corruption also has severe human-security consequences, 
wasting financial resources that might be expended on  
socio-economic and health priorities.49 

Corruption also kills by diverting funds from planned security and 
military programmes and operations, including equipment, training 
and salaries. For example, billions of US dollars of graft by senior 
Nigerian military and political officials – including US$2 billion for 
‘fake arms contracts’ and ‘ghost soldiers’ – ‘helps explain Boko 
Haram’s success’, while in Iraq the purchase of US$68m (£52m) in 
fake bomb detectors in 2008 and 2009 resulted in a demoralized 
and weakened force and may have been ‘partly responsible 
for Daesh taking Mosul in 2014.’50 In order to curtail this sort of 
corruption, governments should publish as much information as 
possible on the ‘quantity, value, model/type’ they are encouraged 
to record and report under Articles 12 and 13 of the ATT, as there 
is a ‘need to understand what was procured, and how much 
was paid’.51 

Despite coming up short in relation to civil society demands 
during negotiations, the ATT does include some anti-corruption 
measures. Article 11.5 of the ATT establishes ‘a clear link between 
the diversion assessment and information about corruption 
or corrupt practices.’52 Also, under Article 7.1 States Parties are 
required not to authorize transfers if there is a risk that they 
could ‘commit or facilitate an act constituting an offence under 
international conventions or protocols relating to transnational 

organised crime to which the exporting State is a Party.’ As is 
clearly pointed out in the United Nations Convention against 
Transnational Organized Crime, to which 187 States are Party, 
these offences include both corruption and money laundering.53 
Exporters should therefore scrutinize publicly available anti-
corruption resources as part of their comprehensive risk 
assessments.54 A serious risk assessment would arguably preclude 
arms transfers to many countries on the ATT’s anti-corruption 
obligations alone.

Efforts to cleanse arms sales of corrupt practices are as necessary 
as ever. Among these, particularly impactful in bringing the 
issue to the forefront has been the book and documentary, The 
Shadow World, by former South African parliamentarian Andrew 
Feinstein.55 Tools such as the interactive online platform Project 
Indefensible, civil society networks and blogs, academia and think 
tank monitoring, and expert policy papers continue to provide the 
blueprint towards achieving the vision once hoped for an ideal ATT 
and beyond.56 

As the ATT’s monitoring and verification mechanism, its 
transparency measures must be implemented in earnest – and 
in a collaborative fashion among all stakeholders. Transparency 
is essential to many aspects of the Treaty’s implementation, 
particularly to combat and prevent diversion, and to ensure 
international cooperation and to give teeth to its anti-corruption 
measures. Without meaningful information sharing and openness 
it will not be possible to fulfil the ATT’s potential to curtail the 
‘leakage’ of weapons into the illicit market, fight the opacity that 
nurtures corruption, and further human security. 

48  This is discussed in greater detail in Chapter 1 of Control Arms Secretariat (2016). ‘ATT Monitor 2016’. New York. 22 August 2016. 

49  See for example, the case of South Africa’s government in the 1990s paying US$300 million in commissions during a multi-billion dollar arms deal at a 
time when it claimed to be unable to afford to provide life-saving HIV and AIDS medication. Feinstein, A. (2012). ‘The Shadow World: Inside the Global 
Arms Trade’. London: Penguin. p. xv. 

50  Marsh, N. (2016). ‘Corruption, Conflict and Transparency’. Peace Research Institute Oslo (PRIO). Presentation for event ‘Transparency and Corruption in 
the Defence and Security Sector: Implications for conflict, the Sustainable Development Goals and the Arms Trade Treaty’. Oslo, 1 June 2016. 

51 Ibid. 

52  Transparency International (2013). ‘Transparency International welcomes historic adoption of UN Arms Trade Treaty (ATT)’. 

53  United Nations Convention against Transnational Organized Crime (adopted 15 November 2000, entered into force 29 September 2003)_UNTS 
A/55/383. https://www.unodc.org/unodc/treaties/CTOC/ 

54  Transparency International (N.D.), ‘Government Defence Anti-Corruption Index’. http://government.defenceindex.org/list/. As of May 2017, 30 
countries, or 26 per cent of those assessed, were given the most serious risk rating for 2015 (an ‘F’ grade). These scores are not set in stone over time, 
as the methodology states the index ‘measures levels of corruption risk in national defence establishments, and scores each country from A (the best) 
to F (the worst)’.

55 See Feinstein, A. (2012). ‘The Shadow World’. 

56  For more information, see the following. Project Indefensible(N.D.). https://projectindefensible.org/. Bock, T. and Hurd, H. (2016). ‘If you really care 
about sustainable development, you better think about defense’. Forum on the Arms Trade. 6 July 2016.  
www.forumarmstrade.org/looking-ahead-blog/category/transparency. World Peace Foundation (N.D.).  
‘Compendium of arms trade corruption’. http://streams-dev.it.tufts.edu/wpf/index.html. Stimson Center (N.D.). ‘Managing the Arms Trade Program’.  
https://www.stimson.org/programs/managing-arms-trade. Transparency International (2016). ‘Licence to bribe? Reducing corruption risks  
around the role of agents in defence procurement’. June 2016.  
http://ti-defence.org/publications/licence-to-bribe-reducing-corruption-agents-defence-procurement/
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1:3. ALLAYING FEARS AND BUILDING 
CONFIDENCE: THE IMPLICATIONS  
OF GREATER TRANSPARENCY  
IN THE ARMS TRADE
There should be no need to go beyond the most important 
argument for greater transparency: less people would be killed, 
maimed and terrorized by armed violence and conflict if the arms 
trade becomes less secretive. Yet there are many other reasons, 
as explained below, to advocate for and accept greater levels  
of openness. 

CONFIDENCE-BUILDING 

Transparency in the arms trade reduces the grounds for suspicion 
and mistrust between countries. Building confidence through 
responsible action by States Parties is one of the stated purposes 
of the ATT, and transparency through public reporting is a 
necessary condition in order for confidence building to take place. 

Such confidence building is the antidote to the ‘security dilemma’ 
or ‘spiral insecurity’, a famous theory of international relations that 
says that otherwise friendly neighbours may engage in an arms 
race, and possibly an actual conflict, simply by miscalculating 
intentions and responding with increased military expenditure.57 
Concealing information that supposedly would benefit an enemy 
in a hypothetical conflict actually increases the probability of 
creating enemies and starting conflict. There is clearly a strong 
strategic rationale for greater transparency.

The proof that countries understand that transparency is 
inherently in the national self-interest is the prevalence and use – 
albeit decreasing in some cases – of voluntary reporting on a wide 
array of security-related matters regionally and globally, such as 
to the UN Register of Conventional Arms (UNROCA). 

PRAGMATISM AND INCENTIVES

There are also very pragmatic reasons to become part of 
the ATT regime and, once inside, to insist on public reporting 
and openness. For one, it makes little sense to attempt to 
conceal information that is already known or easily available 
through other means. The stance of some governments on 
transparency appears to be based on the premise that if they 

do not share information, it will not be possible to access it. 
However, in practical terms, governments’ ability to hide much 
of the basic data required to meet the ATT’s transparency 
obligations has been probably forever undermined. 
Looking beyond the other national, regional and multilateral 
instruments in which information is shared by trading partners, 
information made public through open-source intelligence 
can provide a level of detail on a country’s military capacity 
that vastly surpasses the information regarding equipment 
levels that ATT reporting could provide.58 In fact, for a relatively 
small financial outlay, anyone can have access to not only 
generic type and units of conventional arms but also to 
information about technical details, preparedness, state of 
wear, distribution over territory, military doctrine, organization 
and size of the armed forces, and much more. The high cost 
of secrecy for governments – political capital wasted, loss in 
international confidence, uncomfortable pressure from civil 
society, unfavourable diplomatic and public perceptions –  
is by no means offset by any perceived ‘gains’, creating  
a lose-lose situation.

With much to gain and little (if anything) to lose by embracing 
transparency, the balance can be further tipped towards gain 
within a multilateral regime such as the ATT. The CSP could 
consider many different formulations of potential additional 
incentives towards greater transparency, including having 
greater access to assistance and implementation funds. 
Ultimately, as transparency is a means to demonstrate that 
a country is a trusted partner, reporting to the ATT could be 
taken into account by states considering export licences.59 

ALLAYING FEARS

Fears – however irrational – nonetheless persist. The need for, 
and expectation of, transparency may be construed in some 
countries as a barrier to entry to the ATT. Some have argued that 
increased transparency would hinder universalization, noting that 
some countries may simply not join the Treaty when confronted 
with a requirement to give up secrecy.60 Such an argument rests 
on the idea that the basic purposes and normative values of 
the ATT may be an impediment to its own universality. A similar 
argument has been put forward by some to suggest that criticism 
of ATT violators ‘could deter others joining.’ 61

57  See, for example, Jervis, R. (1978). ‘Cooperation under the Security Dilemma’. World Politics. 30:2. pp. 167–214.

58 International Institute for Strategic Studies (2017). ‘The Military Balance 2017’. IHS Jane’s 360, www.janes.com

59  Mutschler, M. and Grebe, J. (2015). ‘Transparent Reporting for a Successful Arms Trade Treaty’. Bonn International Center for Conversion. p. 7.  
https://www.bicc.de/uploads/tx_bicctools/Policy_Brief_2015_1.pdf

60  Anonymous official from a Southeast Asian country, cited in Persi Paoli, G. and Kytomaki, E. (2016). ‘Towards a Universal Arms Trade Treaty: 
Understanding barriers and challenges in South-East Asia’. RAND Europe. p. 26. 

61  Macdonald, A. (2016). ‘Greater transparency around the arms trade would save countless lives’. The Guardian. 24 August 2016.  
https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2016/aug/24/greater-transparency-arms-trade-save-lives
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However, transparency should be seen as an opportunity to 
demonstrate responsible and accountable practice. The ATT’s 
transparency obligations should not be a disincentive to joining 
the Treaty, nor for countries within the regime to shy away from 
public reporting and robust information sharing. States signing 
onto the Treaty’s transparency requirements have much to gain 
from demonstrating, through robust and open reporting, that 
their actions and policies duly implement the Treaty.

Government fears around transparency have often been 
overstated.62 Being inside the ATT regime will allow countries 
to gather more information and experience than those 
outside, particularly in the more sensitive bilateral and informal 
information-sharing settings that may include information 
on diversion patterns, export denials and opportunities for 
cooperation and assistance. As Amnesty International has pointed 
out, ‘increased transparency also helps to reduce unfair criticism 
of governments when they act lawfully to supply or acquire the 
legitimate means of defence and law enforcement.’ 63

No government is, can or should be 100 per cent transparent. 
However, ‘the all-encompassing secrecy that often 
characterizes arms deals hides corruption, conflicts of interest, 
poor decision-making and inappropriate national security 
choices’.64 In relative terms, the ATT’s transparency obligations 
are quite minimalist, so reticence in joining the instrument on  
the basis of information-protection concerns is unfounded.65 

Many countries are already bound by, or have participated in, 
instruments that match or surpass the ATT in their transparency 
demands. Though voluntary, and suffering from a severe decline 
in reporting rates in recent years, UNROCA has a similar level of 
information demands for weapons type as the ATT.66 Between 
2000 and 2006, the Register received reports from an average 
of 116 countries, including voluntary data on military holdings 

and/or procurement though national production from an 
average of almost 45 countries annually.67 The legally binding 
Inter-American Convention on Transparency in Conventional 
Weapons Acquisitions of the Organization of American States 
(OAS) (adopted in 1999) has mandatory reporting that must 
include export, import and national acquisition (domestic 
production), and must be shared within 90 days of any 
acquisition of conventional arms.68 

Encompassing 41 countries – including most European  
countries as well as Argentina, Australia, Canada, Mexico,  
Turkey and South Africa – the Wassenaar Arrangement on 
Export Controls for Conventional Arms and Dual-Use Goods  
and Technologies has a much broader equipment scope than 
the ATT and members must report every six months on transfers 
and denials to countries outside the agreement.69 Legally 
binding instruments covering only small arms and light weapons 
(SALW) likewise include important transparency obligations, 
such as determining dialogue with manufacturers and  
suppliers and keeping records indefinitely in the case  
of the ECOWAS Convention.70 

62 See for example Amnesty International (2011). ‘Our Right to Know: Transparent Reporting Under an Arms Trade Treaty’. p. 3. 

63  Ibid, p.2

64  Feinstein, A. (2011). ‘The Shadow World’. p. XXV. 

65  Instituto Sou da Paz (2012). ‘Brasil e o Arms Trade Treaty: Impacto e importância de um Tratado humanitário’ [Brazil and the Arms Trade Treaty:  
Impact and importance of a humanitarian treaty]. Author’s translation. www.soudapaz.org/upload/pdf/brasil_e_att_240512_final_2.pdf. 

66  Particularly since adding the voluntary category of small arms and light weapons in 2003.

67 The year with most participation, 2001, saw 124 reports submitted. https://www.unroca.org/participation

68  Inter-American Convention on Transparency in Conventional Weapons Acquisitions (adopted 1999).  
www.oas.org/en/sla/dil/inter_american_treaties_A-64_transparency_conventional_weapons_adquisitions.asp  
Seventeen countries from Latin America and the Caribbean have ratified or acceded to the Transparency Convention. For a brief discussion of the 
Convention in English, see Saferworld (2007). ‘Towards Global Standards: Regional Experience in Small Arms Transfer Controls’. Edited Papers from an 
international seminar, Waterloo, Canada. 8 February 2007. London: Saferworld. pp. 17–18.

69  For transparency and information-sharing guidelines for arms, which ‘will include any matters which individual Participating States wish to bring to the 
attention of others’, see Wassenaar Arrangement Secretariat (2017). ‘Wassenaar Arrangement on Export Controls for Conventional Arms and Dual-Use 
Goods and Technologies’. www.wassenaar.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/WA-DOC-17-PUB-001-Public-Docs-Vol-I-Founding-Documents.pdf

70  ECOWAS Convention on Small Arms and Light Weapons, their Ammunition and Other Related Materials. (Adopted 14 June 2006,  
entered into force 29 September 2009). www.poa-iss.org/RegionalOrganizations/ECOWAS/ECOWAS%20Convention%202006.pdf

THERE SHOULD BE NO NEED TO GO BEYOND 
THE MOST IMPORTANT ARGUMENT FOR 
GREATER TRANSPARENCY: LESS PEOPLE 
WOULD BE KILLED, MAIMED AND TERRORIZED 
BY ARMED VIOLENCE AND CONFLICT IF THE 
ARMS TRADE BECOMES LESS SECRETIVE. 
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If reporting templates and streamlining are properly developed 
and implemented, the ATT’s reporting need not be a significant 
extra effort for a State Party – and international cooperation and 
assistance mechanisms and funds, in addition to support from  
civil society, are readily available. Reporting activity can strengthen 
governments by increasing interdepartmental cooperation, 
coordination and knowledge, thereby creating better prepared 
professionals and agencies that are also better able to implement 
the Treaty at large and other germane public policies.

Transparency tends to increase over time. Understandably, a 
State with a history of sensitivity to information sharing will not 
become much more transparent overnight, needing legislative 
and cultural evolutions in order to do so. In many regional or 
UN instruments, initial resistance to information sharing was 
overcome by practice. For example, when devised the OAS 
Transparency Convention did not intend to make reports public, 
but once countries realized openness was not as scary as feared, 
publicity became the norm and reports were made available on 
the organization’s website. A similar process has taken place in 
the development of the annual report produced by the EU.71

Other than the ‘minimum standards’ explicitly determined by 
the ATT’s text that are a legal requirement for all States Parties, 
countries with limited practical transparency experience could, in 
a step-by-step approach, progressively broaden the information 
that they are prepared to make public, while States Parties ready 
for higher levels than the floor defined by the Treaty can report 
on transfers of ammunition, parts and components, technology 
and manufacturing equipment – in addition to transfer denials 
and other items deemed more sensitive.72

BEST PRACTICES AND EXAMPLES TO EMULATE

Good practices in the field of arms export and transfer controls 
long pre-date the ATT, although only in a small number of 
countries. Prior to the Treaty’s adoption, 35 countries and 
territories published an annual report on their arms-trade activity, 
with three doing so monthly, two quarterly and another three 
twice a year.73 The United States, the first country to publish 
a national report on its arms exports, has done so since 1961. 
In Sweden, the public presentation and debate in parliament 
around the annual report of arms exports has taken place since 

1985. Relative openness has come not only from wealthy countries 
but also from the likes of Serbia, which published annual reports 
prior to ATT negotiations74 and has scored well in its transparency 
for small arms transfers, with the Small Arms Survey ranking it 
fourth in the world for 2016 among major exporters.75

More recent developments, either emboldened by the ATT 
discussions or spurred by domestic circumstances, are also 
noteworthy76 From 2014, ‘a report regarding export licenses granted 
in the first half of each year will be published in the second half of 
that year’ by Germany, which ‘informs Parliament about licensing 
decisions taken by (its) specialized Cabinet Committee, shortly 
after these decisions have been taken’. Portugal’s national report 
includes information on transit and brokering. Spain ensures control 
by parliament by sending it the relevant information about arms 
transfers every semester. Sweden translates its national report into 
English to facilitate international scrutiny.77 

The ATT’s first round of Annual Reports also witnessed the 
emergence of good practice examples. For example, Austria, 
Portugal and Slovenia reported on the value and number of 
exported heavy conventional arms, while these three as well 
as Bosnia and Herzegovina, Japan and Montenegro voluntarily 
reported on the number and value of exported SALW (see Chapter 
2 for more details). Transparency champions should seek to raise 
reporting standards in future rounds of annual reporting and 
continue to lead by example.78 

71  Inter-American Convention on Transparency in Conventional Weapon Acquisition. (Adopted 1999).  
www.oas.org/csh/english/conventionalweapons.asp#Reports. European Union (N.D.). ‘Arms export control’.  
https://eeas.europa.eu/headquarters/headquarters-homepage/8472/arms-export-control_en 

72 Mutschler, M. and Grebe, J. (2015) ‘Transparent Reporting for a Successful Arms Trade Treaty’. p. 5.

73 Weber, H. and Bromley, M. (2011). ‘National Reports on Arms Exports’. Stockholm: SIPRI. March 2011. http://books.sipri.org/files/FS/SIPRIFS1103b.pdf 

74  Lazarevic, J. (2010). ‘Transparency Counts: Assessing State Reporting on Small Arms Transfers, 2001–08’. Geneva: Small Arms Survey. June 2010.  
www.smallarmssurvey.org/fileadmin/docs/B-Occasional-papers/SAS-OP25-Barometer.pdf 

75  Pavesi, I. (2016). ‘Trade Update 2016: Transfers and Transparency’. Geneva: Small Arms Survey. June 2016. p.42.  
www.smallarmssurvey.org/fileadmin/docs/S-Trade-Update/SAS-Trade-Update.pdf 

76 See ATT-BAP (N.D.). www.armstrade.info/comparison-results

77 Ibid. National reports submitted by each country.

78 Bales, M. and Mutschler, M. (2016) ‘After the First Annual Reports to the Arms Trade Treaty: How to Overcome Gaps and Reporting Deficits?’. p. 7.

GOOD PRACTICES ARE STILL FAR FROM 
THE NORM, AND BEST PRACTICES ARE NOT 
PERFECT ONES. REGARDING THE SMALL-ARMS 
TRADE, EVEN THE COUNTRIES CONSIDERED 
THE MOST TRANSPARENT IN THE 2016 
TRANSPARENCY BAROMETER – GERMANY AND 
UNITED KINGDOM – RECEIVED ‘ONLY’ 19.75 
OUT OF A POSSIBLE 25 POINTS. 
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Good practices are still far from the norm, and best practices 
are not perfect ones. Regarding the small-arms trade, even 
the countries considered the most transparent in the 2016 
Transparency Barometer – Germany and United Kingdom – 
received ‘only’ 19.75 out of a possible 25 points.79 The average 
score was below the halfway mark (11.16) but more than one-third 
of the countries improved their scores, with South Africa (+7.75 
points) and Bosnia and Herzegovina (+4.25) improving most.80 
In other words, even the most transparent governments can 
improve their practices. 

CONCLUSION

Transparency is embedded throughout the ATT. Indeed there is 
hardly an obligation that does not relate to information sharing. 
Without meaningful information sharing, it will not be possible for 
the ATT to live up to its own lofty object and purpose.

In addition to the growing pains within the ATT regime concerning 
openness, the current global transparency picture is troubling. 
However, efforts to increase transparency in the international arms 
trade could assist to protect gains from recent decades in open-
government practice. To do so, placing a spotlight on the arms 
trade cannot be considered in isolation from the larger security, 

political and economic picture, nor can it be detached from the 
sectors of the economy that support it.

Finally, greater transparency and accountability should also be 
pursued at the national level, regardless of whether the country 
is an ATT State Party or not, or of how responsible its arms 
transfer practices are.81 National efforts to establish transparency 
mechanisms can include the production of an annual public report 
to be debated in parliament, the establishment of a dedicated 
parliamentary committee to oversee the policy and practice of 
arms-transfer control, and the development of an interdepartmental 
structure to coordinate government policy and practice.82

As demonstrated above, there are many reasons to seek greater 
openness, including confidence-building among countries, 
bolstering national security by pre-empting conflict, shedding 
the high costs of secrecy in terms of wasted political capital and 
reputation losses in the international community, gaining access 
to incentives, and proving responsible implementation of the ATT. 
In seeking greater openness, governments should emulate the 
examples of best practice, while transparency champions should 
intensity their efforts to continuously raise standards, recognizing 
that even the most transparent governments can, and should, 
seek to improve their practices.

79 Netherlands came in a close second, with 19.25. Pavesi, I. (2016). ‘Trade Update 2016: Transfers and Transparency’. 

80 Ibid.

81  For examples of prominent national-level civil society campaigns that push for greater transparency, among other objectives, see Stop Wapenhandel 
(Netherlands) www.stopwapenhandel.org/node/1939 and Campaign Against Arms Trade (UK) www.caat.org.uk.

82  See Control Arms Secretariat (2016). ‘ATT Monitor 2016’. New York. 22 August 2016. Chapter 1.1. p. 24.
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CHAPTER 2.1: ARMS EXPORTS AND 
IMPORTS: ASSESSING THE FIRST 
YEAR OF ATT ANNUAL REPORTS
Transparency and reporting are essential to the effective 
implementation of the Arms Trade Treaty (ATT). Without an 
enforcement or verification mechanism in the Treaty itself, 
the only means by which States Parties and civil society can 
be certain that a country is fulfilling its obligations, especially 
concerning Articles 6 and 7 regarding arms exports, is to 
examine what has been reported by States Parties themselves. 

Article 13 of the ATT requires that each State Party submit an 
Annual Report concerning authorized or actual arms exports 
and imports. This chapter examines reports submitted by 
States Parties for 2015 and assesses whether the information 
provided is sufficient to build an accurate picture of their 
imports and exports during that year. It questions to what 
extent can these first ATT Annual Reports be used to discern 
what was actually transferred and to whom? 

Article 2 of the ATT defines transfers as the ‘activities of the 
international trade compris[ing] export, import, transit, trans-
shipment and brokering.’1 In practice, this chapter is only 
concerned with exports and imports. 

The deadline for States Parties to submit their ATT Annual 
Reports on arms exports and imports in 2015 was 31 May 2016. 
As of 25 May 2017, 49 States Parties had submitted a report for 
2015 and made it publicly available, including two who were 
not legally obliged to report for that year.2 Thirteen countries 
were still to meet their legal obligation for the previous year’s 
Annual Reports: Antigua and Barbuda, Bahamas, Burkina Faso, 

Grenada, Guinea, Guyana, Iceland, Malta, Nigeria, St Kitts and 
Nevis, St Lucia, St Vincent and the Grenadines, and Trinidad 
and Tobago.3 None of these countries are known to have major 
arms-producing industries. However, all may be importers or 
may export arms that had previously been imported. Most of 
them are located in or near areas affected by armed conflict 
or high levels of armed violence, including homicide related to 
organized crime. 

This section examines what information these States Parties 
included in their Annual Report. In particular, it highlights the 
many different forms of reporting that have taken place and 
that may help to explain the widespread discrepancies noted 
later in the rest of the chapter.

USE OF THE TEMPLATE 

Forty-six States Parties used the ‘provisional template’ 
circulated by the Facilitator on Reporting.4 France and United 
Kingdom did not use it, while Senegal just used the first page 
of the template and used its own format to report imports.5 

The first page of the template contains a checklist that States 
Parties can use to indicate whether the report contains ‘nil’ 
reports on exports and imports, annual reports on exports 
or imports, and national definitions of categories of arms 
reported. The page also contains an option to mark ‘yes/no’ 
in response to whether ‘some commercially sensitive and/or 
national security-related data has been withheld in accordance 
with Article 13.3 of the Treaty.’ 

As is shown in Figure 2.1, an apparently simple set of options 
has been interpreted very differently by States Parties in their 
first Annual Reports. 

1  Arms Trade Treaty, Article 2.2 (adopted 2 April 2013, entered into force 24 December 2014)_UNTS_(ATT) Art 2.2.  
https://unoda-web.s3.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/English7.pdf

2  Only Slovakia has so far kept its ATT Annual Report for 2015 confidential. The analysis in this chapter concerns all reports whose stated ‘date of 
submission’ is before 25 May 2017. Five States Parties (Austria, France, Mexico, Poland and United Kingdom) did not include a date of submission 
in their report. As the reports were downloaded for analysis prior to 25 May it is possible that one of those five may have submitted and amended 
report prior to 25 May, or that a country submitted an amended report but did not alter the date of submission. If so, then the analysis in this chapter 
would not have taken into account such amendments. The chapter considers reports submitted by Liberia and Switzerland even though the date they 
became States Parties to the Treaty meant that they were not required to submit a report. 

3  As of 31 May 2017. The ATT’s obligations relating to arms transfers do not take effect until it has entered into force for a State Party. As such, a State 
Party is required to submit its first Annual Report covering the first full calendar year after entry into force of the Treaty for it (‘Second Conference of 
States Parties Final Report’, Article 25). In practice, this means that only States Parties that ratified or acceded on or after 2 October 2015 were obliged 
to submit a report by 31 May 2016 (in such a case the Treaty would enter into force on 31 December), and it would be required to report in 2017 on its 
imports and exports during 2016). Some countries submitted reports even though they were not required to do so. 

4  The templates were endorsed for use by States Parties at the Second Conference of States Parties in August 2016. They are available for download  
in English, French or Spanish at ATT Secretariat (N.D.). ‘Reports’. http://thearmstradetreaty.org/index.php/en/2017-01-18-12-27-42/reports 

5  The 46 States Parties that used the template are: Albania, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Costa Rica, 
Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Latvia, Liberia, 
Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Macedonia, Mali, Mexico, Montenegro, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Panama, Poland, Portugal, Romania, 
Samoa, Serbia, Sierra Leone, Slovenia, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and Uruguay.
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Figure 2.1. Check boxes at the start of the ATT Annual 
Report template

Contents of report (check as appropriate) Yes No

i) Nil report on exports of conventional arms

ii) Nil report on imports of conventional arms

iii) Annual report on exports of conventional arms

iv) Annual report on imports of conventional arms

v)
National definitions of categories of conventional 
arms reported

Scope of report (voluntary information) Yes No

In the submitted report, some commercially sensitive 
and/or national security-related data has been 
withheld in accordance with article 13.3 of the Treaty

ANNUAL REPORTS ON IMPORTS AND EXPORTS 

Of the States Parties that used the template, 40 ticked the box 
to declare that they had provided data on imports. Ireland also 
ticked the ‘yes’ box on imports but did not provide any data on 
imports. Slovenia ticked ‘no’ for this but did report data. Two 
states left the check boxes blank for imports but reported data 
(Bosnia and Herzegovina and Spain). 

Similarly, 29 States Parties ticked the box in the template to 
state that they had provided data on exports and provided 
data.6 Macedonia and Mali also ticked the ‘yes’ box for the 
annual report on exports but did not provide any data on 
exports. Panama ticked ‘no’ for this but did report data. Eleven 
countries ticked ‘no’ and also did not provide data. Bosnia and 
Herzegovina left the boxes blank but also reported data. 

Austria did not submit the first page of the template containing 
the check box, and France and United Kingdom did not 
include any such data as they did not use the template. Austria 
and United Kingdom did not include any data on imports in 
their reports, but both provided data on exports. 

It is likely that, as with ‘nil’ reports (see the section below), 
the explanations for these inconsistencies concern differing 
interpretations or perhaps clerical error rather than any attempt 
to deceive. However, such a lack of clarity inhibits the utility of 
the Annual Reports. If it is unclear what information is included 
in Annual Reports, it may be difficult to discern whether a 
country simply did not import or export anything, or whether  
it has withheld data.

‘NIL’ REPORTS

In common with the UN Register on Conventional Arms 
(UNROCA, see below) the ATT report template has the very 
useful option for states to submit a ‘nil’ report. This is a simple 
means by which a country can report that it did not export 
or import any arms during the previous year (something that 
reduced the administrative burden of reporting). However, as 
is shown here, the many ways in which ‘nil’ reports have been 
submitted sometimes leave more confusion than clarity. 

As can be seen in Figure 2.1, States Parties can select an option 
to show that they have submitted a ‘nil’ report for exports and/
or imports of conventional arms. In addition, Annexes 3A and 
3B of the Annual Report template comprise a form for officials 
to complete when making a ‘nil’ report on exports and imports 
respectively. The form includes check boxes as to whether 
they have reported ‘nil’ authorizations or physical movement of 
arms (see Figure 2.2).

Figure 2.2: Annex 3A (from ATT Annual Report template)  
Nil Report: Exports of Conventional Arms1

Reporting country : Calendar year:

The Government of

with reference to Article 13 (3) of the Arms Trade Treaty, 
hereby submits a ‘nil report’ for exports from territory under our 
jurisdiction. This report serves to conform that

No actual exports of conventional arms listed in Article 2 (1) 
of the Arms Trade Treaty have taken place from territory 
under our jurisdiction during the reporting period  
indicated above.

No export authorizations have been issued for conventional 
arms listed in Article 2 (1) of the Arms Trade Treaty during 
the reporting period indicated above

This nil report on exports is available only to States Parties

1)  States Parties that do not have any exports and/or imports to report 
should file a “nil report” clearly stating that no exports/imports have taken 
place in any of the categories during the reporting period. Templates for 
such nil reports are included in Annex 3.

6  Albania, Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, 
Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Montenegro, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Serbia, Slovenia, South Africa, Spain, Sweden 
and Switzerland.
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Sixteen States Parties checked ‘yes’ on the first page of the 
template (see Figure 2.1) to indicate that they had submitted 
a ‘nil’ report for arms exports and 24 checked ‘no’.7 Nine did 
not indicate whether they had submitted a ‘nil’ report or not: 
of those, six left the options on the check box blank (Albania, 
Australia, Liechtenstein, Montenegro, Serbia, Spain) while 
Austria did not include the first page of the template and 
France and United Kingdom did not use the template. Of 
the 16 that indicated that they had submitted a ‘nil’ report 
for exports, only 14 completed the form in Annex 3A of 
the reporting template (see Figure 2.2), with Croatia and 
Liberia instead ticking the box stating ‘This nil report may 
be made publicly available’ without indicating what type of 
information (authorizations or actual transfers) was covered 
by the ‘nil’ report. 

Six States Parties checked ‘yes’ on the first page of the 
template (see Figure 2.1) to indicate that they had submitted 
a ‘nil’ report for arms imports and 34 checked ‘no’. As with 
exports, nine countries did not indicate whether they had 
submitted a ‘nil’ report for imports (See above). 

Of the six States Parties that indicated they had submitted a 
‘nil’ report for imports, five filled out all the forms in Annex 3B 
(Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Ireland, Samoa and Sierra 
Leone). Macedonia, Mali and Panama ticked the box stating 
‘This nil report may be made publicly available’ without stating 
what type of information (authorizations/actual exports) was 
covered by the ‘nil’ report. Mali checked ‘no’ for a ‘nil’ report 
on the first page of the report and it did not submit any further 
data. Panama checked ‘yes’ for ‘nil’ exports on the first page of 
the report, but nevertheless did report some export data on 
small arms. 

Only two countries, Samoa and Sierra Leone, reported ‘nil’ for 
both exports and imports in 2015.

REPORTING PERMUTATIONS

In all, as shown in Table 2.1, there were 12 different 
combinations in the 2015 Annual Reports of how officials 
completed the check box on the first page of the report 
and of what data was entered into the subsequent tables 
concerning imports and exports. Notably, some countries left 
sections entirely blank without indicating a ‘nil’ report, leaving it 
unclear whether they had not transferred anything, or whether 
information on transfers had not been reported. 

One issue that can be identified from this table is that it 
appears that several States Parties wished to report no 
transfers of major weapons, but had imported or exported 
small arms and light weapons (SALW) (or vice versa). Some 

countries chose to indicate a ‘nil’ report but also entered 
transfer data, while others did not indicate a ‘nil’ report but then 
entered ‘nil’ or ‘zero’ in the template concerning transfers of 
small arms or of major weapons. 

This confusion could be addressed through an amendment 
to the reporting template whereby states could submit ‘nil’ 
reports on imports or exports for: (a) all weapon types, as in 
the current template, (b) major weapons only (categories 2a-g 
in the ATT), or (c) small arms only (category 2h). A country that 
had only imported, for example, pistols would then be able to 
submit a ‘nil’ report for imports of major weapons and provide 
data for imports of small arms. 

7  States checking ‘yes’ for nil reports for exports: Bosnia and Herzegovina, Costa Rica, Croatia, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Latvia, Liberia, 
Luxembourg, Macedonia, Mexico, Panama, Samoa, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Slovenia and Uruguay.

SPENT AMMUNITION. 

CREDIT: © MATTHEW SMITH 
CC BY 2.0
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Table 2.1: Ways in which States Parties reported ‘nil’ reports 
and no transfers of major weapons or SALW

Type of reporting Example 

Checked neither ‘yes’ nor ‘no’ box for a ‘nil’ report, but provided data on 
major weapons and SALW.

Australia (exports and imports), Spain (exports and imports). 

Checked neither ‘yes’ nor ‘no’ box for a ‘nil’ report, but provided data on 
SALW only.

Liechtenstein (exports and imports). 

Checked neither ‘yes’ nor ‘no’ box for ‘nil’ report, entered ‘zero’ items for 
each category of major weapons, provided data on SALW exports and 
imports.

Montenegro (exports and imports).

Checked the ‘yes’ box for ‘nil’, provided data on SALW but major 
weapons table left blank. 

Bosnia and Herzegovina (exports and imports), Croatia (exports and 
imports), Panama (exports).

Checked ‘no’ for a ‘nil’ report, provided data on SALW, all major 
weapons categories left blank.

Argentina (exports and imports), Denmark (imports), El Salvador (imports), 
Jamaica (exports and imports), Liberia (imports), Luxembourg (imports). 

Checked ‘no’ for a ‘nil’ report, provided data on SALW, reported zeros in 
all major weapons categories.

Estonia (exports), Japan (exports and imports), New Zealand (exports), 
Panama (imports). 

Checked ‘no’ for ‘nil’ report, reported data on major weapons, SALW 
section left blank.

South Africa (exports and imports), Uruguay (imports). 

Checked ‘no’ for a ‘nil’ report but all weapon categories left blank. Mali (exports).

Checked ‘no’ for ‘nil’ report but entered the word ‘nil’ in all categories of 
major weapons and SALW.

Sweden (imports).

Checked ‘yes’ for a ‘nil’ report for exports and for a report on both 
exports and imports all weapon categories in the table left blank.

Ireland (imports).

Checked ‘yes’ for a ‘nil’ report and for a report on exports, provided data 
on major weapons and on SALW.

Slovenia (exports).

Checked ‘yes’ for a ‘nil’ report and for a report on transfers, provided 
data on SALW, major weapons categories left blank.

Macedonia (imports).
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WITHHELD SENSITIVE INFORMATION 

Article 13.3 of the ATT permits a State Party to withhold 
commercially sensitive or national-security-related information 
from the report, and an option to declare whether information 
has been withheld has been included in the first page of 
the template (see Chapter 1 for more on how States Parties 
should interpret this clause). Thirty indicated that they had not 
excluded sensitive information. Ten indicated that they had 
done so – Australia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, 
Dominican Republic, Germany, Liberia, Macedonia, Senegal 
and Sweden. (see Figure 2.3).

Nine States Parties did not state whether or not they had 
withheld sensitive information from their reports. El Salvador, 
Luxembourg, Montenegro, Poland, Slovenia and Spain 
left both options blank in the template. France and United 
Kingdom did not use the template. Austria did not submit the 
first page of the template. It is not known whether or not these 
countries withheld sensitive information. 

Figure 2.3: Did countries withhold sensitive  
information from 2015 ATT Annual Reports?

Yes (10)

Unknown (9)

No (30)

NATIONAL DEFINITIONS AND VOLUNTARY  
NATIONAL CATEGORIES 

As noted in the section below on cross-checking the reports, the 
existence of differing definitions of categories of conventional 
arms is an important potential reason why information provided 

may differ between importer and exporter countries. However, 
the template usefully gives States Parties the opportunity to 
provide information on national definitions in Annex 2. Four states 
(Albania, Germany, New Zealand and Switzerland) indicated on 
the first page of the template that they had provided information, 
which was present in Annex 2 of the reporting template. Albania 
indicated that it uses the EU Common Military List for all 
categories, and New Zealand and Switzerland stated that they 
use UNROCA (see below) definitions for categories I-VII. Germany, 
New Zealand and Switzerland all provided notes on SALW. 
Germany declared that it only included arms made for military 
purposes in its national definition, and Switzerland stated that it 
had excluded arms made for ‘recreational, cultural, historical and 
sporting purposes.’ 

A further nine States Parties indicated on the first page of the 
template that they had provided national definitions, but did not 
include any information in Annex 2 (which was either left blank or 
not included at all).8 Fourteen ticked ‘no’ and did not provide any 
information in Annex 2 of the reporting template. Eleven left the 
check boxes blank and did not provide any information in Annex 2. 

It is unclear why the above-mentioned nine States Parties 
would declare that they had included national definitions but 
then not place any information in Annex 2. Dominican Republic 
and Sweden provided information on additional voluntary 
national categories and so they may have checked the ‘national 
definitions’ box to indicate the provision of that information. It is 
possible that the others may have checked the box to indicate 
that they use national definitions (even if the information was not 
provided in the report). 

The template allows States Parties to include additional 
categories of arms not listed. Five (Dominican Republic, Germany, 
New Zealand, Senegal and Sweden) provided definitions of 
those additional categories of weapons. Germany referred to an 
external document but did not actually include data on voluntary 
national categories. Norway provided the total financial value of 
all ammunition exports (to ‘various’ recipients), but did not provide 
a definition of that ammunition in the report.9 Belgium provided 
extensive information on exports and imports of ‘ML1: Smooth-
bore weapons with a calibre of less than 20 mm, other arms and 
automatic weapons with a calibre of 12.7 mm (calibre 0.50 inches) 
or less and accessories and specially designed components’ 
without further defining this type in the report (though the ML1 
designation suggests that it is drawn from the EU Common 
Military List). 

8 Belgium, Croatia, Dominican Republic, Finland, Ireland, Macedonia, Mali, South Africa and Sweden. 

9  Norway did refer to a parliamentary White Paper scheduled to be submitted on 10 June 2016, which would presumably contain more information on its 
transfers. However, as of 10 June 2017 this White Paper was not available on the ATT Secretariat web site.
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DEFINITIONS OF IMPORTS AND EXPORTS

While the different ways that an import or export can 
be defined is a likely explanation for some reporting 
discrepancies, the template provides a check box whereby 
States Parties can clarify whether the transfer concerns 
physical transfer of items across a national border, transfer  
of title (ownership) or transfer of control. States Parties are  
also given the option of providing their own description  
(see Figure 2.4). 

Figure 2.4. Definition of exports (ATT Annual Report 
template)

In this report the following definition of the term exports  
was used3 (check as appropriate)

Physical transfer of items across national border : Yes No 

Transfer of title : Yes No 

Transfer of control : Yes No 

Other (please provide brief description below) : Yes No 

3)  Based on UN Registry practice. An international arms transfer could mean, 
in addition to the physical movement of equipment to or from national 
territory, the transfer of title to- and control over the equipment. Other 
criteria are also possible. States Parties should here provide a description 
of the national criteria used to determine, for control purposes, exactly 
when an arms transfer takes place.

In addition to defining the nature of arms imports and exports, 
it is also important for such information to be provided by 
States Parties that submit ‘nil’ reports. For example, a ‘nil’ report 
from country A that just concerned arms crossing its national 
border would not cover arms supplied by country B to country 
A’s forces stationed abroad (such as peacekeeping troops). 

As with the other types of information described in this section, 
in many cases it remains unclear exactly what has been 
reported. Thirty-five States Parties provided information on 
their definition of exports by clicking on at least one option in 
the check box (see Figure 2.4). Mali, though, checked ‘no’ for 
all four options for exports (but not for imports). This suggests 
that the request for information was not clearly understood, 
which may point to the need for more explanatory notes in the 
template. Nine countries did not note a definition of exports 
(that is, all options on the check boxes were left blank).10

Forty-three States Parties provided information on their 
definition of imports by selecting at least one check box option 
provided. South Africa ticked neither ‘yes’ nor ‘no’.11 

Overall, 12 States Parties (including Mali for exports) included 
no clarification on what kinds of arms transfer are included in 
their export or import reporting. This omission, including by 
some of the world’s largest arms exporters, means that vital 
contextual information needed to work out what arms have 
been transferred to whom has been withheld. 

TYPES OF DATA REPORTED FOR ARMS IMPORTS  
AND EXPORTS

This section considers the data actually reported on arms 
imports and exports. An Annual Report is considered here if 
the sections on import and export contain any data at all – that 
is, the tables have not been left blank or data omitted (for 
example, by provision of a ‘nil’ report that does not include 
any tables on imports or exports). The section does, however, 
cover examples of when a State Party entered ‘zero’ or ‘nil’ 
for all weapon categories in the table. A ‘nil’ or ‘zero’ entry in 
weapon-type categories does constitute the provision of data 
(much more so than leaving a section blank). In practice, as 
is shown in the above section on ‘nil’ reporting permutations, 
entering ‘nil’ or ‘zero’ in arms categories is different from a ‘nil’ 
report, in that in some cases a country may report data on 
major weapons and enter ‘zero’ for small arms (or vice versa). 
Reporting practices on imports and exports of SALW and on 
major weapons are considered separately, as in many cases 
States Parties had different ones for each (see also Table 2.1). 

EXPORTS OF MAJOR WEAPONS

Twenty-nine of the 49 States Parties that submitted ATT 
Annual Reports for 2015 reported data on exports of major 
weapons. Of those, Estonia, Japan, Montenegro and New 
Zealand merely reported ‘zero’ for all categories, and Ireland 
entered ‘nil’, but none of those countries  submitted a ‘nil’ 
report (see above). Panama submitted a ‘nil’ report but also 
entered ‘zero’ in all categories of major weapons and reported 
data on small arms exports. These six are not included in some 
of the totals shown below (for example, a ‘zero’ export report 
could not be disaggregated by import destination). 

10  Austria, Dominican Republic, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, Samoa, Sierra Leone, South Africa and Uruguay. France and United Kingdom did not use 
the template and provided no information. 

11  A further five States Parties provided no information for different reasons: Samoa and Sierra Leone submitted a ‘nil’ report and did not include the 
section. France and United Kingdom did not use the template, and Austria did not include a section for imports in its report.
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Of the countries reporting exports of major weapons, six States 
Parties reported data just on export authorizations and 18 
reported data only on actual deliveries of arms. South Africa 
reported data on both authorizations and actual transfers. 
United Kingdom did not use the template, and its published 
report did not state whether the data on exports of major 
weapons concerned authorizations or actual exports. Similarly, 
Ireland, Montenegro and Panama did not indicate whether 
their report of ‘zero’ or ‘nil’ exports concerned authorizations or 
actual exports. See Table 2.2.

All 29 countries, including those that reported ‘zero’ or ‘nil’, 
reported the number of major weapons exported (for example, 
eight warships). Three also reported the financial value of those 
exports (Austria, Portugal and Slovenia). None reported only 
the financial value of exports of major weapons. Twenty-two 
reported data that was disaggregated by country (that is,  
that the quantity of arms exported to each destination  
was indicated). 

Six States Parties reported the state of origin – i.e. where 
the arms had been produced – of the major weapons 
exported (Albania, Hungary, Netherlands, Romania, Serbia 
and Slovenia). Seventeen provided a description of the major 
weapons exported.12 Eleven provided additional comments, 
including South Africa, which notably provided the type of 
end-user of the arms exported (for example, police or ministry 
of defence).13 As mentioned above, such descriptions and 
comments are very useful when analysing export reports as 
they can show that apparent discrepancies are in fact due  
to differing national interpretations of weapon categories or  
of the scope of exports. 

Jamaica, Mali and Lithuania did not submit a ‘nil’ report for 
exports but left blank the sections of the table covering 
exports of major weapons. They may not have exported any 
major weapons in 2015, but a blank table combined with the 
absence of a ‘nil’ report means that such an assumption  
cannot be certain. 

Table 2.2: Exports of major weapons – 2015

Country Actual or Authorized? Number or Value?

Albania Actual Number

Australia Authorized Number

Austria Actual Both

Belgium Authorized Number

Bulgaria Actual Number

Czech Republic Actual Number

Denmark Actual Number

Estonia* Authorized Number

Finland Actual Number

France Actual Number

Germany Actual Number

Hungary Actual Number

Ireland* Not specified Number

Italy Authorized Number

Japan* Actual Number

Montenegro* Not specified Number

Netherlands Actual Number

New Zealand Authorized Number

Panama* Not specified Number

Poland Actual Number

Portugal Actual Both

Romania Actual Number

Serbia Actual Number

Slovenia Actual Both

South Africa Both Number

Spain Actual Number

Sweden Actual Number

Switzerland Authorized Number

United Kingdom Not specified Number

* Reported ‘nil’ or ‘zero’ in all categories

12  Albania, Australia, Bulgaria, Denmark, Finland, France, Hungary, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Serbia, Slovenia, South Africa, Sweden, 
Switzerland and United Kingdom.

13  The others were Albania, Australia, Denmark, France, Hungary, Netherlands, Poland, Romania, South Africa, Switzerland and United Kingdom.
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IMPORTS OF MAJOR WEAPONS

Twenty-eight States Parties reported data on imports of 
major weapons. Of those, Costa Rica, Japan, Montenegro 
and Panama reported ‘zero’, and Sweden reported ‘nil’, in all 
categories of major weapons imports. See Table 2.3.

Nineteen only reported data on actual deliveries of arms and 
four just reported authorizations. South Africa provided data 
on both authorizations and deliveries. Costa Rica, Montenegro, 
Panama and Sweden did not state whether their ‘nil’ or  
‘zero’ entries for all categories concerned authorizations  
or actual imports. 

All 28 States Parties reported the number of items, and 
Portugal and Slovenia reported financial value as well. None 
reported just the financial value of imports. Twenty-three 
reported the number of arms imported disaggregated by 
exporting state (the five that did not were those that reported 
‘zero’ or ‘nil’ imports). 

Seven countries, Albania, Finland, Mali, New Zealand, Portugal, 
Serbia and Slovenia mentioned the state of origin of imports 
(for example, where the arms had been produced). In addition, 
18 provided a description of the imported major weapons,14  
and Australia, Hungary, New Zealand, Romania and South 
Africa provided additional comments. 

Ten States Parties did not make a ‘nil’ report for imports but 
left blank the sections of the table covering imports of major 
weapons.15 Austria did not include a section of its report on 
imports of major weapons. 

It is unclear whether these simply did not import any major 
weapons in 2016 (as is likely with, for example, Jamaica) or 
whether they had decided not to report imports that did occur 
(as may have happened with the United Kingdom).

Table 2.3: Imports of major weapons – 2015

Country Actual or Authorized? Number or Value?

Albania Actual Number

Australia Actual Number

Belgium Authorized Number

Bulgaria Actual Number

Costa Rica* Not specified Number

Czech Republic Actual Number

Estonia Authorized Number

Finland Actual Number

Germany Actual Number

Hungary Actual Number

Italy Actual Number

Japan* Actual Number

Latvia Actual Number

Lithuania Actual Number

Mali Authorized Number

Montenegro* Not specified Number

Netherlands Actual Number

New Zealand Authorized Number

Norway Actual Number

Panama* Not specified Number

Poland Actual Number

Portugal Actual Both

Romania Actual Number

Serbia Actual Number

Slovenia Actual Both

South Africa Both Number

Sweden* Not specified Number

Uruguay Actual Number

* Reported ‘nil’ or ‘zero’ in all categories

14  Albania, Australia, Bulgaria, Finland, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Mali, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Serbia, Slovenia, 
South Africa and Uruguay.

15  Argentina, Denmark, El Salvador, Jamaica, Japan, Luxembourg, Senegal, Spain, Switzerland and United Kingdom. Ireland left the table blank and also 
indicated a ‘nil’ report and that it had provided data. 
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16 Bosnia and Herzegovina, Estonia, Ireland, Jamaica, Montenegro, Norway and Panama.

17 Bosnia and Herzegovina, Estonia, Ireland, Jamaica, Montenegro, Norway, Panama and Poland.

18  Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Denmark, France, Germany, Hungary, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Panama, 
Romania, Serbia, Slovenia, Sweden, Switzerland and United Kingdom.

19 France, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Jamaica, Liechtenstein, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Panama, Serbia and Slovenia.

20  The Harmonized System consists of internationally standardized names and numbers used to classify goods that has been developed by the World 
Customs Organization and is used for payment of tariffs and collecting data used in trade statistics. 

EXPORTS OF SALW

Thirty-five States Parties reported data on exports of SALW (none 
of which reported ‘zero’ or ‘nil’ for all categories). Of those, 11 just 
reported export authorizations and 21 just on actual deliveries. 
Austria reported on both. Bosnia and Herzegovina and United 
Kingdom did not state whether export data concerned licences or 
actual deliveries. See Table 2.4.

Six States Parties reported both the number of items reported 
and their financial value (Austria, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Japan, 
Montenegro, Portugal and Slovenia). Twenty-seven States Parties 
reported only the number of items exported and two just reported 
financial values. Sweden reported the numbers of ‘Recoilless rifles’ 
and ‘Portable anti-tank missile launchers and rocket systems’ as 
being ‘classified’ (but reported numbers exported of other types) 
and also reported the financial value of exports of other types of 
small arms. Belgium only reported financial values. 

Twenty-six States Parties indicated the number of weapons that 
were sent to each import destination and 33 mentioned the final 
importing state (the difference between the two is due to seven 
countries that reported an aggregate total of exports and provided 
a list of importers without stating how many arms were exported 
to each destination).16 Australia and New Zealand aggregated 
different types of firearms and provided the quantities exported to 

each destination. Eight States Parties aggregated the destinations 
of exports of SALW by providing the total number exported and 
listing the recipient states (without specifying how many arms 
went to each importer).17 By just providing a list of recipients, 
they made it very difficult to assess the sensitivity of an export 
as the precise quantity exported was not provided. Croatia and 
Denmark only provided a total quantity of small arms exported. 
Croatia provided no information on importers, while Denmark 
identified ‘Multiple importing states.’ The lack of any information on 
importers leaves little scope for meaningful analysis of the data. 

Seven States Parties reported the origin of some or all small 
arms that had been exported (Albania, Hungary, the Netherlands, 
Norway, Romania, Serbia and Slovenia). 19 provided a description 
of the exports18 and 12 provided additional comments.19  

Belgium and Japan reported all data under ‘voluntary national 
categories’ rather than the weapon-types categories used in the 
template. Sweden reported most data under voluntary categories. 
Japan used categories from the Harmonized System monitoring 
international trade in all products, and Belgium and Sweden used 
categories found in the EU Common Military List.20 

South Africa and Mali checked ‘no’ for a ‘nil’ report for exports (see 
above) but left blank the sections of the table covering exports of 
small arms.

SERIAL NUMBERS USED 
BY THE ORGANIZATION 
FOR SECURITY AND  
CO-OPERATION IN 
EUROPE (OSCE) TO TRACE 
ILLICIT FIREARMS. 

CREDIT: © OSCE SECRETARIAT 
CC-BY-ND 2.0

ATT MONITOR 2017 41CHAPTER 2.1 :  ARMS EXPORTS AND IMPORTS:  
ASSESSING THE FIRST YEAR OF ATT ANNUAL REPORTS



Table 2.4: Exports of SALW in 2015

Country Actual or Authorized? Number or Value?

Albania Actual Number

Argentina Actual Number

Australia Authorized Number

Austria Both Both

Belgium Authorized Value

Bosnia and 
Herzegovina

Not specified Both

Bulgaria Actual Number

Croatia Authorized Number

Czech Republic Actual Number

Denmark Actual Number

Estonia Authorized Number

Finland Actual Number

France Actual Number

Germany Authorized Number

Hungary Actual Number

Ireland Authorized Number

Italy Authorized Number

Jamaica Actual Number

Country Actual or Authorized? Number or Value?

Japan Actual Both

Liechtenstein Actual Number

Lithuania Actual Number

Montenegro Authorized Both

Netherlands Actual Number

New Zealand Authorized Number

Norway Actual Number

Panama Authorized Number

Poland Actual Number

Portugal Actual Both

Romania Actual Number

Serbia Actual Number

Slovenia Actual Both

Spain Actual Number

Sweden Actual Value

Switzerland Authorized Number

United Kingdom Not specified Number

* Reported ‘nil’ or ‘zero’ in all categories

IMPORTS OF SALW

Forty-one States Parties reported data on small-arms imports 
(including Slovenia and Sweden, which reported ‘nil’ for all 
categories of SALW imports). Austria and United Kingdom did not 
include a section on imports. Italy, South Africa and Uruguay left 
this section of the template blank. It is not clear whether these 
five simply did not import any SALW or whether they withheld 
data. Ireland, Samoa and Sierra Leone indicated a ‘nil’ report and 
submitted no data.

Eleven States Parties reported on authorizations for small-
arms imports and 26 reported on actual imports. Bosnia and 
Herzegovina did not say whether reported data concerned 
authorizations or actual imports, nor did Sweden concerning its the 
‘nil’ entry in SALW categories. Dominican Republic and Panama 
reported authorizations and actual imports. 

Six States Parties reported both the number of items reported 
and their financial value (Austria, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Japan, 
Montenegro, Portugal and Slovenia). Thirty-four States Parties only 
reported the number of small arms imported, and one, Belgium, 
reported only the financial value. Finland stated ‘N/A’ for the 
number of imported ‘Portable anti-tank missile launchers and 
rocket systems’ and did not provide a financial value or report any 
data on imports of other categories of SALW. Liberia reported the 
number of items imported for ‘Revolvers and self-loading pistols’ 
and ‘Rifles and carbines’ but not for ‘Assault rifles’, ‘Light machine 
guns’, ‘Hand-held under-barrel and mounted grenade launchers’ 
and ‘Recoilless rifles’. It is not known whether the quantities of 
these four categories were withheld or if Liberia did not import any 
such weapons during 2015. Twenty-seven States Parties provided 
information on the quantity of arms imported from each exporting 
country while 14 did not. Seven only provided the total quantity 
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imported and a list of exporting countries (without stating how 
many arms were sent by each exporter).21  Six reported the total 
quantity of imported arms without stating the exporter.22 Denmark 
provided an aggregated total number of arms imported and 
reported their origin as being ‘multiple exporting states’. 

Twenty-two States Parties reported a description of imported 
SALW23 and 14 provided additional comments.24 Belgium, 

Dominican Republic, New Zealand and Senegal provided data 
on additional national categories of SALW. Belgium used the EU 
Common Military List categories; Dominican Republic reported on 
imports of parts, ammunition and accessories; and New Zealand 
reported on imports of shotguns, restricted air-guns, muskets, 
devices for humanely killing animals and replica machine guns. 
Senegal did not use the template and its import data included 
equipment not found on the template (such as ammunition). 

21 Bosnia and Herzegovina, Denmark, El Salvador, Estonia, Jamaica, Macedonia and Montenegro.

22  Australia, Croatia, Dominican Republic, Mali, Senegal and Switzerland. Mali reported on the origin of the arms rather than the exporter. Slovenia and 
Sweden reported ‘nil’ or ‘zero’ imports. 

23  Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Denmark, El Salvador, Finland, France, Hungary, Latvia, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Macedonia, 
Mali, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Panama, Portugal, Romania and Senegal.

24  Albania, Australia, El Salvador, Germany, Hungary, Jamaica, Liberia, Liechtenstein, Macedonia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Panama and Serbia.

Table 2.5: Imports of SALW in 2015

Country Actual or Authorized? Number or Value?

Albania Actual Number

Argentina Actual Number

Australia Actual Number

Belgium Authorized Value

Bosnia and 
Herzegovina

Not specified Both

Bulgaria Actual Number

Costa Rica Actual Number

Croatia Authorized Number

Czech Republic Actual Number

Denmark Actual Number

Dominican Republic Both Number

El Salvador Authorized Number

Estonia Authorized Number

Finland Actual Number

France Actual Number

Germany Authorized Number

Hungary Actual Number

Jamaica Actual Number

Japan Actual Both

Latvia Actual Number

Liberia Actual Number

Country Actual or Authorized? Number or Value?

Liechtenstein Actual Number

Lithuania Actual Number

Luxembourg Actual Both

Macedonia Authorized Number

Mali Authorized Number

Mexico Actual Number

Montenegro Authorized Both

Netherlands Actual Number

New Zealand Authorized Number

Norway Actual Number

Panama Both Both

Poland Actual Number

Portugal Actual Both

Romania Actual Number

Senegal Authorized Number

Serbia Actual Number

Slovenia* Actual Number

Spain Actual Number

Sweden* Not specified Number

Switzerland Authorized Number

* Reported ‘nil’ or ‘zero’ in all categories
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COMPARING WITH THE UN REGISTER OF 
CONVENTIONAL ARMS

Research by the ATT Baseline Assessment Project (ATT-BAP) 
has shown that ATT reporting has the potential to reverse 
a consistent decline in reporting to the UN’s pre-existing 
transparency mechanism, the United Nations Register of 
Conventional Arms (UNROCA).25 Twenty-five States Parties 
submitted an ATT Annual Report but did not submit a UNROCA 
report for transfers during 2015.26  It appears that the Treaty has 
encouraged an overall increase in reporting: for example, eight 
States Parties that submitted an ATT Annual Report in 2016 
had not recently reported to UNROCA, while Liberia submitted 
an ATT Annual Report in 2016 without ever having reported to 
UNROCA.27  Among the States Parties whose ATT Annual Reports 
were made public for exports and imports in 2015, 12 provided 
information on authorizations or actual exports and/or imports 
of SALW despite not having a track record of providing such 
information to UNROCA.28 

REPORTED TO BOTH TRANSPARENCY MECHANISMS 

Twenty-three States Parties had ATT Annual Reports for 2015 
published by the ATT Secretariat and also had entries in the UN 
Secretary General’s report collating reports to UNROCA.29 They 
should be congratulated for their commitment to transparency 
by reporting to both mechanisms.30

REPORTED THE SAME INFORMATION 

Article 13.3 of the ATT states that reports ‘submitted to the 
Secretariat may contain the same information submitted by the 
State Party to relevant United Nations frameworks, including the 
United Nations Register of Conventional Arms.’31 In the event, only 
four States Parties submitted exactly the same information to 
both bodies (Bulgaria, Lithuania, Romania and United Kingdom). 
In addition, there were only minor changes in reports submitted 
by another five states (Albania, Czech Republic, Netherlands, 
Slovenia and Spain), which probably represent corrections and 
revisions as new information became available (some countries 
with larger differences shown in the section below also had 
minor revisions). See Figure 2.5.

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN REPORTS TO EACH 
TRANSPARENCY MECHANISM 

There were large differences in the ATT and UNROCA reports 
of 14 States Parties. In one case there appears to be a significant 
error by either the country submitting the report or the body 
publishing the report: the UNROCA report by Hungary on imports 
of SALW contains the same data as the country’s ATT Annual 
Report concerning exports of those weapons. 

Four States Parties provided types of information to UNROCA 
that were not contained in their ATT Annual Report. Austria 
provided a description of major weapons that had been exported 
in its UNROCA report but not in its ATT report. In its ATT report, 
Austria also aggregated all SALW and provided a combined 
financial value to each export destination, and did not provide the 
state of origin of the arms (if not Austria). On the other hand, in its 
UNROCA report, Austria provides information on the numbers of 
revolvers and pistols exported, and where applicable information 
on the origin of the guns. 

In its ATT report for each category of SALW, Estonia aggregated 
the total quantity of its imports and its exports, and provided 
a list of states that it exported to or imported from (so it was 
impossible to tell how many weapons had been exported to 
each listed country). On the other hand, in its UNROCA report 
on arms exports, individual quantities were provided for each 

25  ATT-BAP (2016). ‘Reviewing 2016 ATT Annual Reports on Arms Exports and Imports: Analysis and Good Practice’. p. 54.

26  As of May 2017: Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Costa Rica, Croatia, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Finland, Ireland, Italy, 
Jamaica, Liberia, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Macedonia, Mali, Montenegro, New Zealand, Norway, Panama, Poland, Samoa, Sierra Leone and South 
Africa.

27  ATT-BAP (2016). ‘Reviewing 2016 ATT Annual Reports on Arms Exports and Imports: Analysis and Good Practice’. p. 54.

28 Ibid.

29  See the 2016 UN General Assembly documents: United Nations Register of Conventional Arms Report of the Secretary-General A/71/138 and 
A/71/138/Add.1.

30  Albania, Austria, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, El Salvador, Estonia, Germany, Hungary, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania, Mexico, Netherlands, Portugal, Romania, 
Senegal, Serbia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom and Uruguay. In addition, data from France appears in a database run by 
UNODA, which is based on reports to UNROCA, though information from the country was not included in the Secretary General’s report.

31  Arms Trade Treaty, Article 13.3 (adopted 2 April 2013, entered into force 24 December 2014)_UNTS_(ATT) Art 13.3.  
https://unoda-web.s3.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/English7.pdf

TWENTY-THREE STATES PARTIES HAD ATT 
ANNUAL REPORTS FOR 2015 PUBLISHED 
BY THE ATT SECRETARIAT AND ALSO HAD 
ENTRIES IN THE UN SECRETARY GENERAL’S 
REPORT COLLATING REPORTS TO UNROCA.  
THEY SHOULD BE CONGRATULATED FOR 
THEIR COMMITMENT TO TRANSPARENCY BY 
REPORTING TO BOTH MECHANISMS.  
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country that Estonia exported to and imported from. Serbia’s 
UNROCA report contains additional comments on the context 
of an import or export that are not present in its ATT report. 
Switzerland’s ATT report on imports of SALW just mentions the 
total imported for each category (for example, that it imported 
14,671 pistols and revolvers) but it does not specify the country 
from which these arms were obtained. Its report to UNROCA 
mentioned the origin of imports, but far fewer quantities are listed. 
This is because Switzerland stated that its ATT report included 
exports of small arms to private entities, which are not included in 
its UNROCA report. 

Eight States Parties’ ATT reports contained more information 
than their UNROCA reports. El Salvador submitted a ‘nil’ report 
to UNROCA for international transfers of small arms, but its 
ATT report contains data on imports of those arms. There is no 
information on imports of SALW in Germany’s UNROCA report, 
although this is present in its ATT report. Japan and Mexico’s 
UNROCA reports did not contain information on imports and 
exports of SALW, while Japans’ ATT report contains data on 
exports and imports, and Mexico’s on imports. Latvia and Senegal 
submitted a ‘nil’ report on their imports of SALW to UNROCA, but 
included data in their ATT reports. Sweden’s UNROCA report is a 
‘nil’ entry for imports and exports of all types of weapons, but its 
ATT report contains data on exports of major weapons and SALW. 

Figure 2.5: ATT Annual Reports for 2015 compared  
to UNROCA reporting

4:   Provided exactly the same 
information to both

5: Made minor changes to report

25:   Did not report to UNROCA 
in 2015 (as of May 2017)

14: Large changes made

1:   Has never reported 
to UNROCA

2.2: CROSS-CHECKING THE 2015 
ANNUAL REPORTS: DO REPORTED 
EXPORT AND IMPORTS AGREE?
This section examines the trade in SALW and looks at the 
extent to which import and exports reports concur – for 
example, if one State Party reports an export of machine guns 
to another, does the second State Party also report the import? 
This analysis focuses solely on SALW as an example category 
to illustrate reporting issues. SALW are often noted as the type 
of weapon most susceptible to diversion, making accuracy and 
comprehensive reporting coverage particularly important.32  
Explanations for the identified discrepancies between reports 
are provided later in this section. 

This section analyses ATT Annual Reports submitted by States 
Parties that have been identified by the Small Arms Survey 
as being among the largest SALW exporters in the world.33  It 
only considers an Annual Report if it included information on 
quantities exported that were disaggregated by weapon-
type categories and by destination country (for example, that 
Germany exported 54 sub-machine guns to the Netherlands). 
These criteria limit the study to exports by 17 States Parties: 
Argentina, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Finland, France, Germany, 
Hungary, Italy, Japan, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, 
Serbia, Spain, Switzerland and United Kingdom. 

The ATT States Parties identified by the Small Arms Survey as 
significant exporters but that did not include sufficiently detailed 
information to be included are Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, Croatia and Sweden. These countries all 
aggregated data provided in their ATT Annual Reports to the 
extent that it was not possible to compare transactions with 
importers. In addition, South Africa left blank the section in the 
template on exports of SALW while Mexico reported ‘nil’ exports 
and so was not included. Exports by States Parties to Austria and 
United Kingdom could not be assessed, as these countries did 
not include any import data in their Annual Reports (and so such 
exports are not included in the statistics below). 

Exports during 2015 reported by those 17 States Parties were 
compared with information reported by importing ones that 
reported data disaggregated by weapon-type categories 
and by exporting country (so the above export report by 
Germany can be compared to a report by Netherlands of a 
corresponding import of 52 sub-machine guns from Germany). 
Import reports that did not contain such disaggregated data 
were excluded (for example, exports to Dominican Republic 
were not included in the study as it only reported the total 
number imports for each category of small arms and did not 
name the exporter). 

32  See, for example, Small Arms Survey (2008). ‘The Small Arms Survey 2008: Risk and Resilience’. Chapter 4: ‘Deadly Deception: Arms Transfer Diversion’. 
pp. 112–53.

33  Pavesi, I. (2016). ‘Trade Update 2016: Transfers and Transparency’. 
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In total, 435 separate transactions were identified where an 
export by one of the 17 States Parties could be compared with 
an import reported by the other States Parties (or vice versa). 
Each of the transactions was examined. If a reported export 
corresponded exactly with a reported import involving the 
same type of weapon and the same country, the export report 
is said to have been ‘mirrored’ (for example, Argentina reported 
the export of 55 revolvers and self-loading pistols to Costa 
Rica, which in turn reported the import of 55 revolvers and 
self-loading pistols from Argentina). If the same weapon type 
was included in both states’ import and export reports, but the 
quantities differed, then the transaction is said to have been 
‘partially mirrored’ (for example, the export report by Germany 
of 54 sub-machine guns exported to Netherlands has been 
partially mirrored by the import report of 52 sub-machine guns 
by Netherlands). 

Among the 435 identified transactions by the 17 exporters of 
SALW among the States Parties, only 26 could be mirrored 
and only a further 70 partially mirrored. In other words, only 
six per cent of the 435 exports reported by the 17 States 
Parties corresponded exactly with an import report of that 
weapon type by another, and in only 22 per cent was there 
a corresponding import of the specified weapon type 
(regardless of whether the quantities matched). For the other 
339 identified transactions (78 per cent), a reported export had 
no corresponding import of a similar type of weapon and vice 
versa. For example, Norway reported the export of 800 Carl 
Gustav anti-tank weapons to Latvia, and Latvia did not report 
the import of any small arms or arms from Norway, nor of any 
anti-tank weapons from another country. 

The transactions that could not be mirrored contained some 
striking discrepancies. Denmark and Bulgaria reported the 
import of, respectively, 500 and 100 heavy machine guns from 
United Kingdom, which did not report exporting any heavy 
machine guns to either country. Mexico reported the import 
from Italy of 2,020 Beretta 5.56x45mm assault rifles, but Italy 
did not report any exports of assault rifle to Mexico.34  

A particularly notable discrepancy exists between the Annual 
Reports of Poland and Czech Republic, which is shown in 
Tables 2.6 and 2.7. Table 2.7 shows actual exports of SALW 
reported by Poland to Czech Republic. However, Czech 
Republic did not report any imports of SALW from Poland 
(despite reporting actual SALW imports from other states). 

Likewise, Table 2.7 shows SALW exports to Poland reported by 
Czech Republic. However, Poland did not report any imports 
of SALW from Czech Republic (despite reporting imports from 
other states). 

Table 2.6: Reported actual exports by Poland  
to Czech Republic

Type Number  
of units

Rifles and carbines 5,602

Submachine guns 206

Assault rifles 10,686

Light machine guns 483

Heavy machine guns 335

Hand held underbarrel and mounted grenade launcher 155

Recoilless rifles 22

Portable anti-tank missile launchers and rocket systems 5

34  The report by Mexico of an import from Italy of 2,020 Beretta 5.56x45 mm assault rifles is included in the ‘other’ category found in the template, rather 
than under the category for Assault rifles, whereas Italy did not use the ‘other’ category. The likelihood that discrepancies are caused by differences in 
categorization is discussed later in the chapter. 

ONLY SIX PER CENT OF THE 435 EXPORTS 
REPORTED BY THE 17 STATES PARTIES 
CORRESPONDED EXACTLY WITH AN IMPORT 
REPORT OF THAT WEAPON TYPE BY ANOTHER
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Table 2.7: Reported actual exports by Czech Republic  
to Poland 

Type Number  
of units

Rifles and carbines 285

Sub-machine guns 1 240

Assault rifles 107

Light machine guns 61

Heavy machine guns 7

Portable anti-tank guns 1

When States Parties provide additional information on 
the context of an arms transfer, it is possible to find an 
explanation for such discrepancies. Unfortunately, such 
additional information was not provided for the transfers 
mentioned above (concerning Czech Republic and Poland; 
Denmark, Bulgaria and United Kingdom),35 so the explanation 
for these discrepancies remains a mystery. The reason for 
them could be due to factors such as different definitions 
of an export or import (perhaps the weapons were sent to 
Polish or Czech troops stationed abroad) rather than criminal 
activity or deliberate obfuscation. Below, this chapter seeks to 
outline some of the possible causes of such discrepancies in 
reporting data. 

The study then compared those 96 transactions that could be 
mirrored or partially mirrored and looked at the quantities that 
had been reported by the exporter and importer. In only 26 
(six per cent) of all transactions was there a mirror; that is, the 
quantity reported as an export was exactly the same as that 
reported as an import (for example, Italy reported the export of 
two grenade launchers to New Zealand, which also reported 
the import of two grenade launchers from Italy). 

The remaining 70 transactions were partially mirrored; that is, 
an exporter and importer each reported a transfer of the same 
type of small arm or light weapon, but there was a difference in 
the quantities reported. 

•  In six transactions the discrepancy was relatively 
minor – less than 10 per cent (for example, Switzerland 
reported the export of 47 ‘rifles and carbines’ to the Czech 
Republic, which reported an import of 49).

•  In 15 transactions the discrepancy was between 10 and 50 
per cent (for example, Finland reported the export of 20 
‘rifles and carbines’ to Poland, which reported the import 
of seven from Germany, a discrepancy of 35 per cent).

•  In 49 transactions the discrepancy was 50 per cent or 
over (for example, Japan reported the export of 165 
‘sporting and hunting shotguns’ to New Zealand, which 
reported the import of 10 ‘shotguns’ from Japan).

COMPARING ‘NIL’ REPORTS 

Not included in the above 435 transactions were instances in 
which a State Party reported ‘nil’ imports or exports (which is 
a declaration that the state did not transfer anything). Sixteen 
reported ‘nil’ imports or exports of SALW.36 For nine ‘nil’-
reporting countries, there were no discrepancies concerning 
reports of imports and exports by others.37 There were, though, 
discrepancies between a ‘nil’ report and imports or exports 
that had been reported by other States Parties, which concern 
seven (Ireland, Latvia, Luxembourg, Samoa, Slovenia, Sweden 
and Uruguay). 

In some instances the discrepancies are significant. Ireland 
indicated ‘nil’ arms imports (including of SALW). However, 
several States Parties reported exports to Ireland, including: 

• US$2,760,643 (€2,537,123) of small arms by Belgium38  

• 31 assault rifles by Germany

• RBS-70 anti-aircraft missile launchers by Sweden 

•  One sniper rifle and three sporting rifles by  
United Kingdom. 

35 Mexico provided a description of the item and the state of origin of the weapons, but that did not explain the discrepancy. 

36  As is shown in section above on reporting permutations, ‘nil’ reports were made in several different ways. The criteria used are: (a) all states that used 
Annex 3 of the template and did not report data on small arms and light weapons, (b) all states that ticked the box at the start of the template and did 
not report data on small arms and light weapons, and (c) all states that reported ‘zero’ or ‘nil’ for all small arms and light weapons categories.

37 Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Liberia, Macedonia, Mali, Mexico, Senegal and Sierra Leone.

38  Currency conversion via INFOREURO, as of May 2017. http://ec.europa.eu/budget/contracts_grants/info_contracts/inforeuro/index_en.cfm.  
Belgium did not state the applicable currency in its report, but the currency was clarified in the report to the Wallonian Parliament for 2015,  
available at https://www.sipri.org/sites/default/files/Wallon%202015.pdf. Belgium reported exports of ‘ML1: Smooth-bore weapons with a calibre  
of less than 20mm, other arms and automatic weapons with a calibre of 12.7mm (calibre 0.50 inches) or less and accessories and specifically  
designed components.’ 
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Slovenia entered ‘nil’ for its imports of all categories  
of SALW. However, other States Parties reported exports  
to Slovenia including: 

• 204 ‘SALW’ and one light weapon from Austria39 

• US$26,767 (€14,600) of small arms from Belgium 

•  An undefined quantity of revolvers and self-loading 
pistols from Bosnia and Herzegovina

•  Ten revolvers and self-loading pistols, 68 rifles and 
carbines, and one assault rifle from Czech Republic

• Seven rifles and carbines from Finland 

•  12 revolvers and self-loading pistols, and ten rifles and 
carbines from Serbia

• US$3,631 (SEK32,119) of small arms from Sweden

•  Two revolvers and self-loading pistols, and one rifle  
and carbine from Switzerland

•  One sporting rifle and three assault rifles from  
United Kingdom. 

Sweden entered ‘nil’ for all types of arms imports in its report, 
including ‘small arms’ and ‘light weapons’. However, other 
States Parties reported exports to Sweden of the following:

• 12 small arms by Australia

• US$798,405 (€733,761) of small arms from Belgium 

•  An undefined quantity of revolvers and self-loading 
pistols, and rifles and carbines, from Estonia

• 56 rifles and carbines from Finland

• 46 assault rifles and 30 sub-machine guns from Germany

• An undefined number of heavy machine guns by Norway

•  23 revolvers and self-loading pistols, and four assault 
rifles from Switzerland

• Two rifles and eight sporting rifles from United Kingdom

•  Two rifles or small arms from each of Italy, Lithuania and 
New Zealand. 

Smaller discrepancies concern the other five ‘nil’ reporters. 
Latvia reported ‘nil’ exports, but Lithuania reported an import of 
21 rifles and carbines from the country. Luxembourg, reported 
‘nil’ exports, but Germany and Netherlands both reported 
imports from Luxembourg (of five sub-machine guns and five 
assault rifles, and one sub-machine gun respectively). Samoa 
reported ‘nil’ imports and exports, but New Zealand reported 
the import of 50 ‘small arms’ from it, and the export of one 
‘small arm’ and one shotgun to it. Finally, Uruguay reported ‘nil’ 
exports but Belgium reported an import authorization worth 

US$157,774 (€145,000) of small arms from Uruguay, Jamaica 
reported the import of an undefined quantity of small arms and 
New Zealand reported the import of one shotgun. 

EXPLAINING THE DISCREPANCIES 

There may be a tendency to assume that discrepancies 
between reports by an exporter and importer are evidence of 
diversion; that is, the weapons left the exporting country and 
never arrived at the intended destination. It is also possible that 
discrepancies are due to fraud; that is, in order to avoid paying 
tariffs a trader will fail to declare or seek a licence for one part 
of a transfer. Readers may also assume that discrepancies are 
because some States Parties may have deliberately censored 
their reports in order to conceal sensitive information (perhaps 
without stating that they had done so). 

However, the explanation for the discrepancies highlighted 
above is probably more prosaic and related to differing 
definitions and methods used in arms-transfer control and 
reporting systems. Likely explanations are outlined in the 
remainder of this section. 

AUTHORIZATIONS AND DELIVERIES

ATT Annual Reports concern both authorizations (permission 
granted by a government to export or import) and actual 
movements of arms across borders. This has given rise to a 
situation whereby different types of data are being provided 
depending on what a State Party is able or willing to provide. 
Experience shows that there can be large differences between 
authorizations and actual imports or exports. This is illustrated 
by comparing reported SALW transfers between France and 
Switzerland in 2015 (see Table 2.8). What appear to be large 
discrepancies between numbers and types of SALW reported 
are likely the result of the fact that Switzerland reported export 
authorizations whereas France reported actual imports. 

Arms are often shipped in a different year from when an export 
authorization was granted. Furthermore, the weapons may 
not be shipped at all as deals can be cancelled, or an exporter 
may obtain a licence for more weapons than initially ordered 
by the client (in case the client increases the order). Finally, 
some parts of the state (such as the Ministry of Defence) may 
not be required to seek an export or import authorization. It is 
therefore possible in the case of Table 2.8 that the remaining 
arms licenced for export by Switzerland may yet be exported 
in subsequent years, although there is no certainty that this 
will be the case. (The other explanations for discrepancies 
mentioned in this section may also apply, especially as 
France did not use the template and did provide additional 
information on the exports).

39  Austria reported exports of Small Arms (aggregated) and Light Weapons (aggregated), as well separate exports of Other Light Weapons (aggregated). 
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Table 2.8: Comparing reported imports and authorized 
exports in 2015 by Switzerland and France

Reported authorized exports by Switzerland to France during 2015

Type Number  
of units

Revolvers and self-loading pistols 679

Rifles and Carbines 533

Sub-machine guns 24

Assault rifles 246

Other small arms 59

Hand-held under-barrel and mounted grenade  
launchers (less lethal)

11

Reported actual imports by France from Switzerland during 2015

Type Number  
of units

SIG 533 assault rifles 90

MISMATCH BETWEEN PHYSICAL MOVEMENT AND 
TRANSFER OF TITLE OR CONTROL

The ATT reporting template allows a State Party to define 
whether it classifies an import or export as involving a change in 
title (or ownership) or control, or just the arms crossing a national 
border (see the above section on definitions of imports and 
exports). These different conceptions of what actually constitutes 
an import or export may explain some of the discrepancies 
between importers and exporters. 

For example, Serbia reported the export of 11,970 assault rifles 
and 50 heavy machine guns to Germany, none of which were 
reported as imports by the latter.40 Closer examination of Serbia’s 
report reveals that it used the ‘comments’ column to declare that 
the end-user is a US military base in Germany. This is the most 
likely explanation for the discrepancy, as the arms would have, 
presumably, been owned and controlled by United States. It is 
notable, though, that Germany states in its Annual Report that its 
definition of an import of conventional arms concerns ‘Physical 
transfer of items across a national border’ rather than a change 

in title or control. So, in strict accordance with its definition of an 
import Germany should have reported that the arms from Serbia 
had entered its territory. One explanation is that Germany was 
unaware that the arms from Serbia had entered its territory. 

Similarly, Hungary reported the import of five heavy machine 
guns from Norway, which did not report an export to Hungary. 
Hungary made extensive use of the ‘comments’ column and 
notes that the purchase occurred in 2012 and that the machine 
guns had been transported directly to Afghanistan (presumably 
to Hungarian troops stationed there), and furthermore that 
in 2015 five of them were sent to Hungary. Thus Norway was 
correct in not reporting the export in its Annual Report on 2015 
(the transaction had occurred three years previously) while 
Hungary correctly reported that it had imported five heavy 
machine guns, which had ultimately been supplied by Norway. 

DIFFERENT DEFINITIONS OF SMALL ARMS

Three of the four States Parties that have provided details of 
national definitions of arms included in their Annual Report 
state that they focus upon small arms made for military use (for 
example, machine guns) and exclude recreational firearms (for 
example, sporting shotguns); and the overall balance of reported 
trade suggests that others have similarly not reported on pistols, 
revolvers and sporting shotguns or rifles. Another explanation for 
discrepancies in reporting data between exporters and importers 
is, therefore, that one may have reported an export of a type of 
small arms that was not covered by the importer’s definitions and 
thus their report (or vice versa). 

For example, Netherlands reported the import of 8,997 self-
loading pistols and revolvers from Germany, but Germany did 
not report any exports of those types of firearm to Netherlands. 
It is likely that the explanation can be found in Germany’s 
clarification in its Annual Report that the definition used is ‘small 
arms and accessories specially designed for military use’ and a 
note specifically states that ‘Revolvers and self-loading pistols 
are not covered by the national definition of SALW’. 

It is likely that the omission of some small arms from ATT Annual 
Reports is widespread (see also the above section on national 
definitions). Most notably, shotguns are not included in the small-
arms categories found in the reporting template but transfers 
of them are reported by some States Parties using the ‘other’ 
category.41 As per Article 5.3 of the Treaty, shotguns, pistols, 
revolvers and single-shot or semi-automatic rifles should be 
included in the scope of arms covered by the ATT. 

40  Serbia also reported the export of 12 rifles and carbines as well as four revolvers and self-loading pistols, which were not reported as imports by 
Germany. These arms were not reported by Serbia as being destined to a US military base. 

41  It is not possible to list the States Parties that have excluded transfers of some types of small arms from their Annual Reports as the absence of data 
could also be due to their not having imported or exported any of them. 
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WITHHELD SENSITIVE INFORMATION 

The ATT allows States Parties to withhold sensitive information 
from their Annual Report; 10 indicated that they had done so 
and a further nine did not indicate whether they had or not 
(see section above on withholding sensitive information). If the 
exporter withholds information and the importer does not (or 
vice versa), there will inevitably be a discrepancy. However, 
as countries have not given the reasons behind their decision 
to withhold information, it is not possible to point to specific 
cases where this is the case. Withholding sensitive information 
risks undermining the transparency objective of the ATT and it 
should only be done as sparingly as possible. 

WEAPON TYPES, ENTREPÔT TRADE, CALENDAR  
YEARS AND ERROR 

There are four further possible explanations for discrepancies 
that are not immediately apparent from the data and comments 
provided in Annual Reports, but which experience suggests 
may be applicable. Since the transportation of arms can take 
some time, it is possible that arms that leave a State Party in one 
year (perhaps in December) may arrive in their final destination 

in the following calendar year. This means that the exporter 
reports the transfer in one year while the importer will report it 
in the following year. Second, if a State Party bases its definition 
of an import or export on arms that physically cross borders, 
then discrepancies may be due to what is known as entrepôt 
trade. This occurs when arms are shipped to a trading hub 
and are then re-shipped to another destination. Particularly 
if a country bases its report on customs data, it may record 
movements of arms into and out of trading hubs rather than 
the ultimate importer or exporter (which may have reported 
the transfer in a different way). Conversely the trading hub 
may report transfers differently from the original exporter and 
the ultimate recipient. Third, there may also be differences in 
how a State Party identifies different weapons. For example, an 
assault rifle is usually assumed to be capable of fully automatic 
fire. Nevertheless, in some cases semi-automatic rifles that 
otherwise resemble fully automatic assault rifles may be 
defined as such. Similarly, an assault rifle with a folding stock 
may be described as being a sub-machine gun or as an assault 
rifle. Finally, it is always possible that human error may account 
for some data discrepancies between import and export reports. 

DELEGATES IN DISCUSSION AT 
THE SECOND CONFERENCE OF 
STATES PARTIES TO THE ARMS 
TRADE TREATY, GENEVA, 22-26 
AUGUST 2016. 

CREDIT: © ATT SECRETARIAT 
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CONCLUSION

This chapter shows that the overwhelming impression given in 
the Annual Reports for 2015 is that of a lack of clarity. Practices 
that inhibit analysis include the following.

•  Excessive aggregation, such as providing the total 
quantity of arms exported or imported without stating 
how many were exported to, or imported from,  
individual countries.

•  Leaving sections of the report template blank without 
further explanation. 

• Not reporting data on imports at all. 

•  Not including in the report transfers of some types  
of small arms (such as pistols, shotguns and non-
automatic rifles). 

There were also differences in how States Parties reported, 
with many permutations on how to report ‘nil’ exports and 
imports, different definitions of an import or export, or 
whether data concerned licences to export/import, or actual 
movements of arms across borders. These differences make  
it difficult to compare data from one report with another. 

In particular, a comparison of data on imports and exports 
shows that it is very rare that SALW reported as having been 
exported by one country are also reported as having been 
imported by the claimed recipient. 

There are several explanations for the widespread 
discrepancies between reporting of imports and exports, 
but the main conclusion is that the 49 States Parties that 
submitted a publicly available report covering imports and 
exports in 2015 each reported them in different ways. This is 
a consequence of each having developed its own national 
transfer-control and record-keeping system.

A natural response to the plethora of different styles and 
methods of reporting might be to demand compulsory 
adherence to templates supported by detailed rules on how 
to report. However, some countries have stated opposition 
to such a proposal. 

Furthermore, the main problem is not that States Parties are 
unwilling to report comparable information, but that they 
are unable to do so due to national transfer-control systems 
using very different legal definitions and record-keeping 
methods. Reform takes time and, more importantly, diverse 
bureaucratic procedures may well reflect the different needs 
of various countries. 

An alternative solution is for States Parties to be encouraged 
to provide as much information as possible via the existing 
templates, which provide ample opportunity for them to 
include information on transfers. There are several examples 
in this chapter of clarifications included in reports that have 
explained apparent discrepancies (especially additional 
comments and national definitions of weapon types). Research 
on the arms trade often resembles attempting to complete 
a jigsaw puzzle with pieces that are blank on both sides, and 
half of which are missing. The provision of more information by 
States Parties in their reports would help to complete  
the jigsaw. 

MILITARY POLICE AT COMPLEXO 
DO CAJU, RIO DE JANEIRO, 
BRAZIL.

CREDIT: LUIZ BALTAR/ANISTIA 
INTERNACIONAL

THE OVERWHELMING IMPRESSION GIVEN  
IN THE ANNUAL REPORTS FOR 2015 IS THAT  
OF A LACK OF CLARITY

ATT MONITOR 2017 51CHAPTER 2.2 :  CROSS-CHECKING THE 2015 
ANNUAL REPORTS: DO REPORTED EXPORTS 
AND IMPORTS AGREE?



2.3: 2016 ANNUAL REPORTS: 
PRELIMINARY REVIEW
ATT Annual Reports are due on 31 May every year. A detailed 
analysis of ATT Annual Reports is not practical within the short 
time period before the CSP is held, particularly as a significant 
percentage of States Parties have in the past submitted 
their Annual Reports after the deadline has passed.42 The 
preliminary review in this chapter summarizes key data from 
the Annual Reports for 2016 exports and imports of States 
Parties that have submitted within a week of the 31 May 2017 
deadline. It is anticipated that more States Parties will have 
submitted their Annual Reports before CSP 2017. 

A detailed assessment of the contents of 2016 Annual Reports 
will be provided in next year’s ATT Monitor report. 

ARTICLE 13.3 

Each State Party shall submit annually to the Secretariat by 
31 May a report for the preceding calendar year concerning 
authorized or actual exports and imports of conventional 
arms covered under Article 2 (1). Reports shall be made 
available, and distributed to States Parties by the Secretariat. 
The report submitted to the Secretariat may contain the 
same information submitted by the State Party to relevant 
United Nations frameworks, including the United Nations 
Register of Conventional Arms. Reports may exclude 
commercially sensitive or national security information.

THE IMPORTANCE OF PUBLIC REPORTING

Public reporting will be critical for the ATT’s long-term 
success. Only with greater transparency will states and 
civil society observers be able to verify adherence to the 
Treaty’s obligations as well as its object and purpose, and 
build confidence in the Treaty itself. The ATT Monitor has 
demonstrated the high level of existing public reporting to 
other mechanisms relating to the arms trade by States Parties 
and Signatories – indicating a widespread acceptance of 
public reporting as a norm.43

Once the Treaty has entered into force for a new State Party, 
that state is obligated to submit a report covering the previous 
calendar year by the next May deadline. In practice this means 
that if a State Party had ratified or acceded to the Treaty on or 
prior to 2 October 2015, the ATT would have entered into force 
(after 90 days) prior to 1 January 2016, and so that State Party 
should have submitted a report on its imports and exports 
during 2016 by 31 May 2017. Seventy-five States Parties were 
due to submit annual transfer reports by that deadline.44

ATT Annual Reports build confidence between countries, 
promote greater transparency in the arms trade and enable 
States Parties to demonstrate that their arms-trade policies are 
consistent with their obligations in the Treaty (especially Articles 
6 and 7). 

To provide the most useful information, States Parties should 
report on both authorized and actual exports and imports of 
conventional arms. Article 13.3 requires that States Parties report 
on exports and imports of equipment specified in Article 2.1. It is 
important that reporting states recognize that Article 13.3 only 
outlines the minimum expectations for States Parties, and that 
under Article 5.3 they are all encouraged to apply the provisions 
of the Treaty to the broadest range of conventional weapons. 

2016 ANNUAL REPORTS

The following is an analysis of ATT Annual Reports for exports 
and imports during 2016 that were published on the ATT 
Secretariat web site as of 7 June 2017 (one week after the 
deadline set out in Article 13). 

Thirty-two States Parties had submitted an Annual Report 
by 7 June 2017, with 30 of these made publicly available and 
published online by the ATT Secretariat: 

Albania, Argentina, Belgium, Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
Bulgaria, Czech Republic, El Salvador, Finland, Germany, 
Greece,45 Italy, Japan, Latvia, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, 
Luxembourg, Moldova, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Portugal, Romania, Serbia, Sierra Leone, Slovakia,  
Slovenia, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and 
United Kingdom.

42  The ATT Monitor’s own production schedule presents an unavoidable structural incompatibility given the time constraints established by the two fixed 
points of the 31 May reporting deadline and the dates of the annual Conference of States.

43  Control Arms Secretariat (2016). ‘ATT Monitor 2016’. New York. 22 August 2016. pp. 98–101. See also Control Arms Secretariat (2015),  
‘State Positions and Practices Concerning Reporting and the Arms Trade Treaty’. ATT Monitor.  
http://controlarms.org/en/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2015/02/States-Practices-PT1.pdf

44  The 75 States Parties that had ratified or acceded to the Treaty on or prior to 2 October 2015 are: Albania, Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Australia, 
Austria, Bahamas, Barbados, Belgium, Belize, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Chad, Costa Rica, Côte d’Ivoire, Croatia, Czech Republic, 
Denmark, Dominica, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Grenada, Guinea, Guyana, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, 
Jamaica, Japan, Latvia, Liechtenstein, Liberia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Macedonia, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Moldova, Montenegro, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Paraguay, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Samoa, San Marino, Senegal, Serbia, Sierra Leone, 
Slovakia, Slovenia, South Africa, Spain, St Kitts and Nevis, St Lucia, St Vincent and the Grenadines, Sweden, Switzerland, Trinidad and Tobago, Tuvalu, 
United Kingdom and Uruguay.

45 Greece submitted a report even though it was not obliged to do so. 
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As of 7 June 2017 only one State Party (Senegal) had submitted 
an Annual Report with a preference that it would be posted 
only on the restricted area of the ATT website. Uruguay 
indicated that parts of its Annual Report for 2016 would remain 
confidential.46 Uruguay has since committed to making its full 
report publicly available, but has not done so as of 7 June.47 

This means that 94 per cent of States Parties that met the 
deadline have made their Annual Report for 2016 publicly 
available, a strong affirmation of the norm towards greater 
public reporting on the arms trade. 

The number of States Parties that had submitted and made 
public an Annual Report by 7 June 2017 is virtually the same  
as at a similar point in 2016.48 With an additional 12 States 
Parties due to report this year, it should be anticipated that the 
rate of compliance would have increased. 

Twenty States Parties met the deadline in both years and 
should be congratulated for their demonstrable commitment 
to transparency in the arms trade.49

Greece submitted an Annual Report for 2016 even though  
it was not obliged to do so (it ratified on 29 February 2016). 

Overall, only 41 per cent of States Parties that should have 
reported on their exports and imports by 7 June 2017  
actually did so. 

Experience suggests that more Annual Reports will be made 
available in the coming months.50 However, States Parties are 
legally obligated to meet the reporting deadline of 31 May  
and it is not sufficient to provide reports months or even 
potentially years later, thus reducing opportunities for public 
scrutiny and greater confidence building. 

Table 2.5: 2016 Annual Reports submitted publicly  
(as of 7 June 2017)

Region States Parties 
due to  
Report by 31 May

States Parties 
that have  
submitted 
reports

Regional  
reporting rate

Africa 13 2 15%

Americas 20 2* 10%

Asia 1 1 100%

Europe 37 24** 65%

Oceania 4 1 25%

*  Uruguay kept the import section of its Annual Report confidential 
although committed at the Third Preparatory Meeting for CSP 2017  
to make their full report public.51

**  Including Greece, which was not due to submit an Annual Report  
this year.

Table 2.5 shows the regional distribution of the 30 States 
Parties that had submitted and made public an Annual Report 
for 2016 by 7 June 2017. 

Concerning the content of the Annual Reports that were made 
fully public online, the following observations can be made.

•  Six States Parties declared that sensitive information had 
been withheld (Bosnia and Herzegovina, Finland, Greece, 
Italy, Sweden, Uruguay), and two (El Salvador, Spain) did 
not indicate whether or not such information had been 
withheld. At the same stage last year, the number was 
seven States Parties.

•  All States Parties reporting by 7 June 2017 used the 
reporting template recommended at CSP 2016.52  

46 As of 6 July 2017 Uruguay’s Annual Report for 2016 included a note that the import section may not be made publicly available

47  Control Arms (2017). ‘Third Informal Preparatory Meeting for the 2017 Conference of States Parties. Geneva, Switzerland, 1 June 2017’.  
http://controlarms.org/en/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2017/07/3rd-PrepCom-Report.pdf 

48 The 2016 deadline for the ATT Monitor was slightly later at 15 June. 

49  The States Parties that met the legal reporting deadline in both 2016 and 2017 are: Albania, Argentina, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Czech 
Republic, Germany, Italy, Latvia, Liechtenstein, Netherlands, New Zealand, Portugal, Romania, Serbia, Slovenia, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, 
Switzerland and United Kingdom.

50 An additional 20 Annual Reports for 2015 were published after the 15 June 2016 – the deadline used in last year’s ATT Monitor.

51  Control Arms Secretariat (2017). ‘Third Informal Preparatory Meeting for the 2017 Conference of States Parties. Geneva, Switzerland, 1 June 2017’.  
http://controlarms.org/en/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2017/07/3rd-PrepCom-Report.pdf

52  At this stage in 2016, four States Parties used their own reporting template. Of the four that used their own template, United Kingdom has changed to 
the official template, Senegal has made its report confidential, and Australia and France had not submitted reports in time for the deadline.
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•  Four States Parties provided in the annex in the template 
information on national definitions of arms covered by 
the Annual Report (Albania, Germany, New Zealand, 
Switzerland). Two (Sweden, New Zealand) also provided 
definitions of additional equipment types used in the 
Annual Report. 

•  Five States Parties (El Salvador, Latvia, Luxembourg, Sierra 
Leone, Uruguay) submitted a ‘nil’ report, indicating that they 
had not exported any arms during 2016. In addition, Bosnia 
and Herzegovina also ticked ‘nil’ for exports, but provided 
information of exports of SALW. 

EXPORTS

•  Twenty States Parties reported on exports of major 
weapons.53 Of those, four reported on authorizations 
(Greece, Italy, South Africa, United Kingdom) and 17 
reported on actual exports. South Africa reported on both. 
All of them reported the number of major arms exported.  
In addition Portugal and Slovenia also reported the financial 
value of exports.

•  Twenty-five States Parties reported data on exports of 
SALW.54 Of those, nine reported data on authorizations,55  
and 14 reported data on actual exports.56  Bosnia and 
Herzegovina and South Africa did not indicate whether  
the data they reported concerned authorizations or  
actual exports. 

•  Nineteen States Parties only reported the number of SALW 
exported.57 Belgium reported on only the financial value. 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Japan, Lithuania, Slovenia, and 
Sweden reported on both. 

IMPORTS

•  Nineteen States Parties reported imports of major 
conventional arms.58 Of these, 16 reported just on actual 
imports, while Belgium and Italy reported on authorized 
imports. South Africa reported on both, while Greece 
did not tick either box, leaving it unclear. All reported the 
number of items imported.

•  25 States Parties reported imports of SALW. Of these, 14 
reported on actual imports,59 nine reported on authorized 
SALW imports.60 Bosnia and Herzegovina left both boxes 
blank, while Japan, which reported its small arms imports 
as an attachment, did not specify whether they were 
authorized or actual. 

•  Of the 25 States Parties that reported on SALW imports, 

21 reported the number of items imported.61 Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Japan, Lithuania and Slovenia reported both 
the number and financial value of their SALW imports  
for 2016.

53  States parties that reported exports of major weapons are: Belgium, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Finland, Germany, Greece, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, 
New Zealand, Portugal, Romania, Serbia, Slovakia, Slovenia, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and United Kingdom. 

54  States Parties that reported data on exports of small arms and light weapons are: Albania, Argentina, Belgium, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Czech 
Republic, Finland, Germany, Italy, Japan, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Moldova, Netherlands, New Zealand, Portugal, Romania, Serbia, Slovakia, Slovenia, 
South Africa, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and United Kingdom. 

55  States Parties that reported data on authorizations of exports of small arms and light weapons are: Belgium, Germany, Italy, Lithuania, Moldova,  
New Zealand, Portugal, Switzerland and United Kingdom.

56  States Parties that reported data on actual exports of small arms and light weapons are: Albania, Argentina, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Finland, Japan, 
Liechtenstein, Netherlands, Romania, Serbia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain and Sweden. Japan is assumed to have reported actual exports as it uses 
Harmonized System categories, which concern actual exports reported via customs.

57  Albania, Argentina, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Finland, Germany, Italy, Liechtenstein, Moldova, Netherlands, New Zealand, Portugal, Romania, Serbia, 
Slovakia, South Africa, Spain, Switzerland and United Kingdom. 

58  Argentina, Belgium, Bulgaria, Finland, Germany, Greece, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Netherlands, New Zealand, Romania, Serbia, Sierra Leone, Slovakia, 
South Africa, Spain, Sweden and Switzerland. 

59 Albania, Argentina, Belgium, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Finland, Latvia, Netherlands, Romania, Serbia, Sierra Leone, Slovakia, Slovenia and Spain. 

60 El Salvador, Germany, Italy, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Moldova, New Zealand, Portugal and Switzerland. 

61  Albania, Argentina, Belgium, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, El Salvador, Finland, Germany, Italy, Latvia, Liechtenstein, Moldova, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Portugal, Romania, Serbia, Sierra Leone, Slovakia, Spain and Switzerland. 
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AN M777 HOWITZER KICKS 
ROCKS AND DUST INTO THE 
AIR AFTER FIRING DURING A 
RECENT MISSION. 

CREDIT: © PHOTO BY CPL. JEFF 
DREW DVIDSHUB CC BY 2.0



1  National reports on arms transfers or national control systems also often contain much greater detail than is reported in ATT submissions.

2  It should be noted that, of the 82 required to do so, 58 States Parties had submitted an Initial Report by 31 May 2017. Georgia was not required to 
submit one until August 2017, but did so early and is therefore captured in the overall count of submissions detailed in this chapter.

3 Burkina Faso, Mauritius, Nigeria, Senegal and Togo have submitted private reports.

4 ATT-BAP. ‘Baseline Assessment Questionnaire’. www.armstrade.info/the-survey/

5  ATT Secretariat (2016). ‘Final Report of the Arms Trade Treaty Second Conference of States Parties, Geneva, Switzerland, 26 August 2016’.  
ATT/CSP2/2016/5. p. 6.

6  All data in this paragraph are from the ATT Secretariat and available at http://thearmstradetreaty.org/index.php/en/2017-01-18-12-27-42/reports

CHAPTER 3: ATT IMPLEMENTATION: 
WHAT THE ATT INITIAL REPORTS  
REVEAL ABOUT PRACTICES  
AND CHALLENGES
Transparency and reporting are cornerstones of the Arms 
Trade Treaty (ATT), with universality of public reporting as an 
important Treaty objective. ATT Initial Reports are an important 
opportunity to understand good implementation practice and 
identify assistance needs. Without detailed public reports 
it will be far more challenging for States Parties and civil 
society to effectively analyse and understand the Treaty’s 
implementation measures and gaps. 

ATT Initial Reports serve three ends. They offer self-
assessment of implementation and compliance with the 
Treaty, they highlight best practices and lessons learned, 
and they identify gaps and assistance needs for effective 
implementation. 

However, while Initial Reports are critical for better 
understanding Treaty implementation, some of the submitted 
reports have not fulfilled their potential. Indeed, national 
reports provided to the UN Programme of Action to Prevent, 
Combat and Eradicate the Illicit Trade in Small Arms and 
Light Weapons in All its Aspects (PoA) and UN Security 
Council Resolution 1540 are often far more detailed and 
comprehensive than their Initial Report under the ATT.1 

This chapter looks at the limits of what can be learnt about 
national implementation practice from ATT Initial Reports 
alone, how the information provided in the Initial Reports could 
be used to aid implementation efforts, as well as whether the 
Initial Report asks the right questions and elicits appropriate 
answers to identify good practice for ATT implementation. 

This chapter does not cover all elements in the Initial Reports. 
Rather, it discusses a subset of key issues that illustrate the 
importance of reporting as well as the hazards of providing 
minimal information using the ATT reporting template. The 
chapter consists of four parts. First, it provides a summary of 
the current status of reporting on measures to implement the 
ATT submitted before 31 May 2017. Second, it offers a brief 
analysis of States Parties’ national transfer-control systems 

and highlights good practices detailed in the Initial Reports. 
Third, it highlights gaps in implementation as illustrated in the 
Initial Reports. Fourth, it identifies reporting synergies for the 
Initial Reports with other international, regional and multilateral 
reporting commitments.

ARTICLE 13.1

Each State Party shall, within the first year after entry into 
force of this Treaty for that State Party, in accordance with 
Article 22, provide an initial report to the Secretariat of 
measures undertaken in order to implement this Treaty, 
including national laws, national control lists and other 
regulations and administrative measures. Each State 
Party shall report to the Secretariat on any new measures 
undertaken in order to implement this Treaty, when 
appropriate. Reports shall be made available, and distributed 
to States Parties by the Secretariat.

CURRENT STATUS OF ATT INITIAL REPORTING 

Eighty-two States Parties were required by Article 13.1 to 
submit an Initial Report on measures to implement the 
ATT before 31 May 2017. As of that date 59 had done so – a 
compliance rate of nearly 72 per cent.2 Fifty-four of the 
submitted Initial Reports are publicly available on the ATT 
Secretariat’s website, while five are private.3 Of the publicly 
available reports:

•  Forty-seven used the ATT reporting templates, including 
the provisional template

•  Six used the ATT-Baseline Assessment Project (ATT-BAP) 
Survey4 

• One used an own national format. 

All States Parties that have submitted an Initial Report since 
the conclusion of the Conference of States Parties in 2016 (CSP 
2016) have used the ATT reporting template endorsed at that 
meeting.5 This chapter examines the information provided in 
the 54 publicly available reports that are posted on the ATT 
Secretariat’s website.6
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7  As of 31 May 2017, Initial Reports were still due from Greece, Malta and San Marino.

8  Reports were still outstanding as of 31 May 2017 from the following. Africa: Central African Republic, Chad, Ghana, Guinea, Lesotho, Mali, Mauritania, 
Niger and Seychelles. Americas: Antigua and Barbuda, Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Dominica, Grenada, Guyana, Paraguay, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint 
Lucia, and Saint Vincent and the Grenadines. Oceania: Tuvalu.

Initial reporting varies dramatically by region (see Table 3.1). 
Europe has the highest level, with only three of the 38 required 
Initial Reports from the region outstanding.7 Africa and the 
Americas have the lowest reporting rates, with only half of their 
States Parties so far fulfilling their requirement.8 

Table 3.1: Initial Report submissions by region  
(as of 31 May 2017)

Region States Parties 
due to  
Report by 31 May

States Parties that 
have submitted 
reports

Regional  
reporting rate

Africa 18 9 50%

Americas 21 10 48%

Asia 1 1 100%

Europe 38 36* 95%

Oceania 4 3 75%

* Includes Georgia, whose report was not due before 31 May 2017.

WHAT THE INITIAL REPORTS REVEAL ABOUT 
NATIONAL IMPLEMENTATION

Close examination of the publicly available Initial Reports 
provides relevant information on trends regarding national 
implementation practice, as well as highlighting potential gaps 
and challenges. Through assessment of Initial Reports, it is 
also possible to identify the ways in which States Parties are 
interpreting Treaty obligations and to highlight some areas of 
confusion or ambiguity. 

States Parties submit their report, and this information is made 
public, without any verification from the ATT Secretariat, other 
States Parties or civil society, however. Thus, some information 
in them may be incorrect or incomplete, or may not accurately 
reflect actual practice. This chapter relies on the information 
provided in the Initial Reports by States Parties, but does not 
independently verify the claims made in them. It examines 
three elements of a national system to regulate international 
arms transfers – exports, brokering, and enforcement.  
These themes are analysed because of their varied levels  
of implementation. 

EXPORTS

States Parties offered a wide range of information regarding 
their export-control system in the Initial Reports. Forty-eight 
of the 54 publicly reporting countries (89 per cent) indicated 
that their system applies to at least the eight categories of 
conventional arms covered by Article 2.1.

Figure 3.1: National Control List scope

•  Number of States Parties who indicate that their 
national control system applies to all eight categories of 
conventional arms covered by Article 2(1) of the ATT

48 Yes (89%)

5 No (9%)

1 No response (2%)

States Parties identified different national authorities 
responsible for implementing export controls. The most 
commonly cited were:

• Ministry of Defence

• Ministry of Foreign Affairs

• Ministry of Interior

• Ministry of Justice/National Police Service

• Ministry of Trade/Economic Affairs.

These institutions have developed and maintained procedures 
to meet the ATT’s arms-export obligations. 

•  87 per cent of reporting States Parties indicated that their 
national control system includes export authorization or 
licensing procedures. 
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9  Dominican Republic, Panama, Samoa and Sierra Leone.

10 El Salvador, Jamaica, Liberia and Uruguay.

11 Seventeen of the 27 EU member states indicated above. The other two States Parties offering explanation were New Zealand and Samoa. 

•  81 per cent said that they have a national control system 
that includes export assessment criteria.

•  81 per cent said that they have a process to conduct a risk 
assessment (though these States Parties differ from those 
that include export assessment criteria). 

•  81 per cent indicated they can reassess an export 
authorization if new relevant information becomes available.

Critically, seven per cent of reporting States Parties indicated 
their system lacks export and risk assessment processes 
because they are not arms-exporting states, and therefore 
these factors are not applicable to their national system.9 This 
is an unfortunate interpretation of an obligatory component 
of the ATT. The Treaty applies equally to all States Parties and 
requires them to have national systems to control exports, 
even if they do not regard themselves currently as exporters 
of conventional arms, ammunition or parts and components. 
Four other States Parties noted that such procedures do not 
currently exist in their national legislation.10 

Figure 3.2: Export and Risk Assessments

•  Number of States Parties who indicate that their national 
control system includes authorization or licensing 
procedures for exports.

47 Yes (87%)

6 No (9%)

1 No response (2%)

•  Number of States Parties who indicate that export 
authorization can be reassessed if new relevant 
information becomes available.

44 Yes (81%)

7 No (13%)

3 No response (6%)

The Initial Reports provide other insights on States Parties’ 
national export systems. Ninety-one per cent say that they can 
make information available, upon request, with either importing 
or transit/trans-shipment States Parties. However, for some, 
and particularly those with less developed systems, this may 
simply be a theoretical allowance because their system does 
not explicitly prohibit – or affirm – information sharing.

Although references to exports without a licence or simplified 
procedures (for temporary exports or exports to trusted 
partners) are not included explicitly within the ATT text, the 
voluntary sections of the template ask questions on this 
topic. Fifty-nine per cent of reporting States Parties stated 
that they maintain simplified procedures for certain types 
of arms exports. There are regional differences in this area. 
For example, 27 European States Parties declared that their 
export-control system provides for exports without a licence 
or simplified procedures. By comparison, every reporting 
State Party in the Americas noted their system does not 
contain provisions for simplified export procedures. Nineteen 
States Parties that said they have such procedures offered 
some explanation11 and five provided a reference and/or 
a link to relevant legislation that establishes exemptions – 
which are not explicitly allowed in the Treaty. The template 
also combines questions for exports without a licence and 
simplified procedures into one ‘yes/no’ question, which makes 
it difficult to identify national practice in this area. 
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12  Information for this table was taken from the Initial Reports of Austria, Belgium, Jamaica and South Africa, which together reflect an indicative cross-
section of the range of information States Parties provided relating to documentation required in export authorization applications. 

States Parties in their responses noted that exceptions 
pertained to:

• Their national armed forces.

•  Participation in international exercises conducted on or 
outside national territory

•  Structures of intergovernmental organizations such as 
the EU, NATO, the International Atomic Energy Agency 
or the Organization for Economic Co-operation and 
Development. 

• Countries considered to be close allies.

•  National peacekeeping forces abroad or other 
humanitarian or development aid, such as involvement in 
international humanitarian rescue operations. 

While some of the conditions described by States Parties are 
not treated as exports for the ATT – for example, exports for 
own armed forces overseas or peacekeeping – they still listed 
such exceptions. 

Figure 3.3: Simplified export procedures

•  Number of States Parties that provide for simplified  
export procedures under certain circumstances 

32 Yes (59%)

18 No (33%)

4 No response (8%)

 

It is possible to draw some further conclusions about the 
ways in which States Parties’ export-control systems operate 
in practice using information provided in their Initial Reports. 
The information provided on what is required in an export 
authorization application facilitates the development of good 
practices among countries. The types of information States 
Parties currently require for export authorizations vary (see Box 
3). Most require details regarding the items being shipped (for 
example, quantity and value). Some exporting States Parties 
also require details regarding means of transport, potential 
third parties involved, and details about the seller/company 
and end-use/r.

BOX 3: RANGE OF INFORMATION/
DOCUMENTATION REQUIRED IN EXPORT 
AUTHORIZATION APPLICATIONS12

• Description of goods

•  Type, quantity, make, calibre, identification number and 
other marks of weapons

• Details of applicant, exporter, consignee and end-user

• Country of origin

• Description of end use

• Name of vessel, ship or aircraft

• End use/r certificate

•  Import licence/certificate or authorization from 
importing country

BROKERING

The initial reporting template asks States Parties to provide 
information on how they regulate brokering within their 
national control system. In the mandatory section, they are 
asked whether their system includes measures that allow the 
regulation of brokering of conventional arms, the brokering 
definition used in national legislation and the competent national 
authorities responsible for the regulation of brokering. Eighty per 
cent of reporting States Parties stated that they have measures 
to regulate brokering within their national system. 

In the voluntary section, States Parties are asked about the 
exemptions contained in their regulation of brokering, even 
though no such exemptions are mentioned in the Treaty (though 
measures are ‘pursuant to its national laws’). Twenty-one per 
cent of those States Parties with brokering measures reported 
that there are exemptions from their brokering regulations. 
Therefore, most states parties that regulate brokering do not 
provide for exemptions. 
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Figure 3.4: Brokering

•  Number of States Parties who indicated that their national 
control systems includes measure to regulate brokering

43 Yes (80%)

11 No (20%)

   

•  Number of States Parties who indicate that their brokering 
controls contain exemptions  

9 Yes (17%)

40 No (74%)

5 No response (9%)

BOX 4. NATIONAL DEFINITIONS OF BROKERING 

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 

Arms brokers and ammunition intermediaries are defined 
as natural or legal persons that in exchange for economic 
or financial compensation, bonus, commission, or otherwise, 
act as an agent in negotiating or arranging a contract of sale, 
exchange or payment in kind for the acquisition or transfer 
of weapons and conventional ammunition; the provision of 
documentation, payment, transportation or freight, or any 
combination of these in relation to the purchase, sale or 
transfer of any conventional firearm, and act as an intermediary 
between any manufacturer or supplier of conventional arms or 
service provider or any buyer or recipient of them. 

Brokering: The action taken by any person who from his 
position is involved in the negotiation or settlement of a 
contract of sale, exchange or given payment for the acquisition 
or transfer of conventional arms, or facilitating, transfer of any 
document, payment, transportation or freight or a combination 
of these in relation to the purchase, sale or transfer of any 
conventional firearm, including any manufacturer or supplier of 
conventional arms or service provider or any buyer or recipient 
they [sic].

FINLAND 

To bring parties into contact with each other for the purpose of 
concluding an agreement to export defence material between 
countries outside the EU or to transfer defence material 
between countries in the EU, a brokering licence is required 
to engage brokering within Finnish territory. Finnish citizen or 
permanent resident are required to have a brokering licence to 
engage in the brokering outside Finnish territory.

LIBERIA 

This definition will be expanded to include exterritorial element 
in a comprehensive national control system. However, the 
Firearms & Ammunition Control Act defines Brokering as work 
carried out as an intermediary between any manufacturer, 
supplier or distributor of small arms and light weapons and any 
buyer or user; which includes the provision of financial support 
and the transportation of small arms and light weapons.

NEW ZEALAND 

The specifics of New Zealand’s mandatory legislative 
brokering control regime are still being developed. However, 
it is anticipated that the legislation will include a definition 
of brokering (as negotiating, arranging or facilitating the 
international movement of arms and military equipment from 
one foreign country to another foreign country) and require 
all brokering activity by New Zealand citizens or entities to 
first obtain a permit. It is expected that the legislation will have 
extraterritorial application.
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The majority of reporting States Parties (76 per cent) provided 
their definition of brokering in their Initial Report. These vary 
in terms of the level of detail, with some providing explicit 
definitions and others referencing relevant legislation (see 
Box 4 for examples). In addition, some noted that they are 
in the process of drafting legislation and regulation to align 
with their Treaty obligations. The Initial Report responses thus 
provide potential guidance on best practice and can be used 
to identify trends in implementation of Article 10.

States Parties provided information on which agencies are 
responsible for implementing their brokering controls. The 
most commonly cited agencies were: 

• Ministry of Defence 

• Ministry of Economy/Commerce

• Ministry of Foreign Affairs

• Ministry of Interior

• Ministry of Justice/National Police Service. 

Finance ministries and national security and intelligence 
agencies were also named by some reporting States Parties 
as being involved in the implementation of brokering controls. 
Many of these agencies are the same as those responsible for 
regulating arms exports. States Parties also provided insights 
on information and/or documentation that they require in their 
brokering applications (see Box 5).

BOX 5: RANGE OF INFORMATION/
DOCUMENTATION REQUIRED IN APPLICATION 
RELATED TO BROKERING

• Registration in a national register

• Copy of import/export licence

• Criminal records, etc.

• Customs documents

• Description of goods

• Quantity and value

• Description of previously granted licences

• End use/r certificate

• Financial data (for financial liability)

• Means of transport

• Transit routes

ENFORCEMENT

Most States Parties have not provided detailed information 
in their Initial Report regarding specific enforcement 
measures. The lack of detail could be due to vague language 
on enforcement in the ATT text and in the questions on 
enforcement in the reporting template. In the mandatory 
section of the template, there are only two questions regarding 
enforcement, regarding the following. 

•  Measures that are in place that provide the ability to 
enforce the national laws and regulations that implement 
the provisions of the ATT.

•  National legislation that allows the provision to another 
State Party of jointly agreed assistance in investigations, 
prosecutions and judicial proceedings in relation to 
violations of national measures established pursuant to 
the Treaty.

Both are ‘yes/no’ questions and States Parties are only asked to 
elaborate if the answer is negative. This means there is relatively 
little information about the steps they have taken or the 
measures they have in place to enforce the ATT. It is therefore 
unclear if States Parties have robust enforcement systems or 
simply maintain a minimal number of enforcement elements.

In the voluntary section of the template, some States Parties 
have provided information on national laws and regulations 
that enforce the Treaty, and on potential consequences of 
violations of these laws and regulations, including: 

• Customs checks and border patrols 

•  Punitive measures including fines, criminal proceedings 
and imprisonment 

• Audit checks 

•  Anti-corruption cooperation with other agencies and/or 
States Parties and multilateral organizations. 
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States Parties sometimes provide links to the relevant 
legislation that covers violations. However, although some 
identify relevant legislation, they do not offer interpretation 
or analysis of how it is applied to the ATT’s obligations or how 
their laws fulfil these obligations. Without insight on States 
Parties’ understanding of their relevant legal frameworks, it is 
difficult to assess how the ATT is being enforced at the national 
level. In other words, outside reviewers could read through 
States Parties’ laws without necessarily understanding how 
they are applying and enforcing their laws. This information is 
therefore of only limited utility to understanding the impact of 
the ATT. 

Further, without supplementary prosecutor statistics – which 
are not required in the reporting template (but could appear 
in other national reports) – it is impossible to gauge whether 
such legislation is used to prosecute violators. Indeed, a lack 
of understanding of the seriousness in which violations of 
arms-exports laws are taken into account makes evaluation of 
adherence to the Treaty more challenging.

Ninety per cent of States Parties reported that they have 
measures in place to enforce national laws and regulations to 
implement the ATT. Numerous agencies are responsible for 
enforcing these measures, including:

• National Police Services

• Customs

• Ministry of Economy

• Ministry of Defence 

• Ministry of Foreign Affairs

• Ministry of Interior. 

Eighty-seven per cent of States Parties indicated that their 
national legislation facilitates the provision of assistance for 
investigations, prosecutions and judicial proceedings to support 
ATT enforcement measures. One, Australia, indicated it ‘did not 
know’ if legislation to facilitate assistance for investigations and 
other proceedings existed in its national system, but indicated 
that it intends to pursue such cooperation. 

Figure 3.5: Enforcement

•  Number of States Parties that indicated they have 
measures in place to enforce national laws and 
regulations that implement the Treaty  

49 Yes (91%)

3 No (5%)

2 No response (4%)

Seventy-eight per cent of reporting States Parties indicated 
that they have measures in place to facilitate cooperation with 
others to prevent corruption in the international arms trade. 
Although scant information exists on the specific measures 
employed, the responses in the Initial Reports can provide 
some guidance for those that seek to put such measures 
in place. For example, Dominican Republic indicated its 
participation in regional programmes such as Central American 
Program on Small Arms and Light Weapons Control, the 
General Secretariat Central American Integration System and 
Regional Operations Against Arms, as well as cooperating 
with organizations such as the US Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, 
Firearms and Explosives, the United Nations Regional Centre 
for Peace, Disarmament and Development in Latin America 
and the Caribbean and Germany’s Federal Office for Economic 
Affairs and Export Control. Multilateral measures to prevent 
corruption can support additional information exchange and 
identify common trends and risks.

While a diligent State Party could contact those agencies and 
determine the ways in which countries could work together 
to prevent violations of the ATT, identify useful intelligence 
and prosecute offenders, a lack of specific information on 
enforcement efforts may undermine these efforts. In the long 
term, weak cooperation could undermine support for joint 
efforts to stop diversion. 
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Figure 3.6: Preventing corrupt practices

•  Number of States Parties that indicated that national 
measures have been taken to prevent, in cooperation  
with other States Parties, the transfer of conventional  
arms covered under Article 2(1) of the Treaty becoming 
subject to corrupt practices

42 Yes (78%)

4 No (7%)

8 No response (15%)

CHALLENGES TO, AND POTENTIAL GAPS IN, 
IMPLEMENTATION

The structure of the initial reporting form makes it challenging 
to develop a comprehensive picture of ATT implementation. 
Appendix 2 provides a snapshot of implementation by 
cataloguing States Parties’ responses to questions from the 
publicly available Initial Reports. While Appendix 2 offers 
a simplified overview of how they have described their 
implementation efforts, it should be noted that the information 
captured in the table is not insightful enough to serve as a 
robust analytical tool for adequately measuring implementation. 
Discrepancies exist between States Parties’ responses to check 
box questions compared to open-form explanations, which 
complicate assessments of implementation. Additionally, States 
Parties appear to have taken varying approaches in responding 
to questions in the template. For example, some used their 
Initial Report to indicate what mechanisms, systems, processes 
and national regulations are currently in place or not to support 
implementation. Other States Parties appear to have used 
their Initial Report to signal intent to establish the mechanisms 
necessary to implement the Treaty in accordance with their 
obligations. Thus, it is difficult to understand how (and to what 
extent) the ATT is being implemented.

Some of these issues have already been illustrated in the 
discussion of how enforcement measures are (or are not) 
detailed in Initial Reports. Two particular areas also require 
additional measures to ensure effective implementation: transit/
trans-shipment and international assistance. These two areas 

are addressed in a limited fashion in the reporting template, 
although greater efforts have been undertaken to address these 
two areas from other sources.

TRANSIT/TRANS-SHIPMENT

The ATT does not provide definitions for transit and/or trans-
shipment. Though transit is generally meant to refer to items 
that pass through or across a territory and trans-shipment refers 
to the transfer of goods from one means of transportation to 
another, States Parties utilize national understandings and 
definitions of transit and transhipment that could lead to 
differences in terms of the types of transit/ and trans-shipment 
that are subject to regulation. 

The template does not explicitly ask States Parties to provide 
their national definitions of transit and/or trans-shipment in their 
Initial Report, yet some took the initiative to do so or to reference 
relevant legislation that contains such definitions. However, 
the information provided varies in depth and detail, with some 
providing detailed definitions, others listing specific legislation and 
relevant national policies and practices, and others still providing 
general references to laws and procedures. For example, Belgium 
indicated that it does not include measures to regulate the transit 
of conventional weapons because its national laws only cover 
trans-shipment. Liechtenstein, by comparison, noted that both are 
regulated because trans-shipment is treated the same as transit. 
Conversely, Dominican Republic claims that trans-shipment 
transactions do not take place, and therefore indicated that its 
national system does not currently include measures to regulate 
it, but that a new draft law was in development that would cover 
such transactions if they did occur.

States Parties are required to implement transit/trans-shipment 
controls, in large part to prevent diversion. However, the 
Initial Reports do not provide sufficient information to fully 
understand how national systems regulate these. The gaps in 
information likely result from the way the questions on transit 
and trans-shipment are phrased in the template, which does 
not differentiate between the regulation of transit and trans-
shipment by air, land and sea. As a result, States Parties do not 
provide differentiated information on for the regulation of transit 
and trans-shipment by the three. Although there is one question 
that asks for ‘yes/no’ responses on control measures for the 
regulation of transit and/or trans-shipment covered through land 
territory (including internal waters), through territorial waters or 
through national air space, the preceding questions on measures 
that allow the regulation of transit or trans-shipment do not 
differentiate between air, land and sea. Notable exceptions are 
Liechtenstein, Montenegro, New Zealand and Serbia, which 
provided information on the different ways in which they regulate 
transit and trans-shipment activities via air, land and sea (see  
Box 6). 
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Figure 3.7: Transit/trans-shipment

•  Number of States Parties that indicated that their system 
allows information to be made available, upon request, to 
the importing State Party and/or transit or transshipment 
States Parties 

42 Yes (78%)

4 No (7%)

8 No response (15%)

States Parties reported multiple agencies involved in 
implementing transit and trans-shipment controls, including:

• Ministry of Defence

• Ministry of Foreign Affairs

• Customs

• National Police

• Ministry of Economy.

Some States Parties reported on measures, including laws, 
regulations, policies and procedures, that their national 
agencies undertake to implement transit/trans-shipment 
controls (see Box 7 for examples). Such measures range from 
licensing procedures to customs and border enforcement 
measures. Most reporting States Parties did not provide much 
detail on their specific transit and trans-shipment controls, 
and thus trends and best practices with regard to this area are 
difficult to ascertain from Initial Reports. 

BOX 6. REGULATION OF TRANSIT AND TRANS-SHIPMENT ACTIVITIES VIA AIR, LAND AND SEA  

LIECHTENSTEIN

According to the War Material Act [WMO], the transit of war 
material through Swiss/Liechtenstein territory or airspace 
has to observe international law, Switzerland’s international 
obligations and the principles of Swiss foreign policy. This 
includes, in particular, respect of Swiss neutrality. The transit 
of war material by land or water is subject to the same legal 
requirements as the export of war material. Transits through 
Swiss/Liechtenstein airspace by a private aircraft with war 
material on board take into account the criteria used to assess 
exports of war material (Art. 5 WMO).

MONTENEGRO

Transit of controlled goods by land and water is conducted 
based on prior approval of the ministry responsible for internal 
affairs. Transit of controlled goods by air is performed based 
on the approval of the authority responsible for civil aviation. 
The method and procedure of issuing licences for transport 
and transit of controlled goods by land and water are closely 
regulated by an act of the ministry responsible for internal 
affairs, respectively, for the transport and transit by air, by an act 
of the ministry responsible for transport.

NEW ZEALAND

New Zealand’s Strategic Goods regime applies to all goods 
exported from New Zealand’s territory, including goods 
transiting through New Zealand’s territorial sea and air space. 
Whether enforcement action is taken in relation to goods in 
New Zealand’s territorial sea or national air space depends 
on what information is available in relation to the goods, and 
whether any enforcement action would be consistent with New 
Zealand’s other international obligations such as the United 
Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea and the Chicago 
Convention on International Civil Aviation.

SERBIA 

The transit of arms by land or inland waterways shall be done 
in a prescribed manner and upon the approval of ministry in 
charge of internal affairs, and with the approval of the ministries 
in charge of defence and foreign affairs activities. 

The transit of arms by air shall be done in a prescribed manner 
and upon the approval of the competent authority in charge of 
air traffic – Civil Aviation Directorate, and with the approval of 
the ministries in charge of defence and foreign affairs activities.
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INTERNATIONAL ASSISTANCE

Although States Parties provided information regarding their 
current transfer-control practices, the reporting template 
does not lend itself to reporting on their provision of, or 
need for, international assistance. To be sure, a thorough 
completion of the Initial Report will give them the tools they 
need to identify their assistance needs. States Parties can 
then use this information as part of their national process for 
identifying priorities, developing proposals and requesting 
assistance. However, without a global mechanism for matching 
needs with assistance available, States Parties make ad hoc 
determinations for their own prioritization of what to fund, 
when and where. 

Knowledge gaps on assistance needs and available resources 
may also be a consequence of limited questioning in the 
reporting template itself. The mandatory section simply asks if 
national regulations allow for the provision of implementation 
assistance to other States Parties, but it does not inquire as 
to what type(s) of assistance a given one would be willing 
and able to provide. The voluntary section of the reporting 
template only questions if national regulations and policy 
allow for the provision of financial resources to the Voluntary 
Trust Fund (VTF) established under Article 16.3. The 
voluntary section also gives States Parties the opportunity to 
provide additional information on the provision or receipt of 
international assistance in an open-ended format. Thus, any 
listing of assistance needs or assistance that is available would 
have to be derived and analysed from other sections of the 
reports or other resources. 

In general, there is an information gap in providing a 
comprehensive analysis of the type(s) of assistance needed 
as well as the type(s) of assistance that are available to 

support effective Treaty implementation that could streamline 
available resources and help donors coordinate their efforts. 
States Parties can apply for VTF support and work with civil-
society partners to implement such requests for support. 
However, civil society must be aware of assistance needs in 
order to provide such support.

With these shortfalls, it is still possible to glean some 
assistance-related information from the existing Initial Report 
submissions. For example, some States Parties noted that they 
are willing to provide assistance even when there is no specific 
national legislation in place to regulate such assistance. Others 
noted they provide assistance through the EU, the United 
Nations and the Organization for Security and Cooperation in 
Europe. Additionally, States Parties pointed to assistance made 
available through the UN Trust Facility Supporting Cooperation 
on Arms Regulation and the EU ATT Outreach Project. 

Additionally, a few exceptions where States Parties were 
specific about assistance required/available are worth noting. 
Liberia, for example, indicated that it is seeking technical and 
financial assistance across a range of activities as identified 
in the ‘Assessment report on Liberia’s compliance with 
the ATT.’ New Zealand noted the model law that it drafted, 
together with Small Arms Survey, and which is freely available 
online for States Parties to use, as well as its border-control 
capacity-building assistance. Norway also noted that it 
can provide assistance for destruction and management 
of stockpiles through organizations with whom it partners, 
such as Norwegian People´s Aid, the Mines Advisory Group 
and Saferworld. Understanding specific assistance requests 
and/or provision of assistance offers greater insights into 
implementation challenges as well as potential opportunities 
and trends, and could demonstrate good practice for the 
distribution for more targeted assistance.

BOX 7. IMPLEMENTING TRANSIT/TRANS-SHIPMENT CONTROLS 

GERMANY

According to the Act Implementing Article 26 (2) of the Basic 
Law (War Weapons Control Act) a transit licence is generally 
required for all war weapons contained in Part B of the War 
Weapons List. Control measures are undertaken on land, i.e.  
in random road checks, or during a stopover of a plane or ship.

JAMAICA

There is an approved and established regime in place 
for the systematic control of these items which includes 
inspections, declarations, receipt and assessment of any 
pertinent information and the grant of the requisite permits/
authorization, subject to favourable consideration.

JAPAN

Transshipment requires re-export authorization while transit 
control is conducted in accordance with relevant national law.

ROMANIA

Transit or trans-shipment activities are authorized by means  
of individual transit/ trans-shipment license.

SWEDEN

Transit controls apply to all items on the national control list. 
Transiting goods are treated as exports when they pass out  
of Swedish territory, i.e. license requirements apply.
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REPORTING SYNERGIES

States Parties have expressed concerns about weak reporting 
rates in several regions. During meetings of the Working Group 
on Transparency and Reporting in 2017, government and 
civil-society representatives repeatedly highlighted the need 
to better understand and address reporting challenges.13 Both 
sides recognize that potential reporting synergies between 
the ATT and other international instruments could be better 
utilized to reduce the reporting burden and strengthen all 
reporting mechanisms. Such synergies could also assist 
with implementation of reporting obligations and strengthen 
national processes and systems.

When completing their Initial Report, States Parties may find 
relevant information in their national reports on implementation 
of the PoA on Small Arms as well as their UN Security Council 
Resolution 1540 reporting matrices.14 There are overlaps in 
answers to questions on legislation and regulations, policy 
guidelines and procedures.15 On exports, the PoA requests 
information on the laws, regulations or administrative 
procedures that govern arms exports as well as on specific 

documentation required for exports. Similar overlap exists for 
imports. The PoA asks for information on transit controls while 
the 1540 matrix requests information on transit controls and 
trans-shipment controls. The PoA report contains a question 
about the regulation of brokering as part of national control 
systems, as does the 1540 matrix, which asks about ‘control of 
brokering, trading in, negotiating, otherwise assisting sale of 
goods and technology’.

With regard to prohibitions, the 1540 matrix provides examples 
of relevant international agreements for each of the questions 
relating to Article 6 prohibitions. For export assessments, 
the PoA report and the 1540 matrix request information on 
the internal processes undertaken for transfer decisions. 
To prevent diversion, the PoA report and the 1540 matrix 
ask specific questions about end-use(r) controls, including 
documentation, with the 1540 matrix also asking about re-
export controls. On enforcement, while the PoA report does 
not contain relevant questions, the 1540 matrix asks for the 
ways in which violations are punished and what agencies are 
involved in enforcement actions. 

13  ATT Working Group on Transparency and Reporting (2017). ‘Issues Paper for the Group’s Second Meeting’. 15 February 2017.  
www.thearmstradetreaty.org/images/CSP3_Documents/WG_documents/170214_ATT_WGTR-_Issues_Paper_for_the_Groups_Second_Meeting.pdf 

14  UN Programme of Action on Small Arms and Light Weapons (N.D.). ‘National Reports’.  
http://www.poa-iss.org/Poa/poa.aspx. UN Security Council 1540 Committee (N.D.). ‘Committee Approved Matrices’.  
www.un.org/en/sc/1540/national-implementation/1540-matrices/committee-approved-matrices.shtml 

15  Specific questions demonstrating the overlap between the reporting forms can be found in the ATT-BAP Guidance for Completing the Initial Report  
on Implementation Measures, available at www.armstrade.info
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CONCLUSION

As States Parties are now carrying out the critical work to 
implement the ATT, one of the best ways to assess and 
explore progress currently available to them and civil society 
alike is through Initial Reports. Universal reporting with 100 per 
cent compliance should be a realistic goal for the Treaty. Yet 
compliance in terms of providing an Initial Report is insufficient 
for extensive analysis and understanding of its implementation. 
Assessing progress also requires States Parties to update 
their implementation reports – which is required in Article 13.1. 
None has yet updated its Initial Report to reflect changes in 
their national system and implementation of their obligations. 
Furthermore, anecdotally, when discussed with States Parties 
in detail – including in workshops and closed-door meetings 
– national practice is often more comprehensive and complex 
than what is reported in ATT submission. Thus, there is a 
critical gap between what is being reported and what is being 
practiced and implemented on the ground.

The conclusion of this chapter is that multiple shared 
challenges exist across submitted Initial Reports that 
impact the usefulness of the information provided to assess 
implementation efforts and needs. These include the following.

•  A lack of a verification mechanism resulting in few checks 
on accuracy or comprehensiveness of information 
submitted by States Parties.

•  In many cases the reporting template does not allow  
for more detail in responses and results in simple  
‘yes/no’ replies.

•  The template often bundles several obligations together, 
making it hard to discern implementation of individual 
obligations.

•  Submitted reports often contain discrepancies between 
check-box responses and open-form explanations.

•  States Parties have varying approaches in responding  
to questions in the template, with some signalling intent  
to act instead of actual existing practice.

A major contributor to the challenges in analysing ATT 
implementation is the reporting template itself. Its inherent 
limitations stifle useful analysis and require researchers to go 
beyond the Initial Report and search out national reports, other 
documentation and interviews. The template suffers from a 
confusing structure – the form is split between binding and 
non-binding obligations – that has been interpreted by some 
States Parties to mean they only need to report on the binding 
ones. In many cases several obligations are listed together 
in one ‘yes/no’ question, making it difficult to ascertain which 
element is included in the response. Separate elements of 
Treaty obligations are not differentiated, making it difficult to 
develop a comprehensive picture of implementation efforts.  
In addition, the template includes issues and items that  
are not included in the Treaty text, such as exemptions or 
licence-free transfers. 

Transparency is a core objective of the ATT and 
comprehensive reporting is fundamental to ensuring greater 
transparency in the global arms trade. As such, serious effort 
should be focused on improving the reporting template, 
encouraging universal reporting and identifying ways in 
which reporting can be strengthened in the Treaty process. 
Such measures should be a priority in advance of the next 
Conference of States Parties.

COMPLIANCE IN TERMS OF PROVIDING 
AN INITIAL REPORT IS INSUFFICIENT FOR 
EXTENSIVE ANALYSIS AND UNDERSTANDING 
OF ITS IMPLEMENTATION. ASSESSING 
PROGRESS ALSO REQUIRES STATES PARTIES 
TO UPDATE THEIR IMPLEMENTATION REPORTS.
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Amnesty International and International Action Network on Small Arms. www.iansa.org/system/files/ArmsTradeTreaty-Web.pdf 
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CHAPTER 4: ATT MONITOR  
RISK WATCH – IDENTIFYING 
CONTEXTS OF CONCERN
Risk Watch is a tool developed by the ATT Monitor that seeks to 
promote well-informed decisions about arms transfers through 
the gathering and synthesizing of information on risks identified 
in the Arms Trade Treaty (ATT). The methodology for this tool 
was outlined in the ATT Monitor Annual Report 2016 (See Box 
8).1 The ATT Monitor project team continues to invite feedback 
and input into how to develop this methodology further.

BOX 8: THE RISK WATCH METHODOLOGY IN BRIEF

The ATT Monitor Risk Watch tool will carry out in-depth 
information gathering relating to risks identified in the ATT. 
This will involve a systematic review of a wide range of 
public-domain sources including those produced by the 
United Nations (UN), the International Committee of the 
Red Cross (ICRC) and CSOs such as Amnesty International 
and Human Rights Watch. The data will be used to create 
risk profiles, which will be made available online. Initially 
focused on a limited number of contexts, the Risk Watch 
tool is expected to increase its global spread over the 
coming years in order to better inform decisions about 
transfer decision-making and analysis of licensing practices.

As stated in last year’s report, the Risk Watch tool will 
initially focus its detailed information gathering on a limited 
number of contexts. In 2016 the ATT Monitor project team 
held consultations with experts from state institutions and 
civil society in order to develop the methodology further. 
One key recommendation from these discussions was that 
the selection of initial case studies should not be made on 
a subjective basis. Risk Watch should seek to balance the 
identification of particularly urgent contexts with the added 
value to licencing officials of highlighting less high-profile 
cases. It was recommended that the ATT Monitor project team 
should develop a typology of contexts in which the ATT would 
be relevant, and that this be used as the basis for selection of 
contexts for more in-depth research. 

The ATT seeks to reduce human suffering caused by the 
proliferation and misuse of conventional weapons. It specifies 
a range of contexts in which arms transfers are prohibited, 
including genocide, crimes against humanity and war crimes 
(Article 6: Prohibitions). The Treaty also identifies a set of 
risk-assessment criteria that States Parties should take into 
account when considering a prospective export (Article 7: 
Export and Export Assessment and Article 11: Diversion).  
These are:

• International humanitarian law violations

• International human rights law violations

• Terrorism 

• Transnational organized crime

• Gender-based violence

• Diversion. 

These acts can be perpetrated in a wide range of contexts and 
the ATT is therefore concerned with regulating arms transfers 
that could be used to fuel a broad continuum of acts, from 
domestic violence to full-scale armed conflict.2

The ATT Monitor project team has developed a typology of 
contexts that seeks to reflect the many ways in which arms and 
ammunition could be misused as envisaged by the Treaty. This 
typology will inform the selection of cases that will be the focus 
of the more detailed information gathering on ATT-related 
risks as part of the Risk Watch tool. It does not represent a 
recommendation of practice that ATT States Parties should 
follow when conducting a thorough risk assessment.

TYPOLOGY

The typology that has been developed by the ATT Monitor 
is drawn from conceptual work produced by the Small Arms 
Survey, the World Health Organization (WHO), the ICRC, 
the World Bank and the Organization for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD), among others, to develop 
categorizations of armed conflict and armed violence.3
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4  The ATT Monitor will carry out detailed information gathering on all ATT risks for selected contexts, addressing all armed actors as potential  
recipients of arms. Information gathering will not be limited to the specific violence type for which they were highlighted through this process as being 
of concern. 

5  Definition developed from WHO (2004). ‘The economic dimensions of interpersonal violence.’ Geneva: WHO. p. 4.  
http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/10665/42944/1/9241591609.pdf; and Chaudhary, T. W. and Suhrke, A. (2008). ‘Postwar Violence.’ Geneva: Small Arms 
Survey. Cited in OECD (2009). ‘Armed Violence Reduction: Enabling Development’. p. 41.

6  WHO (2002). ‘World Report on Violence and Health.’ Geneva: WHO. Chapter 8: ‘Collective Violence’. p. 215.  
www.who.int/violence_injury_prevention/violence/global_campaign/en/chap8.pdf 

7  Chaudhary, T. W. and Suhrke, A. (2008). ‘Postwar Violence.’ Geneva: Small Arms Survey. Cited in OECD (2009). ‘Armed Violence Reduction: Enabling 
Development’. p. 41.

8  International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia, Prosecutor v Dusko Tadic, cited in Bellal, A. (ed.) (2015). ‘The War Report: Armed Conflict  
in 2014’. Geneva Academy and Oxford University Press. p. 9.

Much of the existing definitional work seeks to categorize the 
different drivers of armed violence. However, the demarcation 
between different root motivations for violence may be 
conceptually clear but is often less so in reality. For example, an 
armed group engaged in criminal and trafficking activities may 
be economically motivated, but its profits can also fuel activities 
intended to further a political goal based around a group 
identity. The Risk Watch typology focuses on capturing a broad 
range of contexts in which weapons may be misused, and the 
armed actors that may be responsible for such misuse.4   
The four categories used to select contexts for further 
investigation are:

•  Individual: Violence that is not intended to further the 
aims of any formally defined group or cause. Largely 
perpetrated by individuals and not organized, it may take 
place between family members and intimate partners, 
between acquaintances or strangers at a community 
level, and/or may be economic in motivation.5 

•  Group: Collective violence, defined as ‘the instrumental 
use of violence by people who identify themselves as 
members of a group – whether this group is transitory  
or has a more permanent identity – against another 
group or set of individuals, in order to achieve political, 
economic or social objectives.’6

•  Institutional: State-led violence, including ‘unlawful or 
disproportionately violent law enforcement, elimination 
of political rivals and supporters, torture and support to 
human-rights-abusing ‘civilian defence’ militias.’7 More 
broadly, institutional violence covers state-led or state-
supported perpetration of human-rights abuses or the 
repression of civil liberties.

•  Conflict: Ongoing state of armed conflict, which can 
be international or internal. Armed conflict has been 
defined as ‘whenever there is a resort to armed force 
between States or protracted armed violence between 
governmental authorities and organized armed groups  
or between such groups within a State.’8
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9  The countries named in this chapter as being highlighted as of particular concern by any of the sources described here are not being indicated  
as case studies at this point. They are intended to be illustrative of how the sources used by Risk Watch will help inform the identification of suitable 
case studies. 

10  United Nations Office of Drugs and Crime (UNODC) (2013). ‘Global Study on Homicide’. Vienna: UNODC. p. 9  
https://www.unodc.org/documents/gsh/pdfs/2014_GLOBAL_HOMICIDE_BOOK_web.pdf 

11  Countries where there were 30 or more intentional homicides per 100,000 people (without an armed conflict between 2010 and 2015). Small Arms 
Survey (N.D.). ‘Interactive Maps and Charts of Armed Violence Indicators’. Geneva: Small Arms Survey.  
www.smallarmssurvey.org/tools/interactive-map-charts-on-armed-violence.html.

12  WHO (2004). ‘Handbook for the documentation of interpersonal violence prevention programmes’. Geneva: WHO. p. 6.  
http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/10665/42856/1/9241546395.pdf 

13  See Women’s International League for Peace & Freedom (2016). ‘Preventing gender-based violence through arms control’. Webinar.  
wilpf.org/events/webinar-preventing-gender-based-violence-through-arms-control/ 

14  Countries for which the most recent data is within the last five available years. It remains challenging to gather comprehensive data on intimate-partner 
violence around the world, and the UN recognizes that, of its minimum set of gender indicators, there is particularly low data availability on this critical 
issue. Percentage of ever-partnered women (aged 15–49) subjected to physical and/or sexual violence by a current or former intimate partner in the 
last 12 months, 2010–14. UN Statistics Division (N.D.). ‘Minimum set of gender indicators’. https://genderstats.un.org/#/indicators

15  Countries scoring less than 0.3 for ‘Effectiveness of criminal justice systems’. The World Justice Project (WJP) gives countries a score  
between 1 (being the highest) and 0 (the lowest) for each criteria. WJP (2016). ‘Rule of Law Index 2016.’ p. 43.  
https://worldjusticeproject.org/sites/default/files/documents/RoLI_Final-Digital_0.pdf 

BOX 9: INDIVIDUAL VIOLENCE

Individual violence refers to violence largely perpetrated 
by individual actors that is not intended to further the aims 
of any formally defined group or cause. The following are 
examples of some of the sources used to highlight contexts 
of concern for individual violence.9

Intentional homicide is one the most impactful forms of 
individual violence, and is often linked to criminal activities 
or interpersonal violence. It is defined as the ‘unlawful death 
purposefully inflicted on a person by another person.’10 
The Small Arms Survey Database on Violent Deaths tracks 
homicide rates around the world, within and outside of 
armed conflict. The primary sources for this is data provided 
by the UN Office of Drugs and Crime (UNODC) as well as the 
WHO, and regional or national authorities. Data collection in 
some regions is inconsistent and intentional homicide rates 
may therefore be underrepresented for these; for example, 
for sub-Saharan Africa. 

In 2015, the most recent year for which data is available, 
the countries with the highest rate of violent deaths outside 
of armed conflict were (in alphabetical order): Belize, El 
Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Jamaica, Lesotho, Saint Kitts 
and Nevis, South Africa, Swaziland and Venezuela.11

Intimate partner violence refers to physical, psychological 
and sexual violence within an intimate relationship.12 
Although it does not always involve the use of arms, it is a 
core component of gender-based violence.13 As part of its 
minimum set of gender statistics, the UN Statistics Division 
provides snapshots of intimate partner violence around the 
world, based on reporting by the WHO and national health 
authorities. 

Bangladesh, Cameroon, Equatorial Guinea, Gabon, Rwanda, 
Tanzania, Timor-Leste and Uganda (alphabetically) are 
among the countries in which more than 30 per cent of 
women aged 15–49 have been subjected to intimate partner 
violence in the year for which data was most recently 
available.14

Failure to provide effective rule of law can create a culture 
of impunity for perpetrators of violence, and so an inability 
to provide effective and impartial criminal justice can be 
seen as an indicator of vulnerability to future violence. The 
World Justice Project (WJP) assesses the effectiveness of 
criminal justice systems around the world. The countries 
highlighted as concerning by this methodology in 2016 
are (in alphabetical order): Afghanistan, Bolivia, Guatemala, 
Honduras, Liberia, Mexico, Panama and Venezuela.15 

ATT MONITOR 2017 71CHAPTER 4:  ATT MONITOR RISK WATCH 
– IDENTIFYING CONTEXTS OF CONCERN

https://www.unodc.org/documents/gsh/pdfs/2014_GLOBAL_HOMICIDE_BOOK_web.pdf
http://www.smallarmssurvey.org/tools/interactive-map-charts-on-armed-violence.html
http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/10665/42856/1/9241546395.pdf
http://wilpf.org/events/webinar-preventing-gender-based-violence-through-arms-control/
https://genderstats.un.org/#/indicators
https://worldjusticeproject.org/sites/default/files/documents/RoLI_Final-Digital_0.pdf


Each violence category also captures different groups of armed 
actors (see Table 4.1). 

These categories may be interdependent, overlapping or 
present simultaneously. Taken together, they cover a wide 
range of violent contexts. The ATT is additionally concerned 
with export risks stemming from diversion and this typology 
will be expanded following further consultations to include 
diversion risks, based on indicators such as membership of 
export-control regimes, implementation of firearms legislation, 
levels of corruption in security forces, stockpile management 
and security, transparency in the arms trade and proximity to 
countries under embargoes or fighting armed conflict. 

Table 4.1: Categories of Violence and Relevant Actors

Category Description Actors typically involved

Individual
Domestic or community 
violence

Civilian

Group Collective violence Non-state armed groups

Institutional 
State-perpetrated 
violence

State security forces

Conflict
Intense political 
violence

Military forces 
Non-state armed groups

The four categories also correlate broadly to different items of 
military equipment that might be at risk of misuse. For example, 
individual violence would more likely involve the use of guns and 
other small arms, as opposed to battle tanks or warships, and 
would therefore be linked most closely to Item 2(h) of the ATT’s 
Scope (Small Arms and Light Weapons- SALW). Table 4.2 matches 
categories of violence, armed actors and primary relevant scope 
of the ATT. As most arms and ammunition could be used in any 
of these categories of violence, the ATT Monitor will look for 
information on patterns of violations relating to all weapon types. 

Table 4.2: Categories of Violence and Relevant Military 
Items under Article 2.1 of the ATT

Category Description Actors typically involved

Individual Civilian H (Specifically Small Arms)

Group Armed groups B (Armoured combat vehicles)
C  (Large-calibre artillery 

systems) 
G  (Missiles and missile 

launchers)
H  (SALW)

Institutional Police & internal 
security forces

B (Armoured combat vehicles)
H (Specifically Small Arms)

Conflict
Military forces, 
Armed groups 

All
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16  Countries scoring above 7 out of 10 for impact of terrorism in 2015. Countries are scored for the impact of terrorism  
from 0 to 10, with 10 being highest impact of terrorism. Institute for Economics & Peace (2016). ‘Global Terrorism Index 2016’.  
http://economicsandpeace.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/Global-Terrorism-Index-2016.2.pdf 

17 Fund for Peace (N.D.). ‘The Fragile States Index: The Indicators’. http://fsi.fundforpeace.org 

18 Countries scoring more than 9.5 out of 10. Countries are scored between 0 and 10, with 10 being the highest score. 

19  Genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity, as well as their incitement. These acts may be committed by state forces as well 
as non-state armed groups. 

20  United Nations Office on Genocide Prevention and the Responsibility to Protect (N.D.). ‘Public Statements: 2016’.  
www.un.org/en/genocideprevention/2016.html 

21  It can be noted here that there is significant overlap with the global Sustainable Development Goal indicators that were agreed in March 2017.  
See, for example, indicator 16.1.1 (Number of victims of international homicide per 100,000 population, by sex and age), or indicator 16.1.3 (Proportion 
of population subjected to physical, psychological or sexual violence in the previous 12 months). ‘Report of the Inter-Agency and Expert Group on 
Sustainable Development Goal Indicators (E/CN.3/2017/2)’. March 2017. https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/indicators/indicators-list/

22  Not all data sources cover all countries and so aggregate scores are based on available data only. In order to facilitate comparisons, all selected 
sources have a global mandate and do not solely gather data on a regional or national basis. 

BOX 10: GROUP VIOLENCE

Group violence is carried out by people who carry out 
collective violence in order to further political, economic or 
social objectives. The following are examples of some of 
the sources used to highlight contexts of concern for group 
violence.

The Global Terrorism Index is one indicator of violence by 
armed groups. It documents the threatened or actual use of 
illegal force and violence by a non-state actor that is aimed 
at achieving a stated political, economic, religious or social 
goal through fear, coercion, or intimidation. Countries most 
highly impacted by such acts of terrorism in 2015 – the most 
recent year for which data is available at the time of writing – 
were (in alphabetical order): Afghanistan, Cameroon, Egypt, 
India, Iraq, Libya, Nigeria, Pakistan, Philippines, Somalia, Syria, 
Ukraine and Yemen.16

Another indicator of vulnerability to group violence is the 
existence of group grievances. This is where the state’s 
ability to provide security is undermined by increasing 
tension and violence between groups, linked to pressures 
such as high discrimination and sense of powerlessness, and 
sectarian, ethnic, communal or religious violence. The Fragile 
States Index measures the existence and extent of ‘group 
grievances.’17 In 2016, the countries with the highest level of 
group grievances were (in alphabetical order): Democratic 
Republic of Congo, Iraq, Israel, Myanmar, Pakistan, South 
Sudan, Sudan and Syria.18

The UN Office on Genocide Prevention and the Responsibility 
to Protect issues early-warning public statements when it has 
particular concerns about the possibility of atrocity crimes.19 
In 2016 and the first five calendar months of 2017, the office 
issued statements relating to 11 contexts, including Burundi, 
Central African Republic, The Gambia, Iraq, Philippines and 
South Sudan.20

CONTEXT SELECTION

In order to identify key emerging and ongoing contexts 
of concern, the ATT Monitor will assess the existence and 
likelihood of each category of violence. This will be done 
through reference to existing databases and regularly updated 
reporting mechanisms produced by the United Nations and 
civil society organizations (See Annex 3). This list of resources 
is not exhaustive and the ATT Monitor welcomes suggestions 
of additional sources.

These sources were selected to help identify key and 
emerging contexts of concern for further evidence gathering. 
They comprise expert public-domain authorities that ATT 
States Parties should consult as part of their own, more 
comprehensive risk assessments. Risk Watch uses only 
open-source material made freely available and in the public 
domain. However, in order to carry out a comprehensive risk 
assessment, States Parties will be expected to incorporate 
information from a greater range of sources, including paid- 
for sources that may provide additional guidance, such  
as political-risk analysis and specialized military publications,  
in addition to their own analytical, diplomatic and  
intelligence sources.

Contexts will be assessed across a wide range of expert 
sources. They will receive a score each time they are identified 
by a source as being of risk for a particular indicator. The term 
‘indicator’ here refers to any characteristic that may be seen as 
illustrative of either the existence or likelihood of a particular 
violence category (for example, high rates of terrorism as an 
indicator of the existence of group violence, or weak legal 
frameworks regulating gang membership as an indicator of 
likelihood of individual violence).21 This process is intended to 
capture outliers of behaviour (for example, the 25 countries 
ranked in the highest category of concern in the Early Warning 
Project’s risk assessments for genocide and mass atrocities).22 
The sources used here are not weighted against each other. 
They are aggregated to identify contexts that have been 
flagged up across a range of resources. 
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http://economicsandpeace.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/Global-Terrorism-Index-2016.2.pdf
http://www.un.org/en/genocideprevention/2016.html
https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/indicators/indicators-list/


23  This would include legal and political arms-control initiatives such as the UN Programme of Action on Small Arms and Light Weapons, the UN Firearms 
Protocol, the Convention on Transnational Organized Crime or the Basic Principles on the Use of Force and Firearms by Law Enforcement Officers, as 
well as relevant human rights instruments. See Control Arms Secretariat (2016). ‘ATT Monitor 2016’. New York. 22 August 2016. Chapter 2.2. pp. 52–63. 

24  Saferworld (2016). ‘Implementing the ATT: Essential elements of an effective arms transfer control system’. London: Saferworld. p.11.  
www.saferworld.org.uk/resources/view-resource/1081-implementing-the-att-essential-elements-of-an-effective-arms-transfer-control-system 

25  The Political Terror Scale. www.politicalterrorscale.org/Data/Download.html 

26 Scoring 15 or 14 overall, the highest available scores. The Political Terror Scale. www.politicalterrorscale.org/Data/Download.html

27 Reporters Without Borders (2017). ‘Questionnaire in English’. https://rsf.org/en/detailed-methodology  

28  See global indicators 16.10.1 and 16.10.2 for Target 16.10 of the Sustainable Development Goals, to ‘Ensure public access to information and protect 
fundamental freedoms, in accordance with national and international agreements’. ‘Report of the Inter-Agency and Expert Group on Sustainable 
Development Goal Indicators (E/CN.3/2017/2)’. March 2017. https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/indicators/indicators-list/

29  The ten countries with the highest score for abuse and violence against journalists. Countries are given scores between 0 and 100, with 100 being the 
worst. Reporters Without Borders (2017). ‘World Press Freedom Index 2017’. https://rsf.org/en/ranking/2017 

30  International Police Science Association and The Institute for Economics and Peace (N.D.). ‘World Internal Security and Police Index’.  
http://wispindex.org/# 

31  The World Internal Security and Police Index scores all countries between 0 and 1, with 0 being the worst score. Forty-four countries scored  
less than 0.5, but only 13 scored 0.4 or lower. 

The ATT Monitor project team will review shortlisted contexts 
and seek to balance identification of case studies across 
several factors, including their geographical location, their 
relevance to the ATT and the arms trade, and whether the 
context is under UN or multilateral arms embargo. Membership 
and effective implementation of relevant international 
instruments will also be considered.23 Selection will also 
attempt to be forward-looking, reflecting the trajectory of 
armed violence in any given context. When conducting a 
thorough risk assessment, it is critical that States Parties are 
forward-looking in their approach and consider the possibility 
of negative consequences from any transfer that may arise in 

the foreseeable future, particularly considering the longevity 
and proliferation patterns of arms and ammunition.24

Risk Watch is not intended to represent a ‘blacklist’ of specific 
contexts or a ranking of risk profiles, but will be a dynamic 
reflection of urgent and emerging risks around the world. It 
should not necessarily be assumed that a context not being 
selected signifies any lesser degree of risk present among 
end-users there. Nor should those contexts that are selected 
through this initial process be regarded as definitively the 
‘worst’. Rather, they are intended to represent a cross-section 
of different ATT-related risks. Resources permitting, this tool 
will be progressively scaled-up to include more contexts.

BOX 11: INSTITUTIONAL VIOLENCE

Institutional violence refers to human-rights abuses 
perpetrated or sanctioned by the state and criminal behaviour 
by armed forces acting on behalf of the government. Many civil 
society organizations monitor and assess different aspects of 
institutional violence. 

The Political Terror Scale (PTS) assesses state-led human rights 
abuses documented by Amnesty International, Human Rights 
Watch and the US State Department.25 The PTS focuses on 
capturing reports of state-perpetrated violence, but recognizes 
that many places of high concern will also see widespread 
violations of human rights by non-state actors. Each country is 
given a score of one to five for each of the three data sources, 
with a score of five meaning that ‘Terror has expanded to the 
whole population. The leaders of these societies place no 
limits on the means or thoroughness with which they pursue 
personal or ideological goals.’ The countries given the highest 
cumulative scores by the PTS in 2015 were (in alphabetical 
order): Afghanistan, Eritrea, Iraq, North Korea, South Sudan, 
Sudan, Syria and Yemen.26

Reporters Without Borders produces an annual index of global 
press freedoms. Within that it tallies abuses and violence 
against journalists and media outlets in each country, 
questioning the extent to which journalists face torture, corporal 
punishment, imprisonment or the death penalty in their work, 
and if national authorities effectively punish those guilty of 
attacks against them.27 Freedom of the press is an important 
indicator of a governing authority’s attitude towards protection 
of fundamental freedoms, and thus, of their propensity to 
commit serious human rights abuses, including with arms.28  
The countries highlighted by this index in 2017 were  
(in alphabetical order): Afghanistan, China, Egypt, Eritrea,  
Iran, Iraq, Mexico, Syria, Turkey and Vietnam.29

The World Internal Security and Police Index measures 
the ability of police and internal security forces to address 
internal security issues, including their legitimacy.30 Countries 
highlighted as being of particular concern in the most recent set 
of data included (in alphabetical order): Bangladesh, Cameroon, 
Democratic Republic of Congo, Ethiopia, Honduras, Kenya, 
Mexico, Mozambique, Nigeria, Pakistan, Sierra Leone, Uganda 
and Venezuela.31 
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https://www.saferworld.org.uk/resources/publications/1081-implementing-the-att-essential-elements-of-an-effective-arms-transfer-control-system
http://www.politicalterrorscale.org/Data/Download.html
http://www.politicalterrorscale.org/Data/Download.html
https://rsf.org/en/detailed-methodology
https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/indicators/indicators-list/
https://rsf.org/en/ranking/2017
http://wispindex.org/#


32 Uppsala Conflict Data Programme (N.D). http://ucdp.uu.se/#/exploratory

33 International Institute for Strategic Studies (N.D.). ‘Armed Conflict Database.’ https://acd.iiss.org/en/conflicts 

34  United Nations Security Council (2017). ‘Report of the Secretary-General on conflict-related sexual violence’. 15 April 2017.  
www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=S/2017/249 

BOX 12: CONFLICT VIOLENCE

This category covers ongoing inter-state or intra-state  
armed conflicts. 

Several authoritative civil society sources assess the existence 
and intensity of armed conflict, among them the Uppsala 
Conflict Data Programme,32 and the International Institute for 
Strategic Studies’ Armed Conflict Database (ACD). 

Among the 12 countries where high-intensity armed conflict 
was recorded in 2017 by the ACD, were (in alphabetical order): 
Afghanistan, Iraq, Libya, South Sudan, Syria and Yemen.33  

Each year, the UN secretary-general issues a report on 
conflict-related sexual violence. In the most recent report, 
in April 2017, 19 country situations were highlighted for which 
credible evidence was available. These included Central African 
Republic, Democratic Republic of Congo, Iraq, Myanmar, Syria, 
South Sudan and Yemen.34  

It is notable that there were no arms transfers reported by ATT 
States Parties in their Annual Reports for 2015 to several of the 
countries of concern for conflict violence highlighted here, 
including South Sudan, Myanmar, Somalia or Sudan. However, 
in several of the other aforementioned contexts States Parties 
have continued to provide arms and ammunition, in some 
cases violating the ATT’s obligations in doing so.

UN MISSION IN SOUTH 
SUDAN ON PATROL IN 
WEAPONS FREE ZONE.

CREDIT: © UNMISS  
(CC BY-NC-ND 2.0)
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APPENDIX 1: METHODOLOGY  
FOR INITIAL REPORTS TABLE
The table lists States’ responses to question from publicly 
available initial reports submitted prior to 31 May 2017. 
The questions are separated into six thematic sections 
representing the main topics contained within the Arms 
Trade Treaty. State responses are denoted by check marks, 
X’s, and dashes. Check marks represent “yes” responses, X’s 
represent “no” responses, and dashes represent when a State 
did not provide a response to a given question. Asterisks in 
the table represent special situations, either where a state 
has referenced relevant legislation for requested information 
in its Initial Report but hasn’t provided it directly, or where 
information has been discussed but not defined by the State 
Party. Information reflects what States self-reported and was 
not independently verified. The list of States represents those 
required to submit an initial report by 31 May 2017. 

UN MISSION IN DARFUR 
(UNAMID) PROTECTION  
OF CIVILIANS PATROL  
IN DARFUR, SUDAN.

CREDIT: © PHOTO BY ALBERT 
GONZÁLEZ FARRAN, UNAMID
CC BY-NC-ND 2.0
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APPENDI✗X 2: DATA FROM INITIAL REPORTS

NATIONAL CONTROL SYSTEM 

State Party National control 
system includes 
national control 
list

National control 
system covers 
e✗ports

National control 
system covers 
imports

National control 
system covers 
brokering

National control 
system covers 
8 categories 
covered in 
Article 2(1)

National control 
system covers 
ammunition

National control 
system covers 
parts and  
components

Albania ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

ANTIGUA AND 
BARBUDA

Argentina ✓ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓

Australia ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Austria ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

BAHAMAS

BARBADOS

Belgium ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Belize

Bosnia and 
Herzegovina ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Bulgaria ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Burkina Faso*

CENTRAL AFRICAN 
REPUBLIC

CHAD

Costa Rica ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✗

Côte d'Ivoire ✓ – ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Croatia ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Czech Republic ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Denmark ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

DOMINICA

Dominican 
Republic ✓ ✗ ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓

El Salvador ✗ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

Estonia ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Finland ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

France ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Georgia ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Germany ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

GREECE

GRENADA

*Report is private
Has submitted public report
HAVE NOT SUBMITTED REPORT

✓	State indicates yes
✗	 State indicates no

– No response
• Special situation
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✓	State indicates yes
✗	 State indicates no

– No response
• Special situation

NATIONAL CONTROL SYSTEM (CONTINUED)

*Report is private
Has submitted public report
HAVE NOT SUBMITTED REPORT

State Party National control 
system includes 
national control 
list

National control 
system covers 
e✗ports

National control 
system covers 
imports

National control 
system covers 
brokering

National control 
system covers 
8 categories 
covered in 
Article 2(1)

National control 
system covers 
ammunition

National control 
system covers 
parts and  
components

GUINEA

GUYANA

Hungary ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Iceland ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Ireland ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Italy ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Jamaica ✗ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

Japan ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Latvia ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

LESOTHO

Liberia ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗

Liechtenstein ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Lithuania ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Lu✗embourg ✓ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓

Macedonia ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

MALI

MALTA

MAURITANIA

Mauritius*

Me✗xico ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Moldova ✓ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓

Montenegro ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Netherlands ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

New Zealand ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

NIGER

Nigeria*

Norway ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Panama ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

PARAGUAY
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State Party National control 
system includes 
national control 
list

National control 
system covers 
e✗ports

National control 
system covers 
imports

National control 
system covers 
brokering

National control 
system covers 
8 categories 
covered in 
Article 2(1)

National control 
system covers 
ammunition

National control 
system covers 
parts and  
components

Peru ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓ – – –

Poland ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Portugal ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Romania ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

SAINT KITTS AND 
NEVIS

SAINT LUCIA

SAINT VINCENT 
AND THE 
GRENADINES

Samoa ✓ ✗ ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓

SAN MARINO

Senegal*

Serbia ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

SEYCHELLES

Sierra Leone ✓ ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓

Slovakia ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Slovenia ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

South Africa ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Spain ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Sweden ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Switzerland ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Togo*

Trinidad and 
Tobago ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✗

TUVALU

United Kingdom ✓ ✓ ✓ (partial) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Uruguay ✗ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓

APPENDIX  2

NATIONAL CONTROL SYSTEM (CONTINUED)

*Report is private
Has submitted public report
HAVE NOT SUBMITTED REPORT

✓	State indicates yes
✗	 State indicates no

– No response
• Special situation
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EXPORTS AND IMPORTS

Exports IMPORTS

State Party Have measures to ensure 
authorizations are detailed and 
issued prior to e✗port

Authorizations can be reassessed 
if new and relevant information 
becomes available

Have measures to ensure 
appropriate and relevant information 
is available to e✗porting State in order 
to assist an e✗port assessment

Albania ✓ ✓ ✓

ANTIGUA AND BARBUDA

Argentina ✓ ✓ ✓

Australia ✓ ✓ ✓

Austria ✓ ✓ ✓

BAHAMAS

BARBADOS

Belgium ✓ ✓ ✓

BELIZE

Bosnia and Herzegovina ✓ ✓ ✓

Bulgaria ✓ ✓ ✓

Burkina Faso*

CENTRAL AFRICAN REPUBLIC

CHAD

Costa Rica ✗ ✗ ✓

Côte d'Ivoire – – ✓

Croatia ✓ ✓ ✓

Czech Republic ✓ ✓ ✓

Denmark ✓ ✓ ✓

DOMINICA

Dominican Republic ✗ ✗ ✓

El Salvador ✓ ✗ ✗

Estonia ✓ ✓ ✓

*Report is private
Has submitted public report
HAVE NOT SUBMITTED REPORT

APPENDIX  2 :  DATA FROM INITIAL REPORTS

✓	State indicates yes
✗	 State indicates no

– No response
• Special situation
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Exports IMPORTS

State Party Have measures to ensure 
authorizations are detailed and 
issued prior to e✗port

Authorizations can be reassessed 
if new and relevant information 
becomes available

Have measures to ensure 
appropriate and relevant information 
is available to e✗porting State in order 
to assist an e✗port assessment

Finland ✓ ✓ ✓

France ✓ ✓ ✓

Georgia ✓ – ✓

Germany ✓ ✓ ✓

GREECE

GRENADA

GUINEA

GUYANA

Hungary ✓ – ✗

Iceland ✓ ✓ ✓

Ireland ✓ ✓ ✓

Italy ✓ ✓ ✓

Jamaica ✓ ✓ ✓

Japan ✓ ✓ ✓

Latvia ✓ ✓ ✓

LESOTHO

Liberia ✗ ✗ ✗

Liechtenstein ✓ ✓ ✓

Lithuania ✓ ✓ ✓

Lu✗embourg ✓ ✓ ✓

Macedonia ✓ ✓ ✓

MALI

MALTA

MAURITANIA

APPENDIX  2 

EXPORTS AND IMPORTS (CONTINUED)

*Report is private
Has submitted public report
HAVE NOT SUBMITTED REPORT

APPENDIX  2 :  DATA FROM INITIAL REPORTS

✓	State indicates yes
✗	 State indicates no

– No response
• Special situation
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Exports IMPORTS

State Party Have measures to ensure 
authorizations are detailed and 
issued prior to e✗port

Authorizations can be reassessed 
if new and relevant information 
becomes available

Have measures to ensure 
appropriate and relevant information 
is available to e✗porting State in order 
to assist an e✗port assessment

Mauritius*

Mex✗ico ✓ ✓ ✓

Moldova ✓ ✓ ✓

Montenegro ✓ ✓ ✓

Netherlands ✓ ✓ ✓

New Zealand ✓ ✓ ✓

NIGER

Nigeria*

Norway ✓ ✓ ✓

Panama ✗ ✗ ✓

PARAGUAY

Peru ✓ ✓ ✓

Poland ✓ ✓ ✓

Portugal ✓ ✓ ✓

Romania ✓ ✓ ✓

SAINT KITTS AND NEVIS

SAINT LUCIA

SAINT VINCENT AND THE 
GRENADINES

Samoa ✓ ✓ ✗

SAN MARINO

Senegal*

Serbia ✓ ✓ ✓

SEYCHELLES

Sierra Leone ✗ ✗ ✓

EXPORTS AND IMPORTS (CONTINUED)

*Report is private
Has submitted public report
HAVE NOT SUBMITTED REPORT

✓	State indicates yes
✗	 State indicates no

– No response
• Special situation
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Exports IMPORTS

State Party Have measures to ensure 
authorizations are detailed and 
issued prior to e✗port

Authorizations can be reassessed 
if new and relevant information 
becomes available

Have measures to ensure 
appropriate and relevant information 
is available to e✗porting State in order 
to assist an e✗port assessment

Slovakia ✓ ✓ ✓

Slovenia ✓ ✓ ✓

South Africa ✓ ✓ ✓

Spain ✓ ✓ ✓

Sweden ✓ ✓ ✓

Switzerland ✓ ✓ ✓

Togo

Trinidad and Tobago ✓ ✓ ✗

TUVALU

United Kingdom ✓ ✓ ✓

Uruguay ✓ ✗ ✓

APPENDIX  2 

EXPORTS AND IMPORTS (CONTINUED)

*Report is private
Has submitted public report
HAVE NOT SUBMITTED REPORT

✓	State indicates yes
✗	 State indicates no

– No response
• Special situation
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State Includes measures that allow the 
regulation, where necessary and 
feasible, of transit of conventional arms 
convered under Article 2(1)

Includes measures that allow the 
regulation, where necessary and 
feasible, of trans-shipment of 
conventional arms convered under 
Article 2(1)

Provides definition of brokering

Albania ✓ ✓ ✓

ANTIGUA AND BARBUDA

Argentina ✓ ✓ ✗

Australia ✓ ✓ ✶

Austria ✓ ✓ ✓

BAHAMAS

BARBADOS

Belgium ✗ ✓ ✓

BELIZE

Bosnia and Herzegovina ✓ ✓ ✓

Bulgaria ✓ ✓ ✓

Burkina Faso*

CENTRAL AFRICAN 
REPUBLIC

CHAD

Costa Rica ✓ ✓ ✓

Côte d'Ivoire ✓ ✓ ✶

Croatia ✓ ✓ ✓

Czech Republic ✓ ✗ ✓

Denmark ✓ ✓ ✓

DOMINICA

Dominican Republic ✓ ✗ ✓

El Salvador ✗ ✗ ✗

Estonia ✓ ✓ ✓

Finland ✓ ✓ ✓

APPENDIX 2

TRANSIT/TRANSHIPMENT & BROKERING 

*Report is private
Has submitted public report
HAVE NOT SUBMITTED REPORT

✓	State indicates yes
✗	 State indicates no

– No response
• Special situation
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State Includes measures that allow the 
regulation, where necessary and 
feasible, of transit of conventional arms 
convered under Article 2(1)

Includes measures that allow the 
regulation, where necessary and 
feasible, of trans-shipment of 
conventional arms convered under 
Article 2(1)

Provides definition of brokering

France ✓ ✓ ✶

Georgia ✓ ✓ ✓

Germany ✓ ✓ ✓

GREECE

GRENADA

GUINEA

GUYANA

Hungary ✓ ✓ ✓

Iceland ✓ ✓ ✓

Ireland ✓ ✓ ✓

Italy ✓ ✓ ✓

Jamaica ✓ ✓ ✗	

Japan ✓ ✓ ✗

Latvia ✓ ✓ ✓

LESOTHO

Liberia ✗ ✓ ✓

Liechtenstein ✓ ✓ ✓

Lithuania ✓ ✓ ✓

Lu✗embourg ✓ ✓ ✓

Macedonia ✓ ✗ ✓

MALI

MALTA

MAURITANIA

Mauritius*

Mex✗ico ✓ ✓ ✓

*Report is private
Has submitted public report
HAVE NOT SUBMITTED REPORT

✓	State indicates yes
✗	 State indicates no

– No response
• Special situation

APPENDIX 2

TRANSIT/TRANSHIPMENT & BROKERING 
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State Includes measures that allow the 
regulation, where necessary and 
feasible, of transit of conventional arms 
convered under Article 2(1)

Includes measures that allow the 
regulation, where necessary and 
feasible, of trans-shipment of 
conventional arms convered under 
Article 2(1)

Provides definition of brokering

Moldova ✓ ✓ ✗

Montenegro ✓ ✓ ✓

Netherlands ✓ ✓ ✓

New Zealand ✓ ✓ ✓

NIGER

Nigeria*

Norway ✓ ✓ ✓

Panama ✓ ✓ ✶

PARAGUAY

Peru ✓ ✓ ✶

Poland ✓ ✓ ✓

Portugal ✓ ✓ ✓

Romania ✓ ✓ ✓

SAINT KITTS AND NEVIS

SAINT LUCIA

SAINT VINCENT AND THE 
GRENADINES

Samoa ✓ ✓ ✗

SAN MARINO

Senegal*

Serbia ✓ ✓ ✓

SEYCHELLES

Sierra Leone ✗ ✗ ✗

Slovakia ✓ ✓ ✓

Slovenia ✓ ✓ ✓

South Africa ✓ ✓ ✗

TRANSIT/TRANSHIPMENT & BROKERING (CONTINUED)

*Report is private
Has submitted public report
HAVE NOT SUBMITTED REPORT

✓	State indicates yes
✗	 State indicates no

– No response
• Special situation
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State Includes measures that allow the 
regulation, where necessary and 
feasible, of transit of conventional arms 
convered under Article 2(1)

Includes measures that allow the 
regulation, where necessary and 
feasible, of trans-shipment of 
conventional arms convered under 
Article 2(1)

Provides definition of brokering

Spain ✓ ✓ ✓

Sweden ✓ ✓ ✓

Switzerland ✓ ✓ ✓

Togo*

Trinidad and Tobago ✓ ✓ ✗

TUVALU

United Kingdom ✓ ✓ ✗

Uruguay ✓ ✓ ✗

APPENDIX 2

TRANSIT/TRANSHIPMENT & BROKERING (CONTINUED)

✓	State indicates yes
✗	 State indicates no

– No response
• Special situation

*Report is private
Has submitted public report
HAVE NOT SUBMITTED REPORT
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State Prohibits arms transfers in all 
circumstances specified in Article 6

Albania ✓

ANTIGUA AND BARBUDA

Argentina ✓

Australia ✓

Austria ✓

BAHAMAS

BARBADOS

Belgium ✓

BELIZE

Bosnia and Herzegovina ✓

Bulgaria ✓

Burkina Faso*

CENTRAL AFRICAN REPUBLIC

CHAD

Costa Rica ✓

Côte d'Ivoire ✓

Croatia ✓

Czech Republic ✓

Denmark ✓

DOMINICA

Dominican Republic ✓

El Salvador ✓

Estonia ✓

Finland ✓

France ✓

Georgia ✓

State Prohibits arms transfers in all 
circumstances specified in Article 6

Germany ✓

GREECE

GRENADA

GUINEA

GUYANA

Hungary ✓

Iceland ✓

Ireland ✓

Italy ✓

Jamaica ✓

Japan ✓

Latvia ✓

LESOTHO

Liberia ✗

Liechtenstein ✓

Lithuania ✓

Lu✗embourg ✓

Macedonia ✓

MALI

MALTA

MAURITANIA

Mauritius*

Mex✗ico ✓

Moldova ✓

Montenegro ✓

Netherlands ✓

APPENDIX 2

PROHIBITIONS

*Report is private
Has submitted public report
HAVE NOT SUBMITTED REPORT

✓	State indicates yes
✗	 State indicates no

– No response
• Special situation
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State Prohibits arms transfers in all 
circumstances specified in Article 6

New Zealand ✓

NIGER

Nigeria*

Norway ✓

Panama ✗

PARAGUAY

Peru ✓

Poland ✓

Portugal ✓

Romania ✓

SAINT KITTS AND NEVIS

SAINT LUCIA

SAINT VINCENT AND THE 
GRENADINES

Samoa ✓

SAN MARINO

State Prohibits arms transfers in all 
circumstances specified in Article 6

Senegal*

Serbia ✓

SEYCHELLES

Sierra Leone ✓

Slovakia ✓

Slovenia ✓

South Africa ✓

Spain ✓

Sweden ✓

Switzerland ✓

Togo*

Trinidad and Tobago ✗

TUVALU

United Kingdom ✓

Uruguay ✗

*Report is private
Has submitted public report
HAVE NOT SUBMITTED REPORT

APPENDIX 2 

PROHIBITIONS (CONTINUED)

✓	State indicates yes
✗	 State indicates no

– No response
• Special situation
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APPENDIX 2: 

DIVERSION

State Measures in 
place to prevent 
diversion

Measures in 
place to be 
taken when 
diversion has 
been detected

Provision, upon 
request, of end 
use / end user 
documentation 
to the e✗porting 
state

Require end 
use / end user 
assurances 
from an 
importing State 
(or industry)

E✗amine parties 
involved in 
transfer

Require, where 
appropriate, 
additional 
documentation, 
certification, 
and/or other 
assurances

E✗change 
relevant 
information with 
other States 
Parties

Albania ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

ANTIGUA AND 
BARBUDA

Argentina ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Australia ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Austria ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

BAHAMAS

BARBADOS

Belgium ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

BELIZE

Bosnia and 
Herzegovina ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Bulgaria ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Burkina Faso*

CENTRAL AFRICAN 
REPUBLIC

CHAD

Costa Rica ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓

Côte d'Ivoire ✓ ✓ – – – – –

Croatia ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Czech Republic ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Denmark ✓ ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

DOMINICA

Dominican 
Republic ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

El Salvador ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Estonia ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Finland ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

*Report is private
Has submitted public report
HAVE NOT SUBMITTED REPORT

✓	State indicates yes
✗	 State indicates no

– No response
• Special situation
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APPENDIX 2

DIVERSION (CONTINUED)

*Report is private
Has submitted public report
HAVE NOT SUBMITTED REPORT

State Measures in 
place to prevent 
diversion

Measures in 
place to be 
taken when 
diversion has 
been detected

Provision, upon 
request, of end 
use / end user 
documentation 
to the e✗porting 
state

Require end 
use / end user 
assurances 
from an 
importing State 
(or industry)

E✗amine parties 
involved in 
transfer

Require, where 
appropriate, 
additional 
documentation, 
certification, 
and/or other 
assurances

E✗change 
relevant 
information with 
other States 
Parties

France ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Georgia ✓ ✓ – – – – –

Germany ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

GREECE

GRENADA

GUINEA

GUYANA

Hungary ✓ ✗ – – – – –

Iceland ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Ireland ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Italy ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Jamaica ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Japan ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ – – ✓

Latvia ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

LESOTHO

Liberia ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

Liechtenstein ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Lithuania ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Lu✗embourg ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Macedonia ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓

MALI

MALTA

MAURITANIA

Mauritius*

✓	State indicates yes
✗	 State indicates no

– No response
• Special situation
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State Measures in 
place to prevent 
diversion

Measures in 
place to be 
taken when 
diversion has 
been detected

Provision, upon 
request, of end 
use / end user 
documentation 
to the e✗porting 
state

Require end 
use / end user 
assurances 
from an 
importing State 
(or industry)

E✗amine parties 
involved in 
transfer

Require, where 
appropriate, 
additional 
documentation, 
certification, 
and/or other 
assurances

E✗change 
relevant 
information with 
other States 
Parties

Mex✗ico ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Moldova ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Montenegro – – – – – – –

Netherlands ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

New Zealand ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

NIGER

Nigeria*

Norway ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Panama ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓

Paraguay

Peru ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Poland ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Portugal ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Romania ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

SAINT KITTS AND 
NEVIS

SAINT LUCIA

SAINT VINCENT 
AND THE 
GRENADINES

Samoa ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

SAN MARINO

Senegal*

Serbia ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

SEYCHELLES

Sierra Leone ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Slovakia ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

DIVERSION (CONTINUED)

*Report is private
Has submitted public report
HAVE NOT SUBMITTED REPORT

✓	State indicates yes
✗	 State indicates no

– No response
• Special situation
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State Measures in 
place to prevent 
diversion

Measures in 
place to be 
taken when 
diversion has 
been detected

Provision, upon 
request, of end 
use / end user 
documentation 
to the e✗porting 
state

Require end 
use / end user 
assurances 
from an 
importing State 
(or industry)

E✗amine parties 
involved in 
transfer

Require, where 
appropriate, 
additional 
documentation, 
certification, 
and/or other 
assurances

E✗change 
relevant 
information with 
other States 
Parties

Slovenia ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

South Africa ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Spain ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Sweden ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Switzerland ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Togo*

Trinidad and 
Tobago ✓ ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

TUVALU

United Kingdom ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓

Uruguay ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

APPENDIX 2

DIVERSION (CONTINUED)

*Report is private
Has submitted public report
HAVE NOT SUBMITTED REPORT

✓	State indicates yes
✗	 State indicates no

– No response
• Special situation
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ENFORCEMENT

State Measures in place to 
enforce national laws 
and regulations that 
implement the ATT

National legislation 
allows for the 
provision of joint 
assistance in 
investigations, 
prosecutions and 
judicial proceedings

Albania ✓ ✓

ANTIGUA AND 
BARBUDA

Argentina ✓ ✓

Australia ✓ –

Austria ✓ ✓

BAHAMAS

BARBADOS

Belgium ✓ ✓

BELIZE

Bosnia and Herzegovina ✓ ✓

Bulgaria ✓ ✓

Burkina Faso*

CENTRAL AFRICAN 
REPUBLIC

CHAD

Costa Rica – –

Côte d'Ivoire ✓ ✓

Croatia ✓ ✓

Czech Republic ✓ ✓

Denmark ✓ ✓

DOMINICA

Dominican Republic ✓ ✓

El Salvador ✓ ✓

Estonia ✓ ✓

Finland ✓ ✓

France ✓ ✗

Georgia ✓ ✓

Germany ✓ ✓

GREECE

State Measures in place to 
enforce national laws 
and regulations that 
implement the ATT

National legislation 
allows for the 
provision of joint 
assistance in 
investigations, 
prosecutions and 
judicial proceedings

GRENADA

GUINEA

GUYANA

Hungary ✓ ✓

Iceland ✓ ✓

Ireland ✓ ✓

Italy ✓ ✓

Jamaica ✗ ✗

Japan ✓ ✓

Latvia ✓ ✓

LESOTHO

Liberia ✗ ✓

Liechtenstein ✓ ✓

Lithuania ✓ ✓

Lu✗embourg ✓ ✓

Macedonia ✓ ✓

MALI

MALTA

MAURITANIA

Mauritius*

Mex✗ico ✓ ✗

Moldova ✓ ✓

Montenegro – –

Netherlands ✓ ✓

New Zealand ✓ ✓

NIGER

Nigeria*

Norway ✓ ✓

*Report is private
Has submitted public report
HAVE NOT SUBMITTED REPORT

✓	State indicates yes
✗	 State indicates no

– No response
• Special situation
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APPENDIX 2

ENFORCEMENT (CONTINUED)

*Report is private
Has submitted public report
HAVE NOT SUBMITTED REPORT

State Measures in place to 
enforce national laws 
and regulations that 
implement the ATT

National legislation 
allows for the 
provision of joint 
assistance in 
investigations, 
prosecutions and 
judicial proceedings

Panama ✗ ✗

PARAGUAY

Peru ✓ ✓

Poland ✓ ✓

Portugal ✓ ✓

Romania ✓ ✓

SAINT KITTS AND NEVIS

SAINT LUCIA

SAINT VINCENT AND 
THE GRENADINES

Samoa ✓ ✓

SAN MARINO

Senegal*

Serbia ✓ –

SEYCHELLES

Sierra Leone ✓ ✓

Slovakia ✓ ✓

Slovenia ✓ ✓

South Africa ✓ ✓

Spain ✓ ✓

Sweden ✓ ✓

Switzerland ✓ ✓

Togo*

Trinidad and Tobago ✓ ✓

TUVALU

United Kingdom ✓ ✓

Uruguay ✗ ✓ ✓

✓	State indicates yes
✗	 State indicates no

– No response
• Special situation
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Definition Proposed Indicators Proposed Sources

Individual Violence that is not 
intended to further the 
aims of any formally 
defined group or cause. 

Access to small arms and light weapons Economist Intelligence Unit (part of the Global Peace Index) 

Child maltreatment/protection laws UNICEF, and UN Development Program (UNDP)/UNODC/
WHO Violence Prevention Report

Domestic violence laws UN Gender Statistics

Effectiveness of criminal justice systems World Justice Project (WJP)

Gang membership levels and laws UNDP/UNODC/WHO Violence Prevention Report 

Homicide (violent deaths out of conflict) Small Arms Survey (based on UNODC data) 

Human rights abuses Amnesty International, Human Rights Watch, US State 
Department (Political Terror Scale - PTS) 

Human inequality UNDP Human Development Index 

Intimate partner violence UN Gender Statistics

Respect for the rule of law World Bank (World Governance Indicators) 

Violent crime rates UNODC Crime Trends (UN-CTS) 

Youth unemployment World Bank (World Development Indicators) 

Youth violence UNODC

Group Armed violence carried 
out at a by people who 
identify themselves as 
members of a group 
to further political, 
economic or social 
objectives.

Access to small arms and light weapons Economist Intelligence Unit (part of the Global Peace Index) 

Active armed groups Uppsala Conflict Data Programme

Atrocity crimes UN Special Advisors on Prevention of Genocide and 
Responsibility to Protect

Discrimination against minorities Pew Research Center (Social Hostilities Index) 

Group grievances Fragile States Index (The Fund for Peace) 

Genocide Early Warning Early Warning Project

Human rights abuses Amnesty International, Human Rights Watch, US State 
Department (PTS)

Human trafficking US State Department (Trafficking in Persons Report) 

Human Inequality UNDP Human Development Index

Monopoly of the use of force Bertelsmann Stiftung (Transformation Index BTI)

Organized crime levels and laws UNODC

Respect for the rule of law World Bank (World Governance Indicators) 

Political instability World Bank (World Governance Indicators) 

Protection of political and civil liberties Freedom House (Freedom in the World) 

Terrorism Institute for Economics and Peace (Global Terrorism Index)

APPENDIX 3: SOURCES FOR RISK WATCH TYPOLOGY
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Definition Proposed Indicators Proposed Sources

Institutional Violence and human 
rights abuses 
perpetrated or 
sanctioned by the state.

Attacks on human rights defenders Front Line Defenders

Defence-sector corruption Transparency International (Government Defence Anti-
Corruption Index) 

Extrajudicial killing UN Special Rapporteur on extrajudicial, summary or arbitrary 
executions

Freedom of the press Reporters Without Borders (World Press Freedom Index) 

Freedom of religion Pew Research Center (Government Restrictions on Religion) 

Human rights abuses Amnesty International, Human Rights Watch, US State 
Department (PTS) 

Lack of constraints on government 
powers

WJP

Legitimacy/stability of state structures Bertelsmann Stiftung (Transformation Index BTI) 

Military expenditure SIPRI

Military interference in the rule of law Fraser Institute (Economic Freedom of the World) 

Police and internal security forces 
capacity/legitimacy

World Internal Security and Police Index (WISPI)

Political and civil liberties Freedom House (Freedom in the World) 

Protection of fundamental rights World Justice Project

Repression of civil society CIVICUS Monitor

Rule of law weakness World Bank (World Governance Indicators) 

Conflict Intense political 
violence, either inter or 
intra-state.

Active armed conflict International Institute for Strategic Studies  
(Armed Conflict Database)
Uppsala Conflict Data Programme

Atrocity crimes UN Special Advisors on Prevention of Genocide and 
Responsibility to Protect

Defence-sector corruption Transparency International (Government Defence Anti-
Corruption Index) 

Genocide early warning Early Warning Project

Highly violent conflict Heidelberg Institute for International Conflict Research 
(Conflict Barometer) 

Human rights abuses Amnesty International, Human Rights Watch, US State 
Department (PTS) 

Military expenditure SIPRI

Sexual violence in conflict Report of the UN Secretary-General on Sexual Violence  
in Conflict 

Recruitment of child soldiers UN Security Council Working Group on Children and  
Armed Conflict

APPENDIX 3
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