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may account for their lack of participation. Capacity-building in such
cases may involve technical training of key personnel as part of insti-
tutional rebuilding of the security sector.

Many reports are submitted well after the nominal deadline of
31 May and, therefore, cannot be reflected in the annual consolidated
report of the Secretary-General, except in subsequent addenda to that
report (see Table 10 below). This may require a review of internal
arrangements by States to see how submissions could be expedited.

Table 10: Reporting by 31 May deadline

Other substantive and procedural issues

Further development of the Register in terms of its scope is
an ongoing process that was initiated at the outset. Apart from the
substantive question of bringing procurement and holdings on par
with international transfers, there is a pending procedural issue of
providing a standardized system for reporting under these headings,
even on an optional basis. A standardized reporting system should
present fewer difficulties since it would not prejudge the substantive
issue of bringing “additional background information” on par with
international transfers. Furthermore, a standardized reporting system
for procurement and holdings would be unavoidable if Member States
wish to file their annual returns directly to the Register.* Technically,

3 The Office for Disarmament Affairs is currently implementing a pilot project to
test the feasibility of direct electronic filing of reports by Member States to the
Register.
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a standardized format would also help to make the Register’s public
database more user-friendly.

Likewise, the Register could strengthen its value as a source of
hard data on quantity and type of equipment transferred if some gaps
can be bridged, particularly with regard to the transfer of missiles and
missile-launchers. One approach might be to consider integrating the
“Remarks” column into the core reporting form by removing the space
that physically separates it. However, this would require changing the
structure of the reporting system as well as reversing an understanding
on the reporting of missile transfers, even though, in practice, only a
few States have been reluctant to disclose quantity or type.

Another possible refinement may be to accompany export and
import information with data on arms to be taken from service (in the
seven agreed categories).

A further option to improve the practical use of the Register may
be to consider that information on export and import of conventional
arms, including SALW, be accompanied in the “Remarks” column by
data on the relevant end user certificate(s).

Member States could also consider some purely procedural
changes to make the reporting of transfers clearer than it is currently.
The format for reporting missiles and missile-launchers includes a
subcategory “(b)” for man-portable air defense systems, known as
MANPADS. In some submissions, it is difficult to distinguish between
entries for the two subcategories, thereby reducing the transparency
value of transfers reported under this category. A clearer distinction
between the two subcategories in the standardized reporting forms
would be desirable; a proposal thereto could be suggested by the
United Nations Secretariat.

Similarly, sometimes it is not easy for the observer to align the
number of transfers declared under a particular category with the infor-
mation provided on the type and model of those reported numbers.
Perhaps, a further refinement of the format to visually separate the
entries within each category could be considered.
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As abbreviations can sometimes be confusing or difficult to
interpret with certainty, defining those used in national reports, in an
attachment, would expedite the preparation of the Secretary-General’s
annual report. It would also help to avoid distortions when they
are translated from the original language into the other official UN
languages.

Discrepancies or mismatches between exports and imports
continue to occur in the reports on transfers, as earlier observed by
the 2006 Group of Governmental Experts. This makes it difficult to
determine with certainty the quantities of equipment transferred in a
given year.

Consultations between suppliers and recipients, in all instances
prior to the reporting of transfers, would help to reduce mismatches.
However, as discussed in the previous reviews, mismatches occur
mainly because of differences in the definition of “transfer”. As such,
to eliminate discrepancies as far as possible, perhaps a renewed effort
should be considered to examine the prospects of a common definition,
thus enhancing the Register’s reliability as a source of data. Also, a
light arrangement for formal clarification requests can be considered,
for instance, through the United Nations Secretariat.

Since the Register’s inception, extra-budgetary resources to
support regional workshops have been an essential part of its pro-
motional effort. A series of seminars held in the early 1990s played a
major role in giving the Register a promising start. Likewise, a number
of workshops held during 2001-2006 helped not only to promote the
Register but also to obtain valuable feedback for the 2003 and 2006
reviews. The Register would benefit greatly from the continued avail-
ability of extra-budgetary funds to organize workshops, as there are
no provisions in the regular budget for that exercise.

As the pattern of regional reporting shows, there is a need to
sustain the workshop series in some regions more than in others to
encourage a higher, or at least a more consistent, level of participation
at the regional or subregional levels, and also to raise the profile of the
Register at those levels.

The workshop mechanism is also essential for another reason.
Since the Register is reviewed periodically, regional workshops
provide an important channel of communication to obtain feedback
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for subsequent reviews. This is particularly important since Groups
of Governmental Experts are quite limited in size, which means that
most States are not able to have a direct impact on the review process.

In practice, fund-raising to generate extra-budgetary resources
has been an arduous undertaking, at least partly because there are
many competing demands on the limited resources and priorities of
potential donors. It might be advisable, therefore, to consider other
supplementary or supportive measures.

One modality could be to encourage regional or subregional
organizations to organize meetings on arms transparency in the
margins of relevant events, either independently or in cooperation with
the United Nations. Another option might be to include arms transpar-
ency in the agenda of their regular meetings. The 2006 Expert Group
did refer to such supplementary approaches in its recommendations.
Perhaps, the reference to such measures could be further reinforced to
more fully explore their potential.
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VIIl. Conclusions

THE REGISTER WAS NOT ESTABLISHED AS AN INSTRUMENT WITH A
PREDETERMINED SCOPE but as a potentially dynamic mechanism for
promoting confidence-building among States through enhanced levels
of transparency. It has moved in that direction through some modifi-
cations made to its operation and scope in recent years.

To recapitulate, by lowering the reporting threshold for artillery-
systems, the Register demonstrated its adaptability to regional security
concerns, since mortars are more widely used in civil conflicts that
have been the norm in many regions, rather than traditional inter-State
conflicts.

Likewise, by incorporating man-portable air defense systems,
known as MANPADS, on an exceptional basis, the Register made its
contribution to broad-based international efforts to prevent unauthor-
ized entities, such as terrorists, from acquiring these potentially deadly
weapons.

Since the Register operates in a changing security environment,
marked by new developments in military technology and methods
of warfare, it has to cope not only with existing challenges, which
include some long-standing issues, but also with emerging challenges,
some of which are likely to loom large in the next 5 to 10 years.

For example, ten years ago combat unmanned aerial vehicles,
(UAVs), were just entering the scene and their role in combat opera-
tions was very limited. They have become a significant asset in modern
warfare. Also, the lethality (range and precision) of conventional
munitions — regardless of the platform from which they are fired —
have also increased greatly, transforming the battle-field spatially.
Meanwhile, new armaments that are in the offing based on directed
energy, such as laser weapons and electromagnetic guns, will further
change the nature of the battlefield, eroding the central role currently
enjoyed by conventional munitions.
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The mechanism of periodic review provides a potential safeguard
to ensure the Register’s continued progress as a transparency instru-
ment. The previous reviews have contributed towards an atmosphere
of productive and focused discussion, thereby laying the basis for a
constructive examination of the pending issues.

In addition to drawing upon the experience of the review process
that has been in operation since 1994, the criteria spelled out in the
1992 report of technical experts also provides important guidelines
concerning the Register’s further development.

The prospects of consensus building will ultimately determine
the results that can be achieved at any particular stage. Since the
Register is reviewed periodically, its future is not tied to the outcome
of any one review while the periodicity of the review process provides
space for consensus-building efforts on a continuing basis. Indeed,
the progress achieved on some issues in 2003 and 2006 were related
in large part to the work of the previous review.

Those achievements raise the expectation that, through sustained
consensus-building efforts, the Register will be able to maintain the
momentum for its continued progress.
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