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ABSTRACT
Small arms and light weapons are ubiquitous weapons of war. Their influence is
felt daily around the world and they have increasingly garnered international attention.
Concurrent with efforts to develop broad-based international regimes, a bottom-up
approach has emerged that is focused on localized armed violence reduction through the
means of addressing a myriad of small arms problems (e.g., DDR, civilian weapons
collection and destruction, stockpile management, legislative reform and enforcement, and
public education).
This dissertation explores the role and effectiveness of these localized aid efforts by
examining the following underlying questions: How can we evaluate success of small arms
aid? What are the geographically limited initiatives trying to address? Are they succeeding?
Are they sufficient? And how are they affected by the SALW policy environment?
My research begins by examining the extent to which an international regime on
small arms has and has not developed since the 2001 UN Programme of Action. It then
engages in focused case studies of international assistance programs run by UNDP that are
addressing localized small arms problems in the former Yugoslavia—in Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Croatia, and Kosovo.
In assessing the cases, I develop a framework of criteria to evaluate effectiveness,
including: the extent to which a robust policy and legal framework has been developed; the
v

extent to which the other proximate goals of the program have been achieved; the extent to
which local capacity has been developed (the sustainability of the intervention); the extent
to which the broader societal context has changed concurrent with the intervention; and
the extent to which security and perceptions of security have changed.
I find that these localized small arms control efforts are engaging in important
work, and are profoundly influenced by the broader policy environment. In fact, the
programs are helping to bring local laws and policies in line with European and
international regimes on SALW. These broader regimes lack an enforcement mechanism,
yet they are being actualized, at least in the former Yugoslavia, via targeted international
aid. I conclude with a series of recommendations for policy and future research.
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INTRODUCTION

Background	
  
In July of 2001, the UN Conference on the Illicit Trade in Small Arms and Light
Weapons in All Its Aspects (UN 2001) concluded with a politically binding outcome
document: the Programme of Action to Prevent, Combat and Eradicate the Illicit Trade in
Small Arms and Light Weapons in All Its Aspects (PoA). To the extent that an
international regime on the issue of small arms exists, the PoA is its centerpiece. Yet, it is
not legally binding, has a number of short-comings, and many broad-based international
efforts on the subject have faltered. The question then emerges, why has more of an
international regime failed to form? And, what has been the response to this failure?
Essentially, there are three approaches to small arms policy that are occurring
simultaneously. Some actors continue to work for a broad-based international regime,
advocating a top-down approach in which the PoA is strengthened and an “Arms Trade
Treaty” would eventually take center-stage.1 A second approach is embodied by the recent
International Small Arms Control Standards (ISACS) project, which is attempting to
identify and delineate international standards on small arms control and encourage their
adoption. This might be described as a mid-level approach. Finally, many actors have been

1

As will be discussed later, after several rounds stalled negotiations, a text to the ATT was ultimately agreed
upon by the UN General Assembly in 2013. It has not yet entered into force.

1

investing in a bottom-up approach that is focused on problem-solving the here-and-now;
this approach has seen a significant amount of growth in recent years. It is this latter
approach that is the focus of this study. This bottom-up approach focuses on the question
of “In the mean time, what can we do?” It has led to a wide array of localized efforts to
address proliferation and misuse of small arms and its consequences on the ground. This
approach is very much based in the developing field of human security. The ultimate goal
is armed violence reduction, through the means of addressing a myriad of small arms
problems (e.g., disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration [DDR] of former
combatants, civilian weapons collection and destruction, stockpile management, legislative
reform and enforcement, and public education).
The relationship between armed violence and weapons is a complicated one. For
example, we may understand armed violence as a factor of weapons in circulation, security,
conflict phase, etc., where weapons in circulation is in turn a factor of supply and demand
for weapons. This is where the complication arises: demand for weapons is in turn
influenced by preferences for security, and by the existence of armed violence, as well as by
many other factors. In other words, weapons contribute to armed violence, but armed
violence also contributes to the demand for weapons. Thus, armed violence and weapons
in circulation may be considered reversed independent variables.
Small arms constitutes a new and still developing area of study within the field of
international relations. Existing studies draw on a number of disciplines—traditional
2

security studies, arms control and proliferation, human security, international
organizations, and more. In this nascent area of study, the proliferation of small arms has
received the largest focus for the simple reason that proliferation has received the greatest
degree of political attention. This literature does not yet constitute a full-grown academic
discourse—practitioners and activists dominate it—but it is asking some important
questions, and there are areas of fruitful study where academic methodology may
contribute usefully to its development.
My research examines the extent to which an international regime has and has not
developed in the area of small arms since UN 2001—an area that has seen slow and halting
progress. It then engages in focused case studies of international assistance programs run by
UNDP that are addressing localized small arms problems in the former Yugoslavia. The
former Yugoslav cases are highly significant because, to a large degree, that is where the
action is. As will be discussed later, most small arms funding goes to DDR and most DDR
funding goes to Africa; DDR has also been the most studied of small arms assistance. But
of the myriad of other types of small arms aid programs, a plurality, and in some cases (e.g.,
destruction) a majority, has gone to Stability Pact countries. This is an area where multiple
small arms assistance programs are being directed and significant amounts of funding are
being contributed. Understanding the impact of such programs in cases where there is
substantial international interest, commitment, and aid levels will be important for
understanding the potential of such projects. The case studies will allow us to examine the
3

relative success of different programs, and to develop a framework for understanding the
role played by such initiatives. Moreover, examining these programs will give insight into
the effectiveness of localized efforts in the absence of broader systemic change.

Defining	
  the	
  Terms	
  
Small arms and light weapons (SALW) span a range of weapons from the everpresent AK-47 assault rifle favored by insurgents world-wide, to man-portable air defense
systems (MANPADS), the shoulder-fired missiles used to shoot down aircraft, which pose a
renewed threat in the post-9/11 era.
In 2001, the Graduate Institute of International Studies in Geneva launched the
Small Arms Survey—an independent research organization focused on SALW—which has
been leading the field ever since. This study will thus utilize the definition used by the
Small Arms Survey in their annual yearbooks, which in turn is adapted from that of the
1997 UN Panel of Governmental Experts on Small Arms. The Small Arms Survey defines
small arms and light weapons as “cover[ing] both military-style weapons and commercial
firearms.”2 For clarity, it can be useful to further distinguish small arms as those firearms
that can be handled by a single user, while light weapons, which are slightly larger, may
require a small crew. The Survey thus lists small arms as including “revolvers and selfloading pistols, rifles and carbines, assault rifles, sub-machine guns, and light machine
2

Graduate Institute of International Studies, Small Arms Survey 2001: Profiling the Problem (Geneva: Oxford
University Press, 2001), 8.

4

guns,” while light weapons encompass “heavy machine guns, hand-held under-barrel and
mounted grenade launchers, portable anti-tank and anti-aircraft guns, recoilless rifles,
portable launchers of anti-tank and anti-aircraft missile systems, and mortars of less than
100mm calibre.”3 In later years, the Small Arms Survey has distinguished the terms
“firearms” and “guns” as a sub-category of small arms: “The Survey uses the terms ‘firearm’
and ‘gun’ to mean hand-held weapons that fire a projectile through a tube by explosive
charge. The terms ‘small arms’ and ‘light weapons’ are used more comprehensively to refer
to all hand-held, man-portable, explosively or chemically propelled or detonated devices.”4
This dissertation will use the terms “small arms,” “small arms and light weapons,” and
“firearms” interchangeably, according to the more comprehensive definition, unless
otherwise stated.5
Developing a definition of human security has likewise proven to be quite difficult.
The 1994 Human Development Report advocated for a new far-reaching concept of
human security to replace traditional state-centric models of security:
For too long, the concept of security has been shaped by the potential for conflict
between states. For too long, security has been equated with the threats to a
country’s borders. For too long, nations have sought arms to protect their security.
3

Ibid.
Graduate Institute of International Studies, Small Arms Survey 2007: Guns and the City (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2007), 3.
5
At the UN Conference and in other international fora the exact parameters of these terms have been
contended at length, with great discussion over whether they should explicitly be limited to “military”
weapons or not. In practice, there is little difference between many military and civilian small arms, and so
the two get treated together. The lack of distinction is part of the nature of the problem; it is also one of the
reasons that addressing it is so politically delicate.
4
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… Most people instinctively understand what security means. It means safety from
the constant threats of hunger, disease, crime and repression. It also means
protection from sudden and hurtful disruptions in the pattern of our daily lives—
whether in our homes, in our jobs, in our communities or in our environment.6
In the years since then, the precise definition of human security has been widely debated.
The Human Security Report 2005, for example, supports a much narrower definition of
human security, finding the Human Development Report version too broad. This narrow
definition of human security is focused on protecting people from political violence:
“Human security is a new concept, now widely used to describe the complex of interrelated
threats associated with civil war, genocide and the displacement of populations.”7 While
an overly broad definition of human security may be untenable in practice, this narrow
reading precludes significant factors, including threats posed by widespread violence that is
not political in nature (e.g., criminal violence). For the purposes of this paper, human
security will be understood to encompass the physical, social, and economic safety of
individuals and communities, along the lines of the HDR definition; thus, threats to
human security include violence (criminal or political) as well factors such as widespread
disease or rampant poverty which prevent people from accessing their basic human rights.

6

United Nations Development Programme, Human Development Report 1994 (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1994): 3.
7
Human Security Centre, Human Security Report 2005: War and Peace in the 21st Century (New York: Oxford
University Press, 2005): VIII.

6

Significance	
  of	
  the	
  Project	
  
Small arms and light weapons are ubiquitous weapons of war and their influence is
felt daily around the world. There are an estimated 875 million small arms in circulation
worldwide8 and they are responsible for 60 to 90 percent of direct conflict deaths.9
Moreover, small arms are frequently used in human rights and humanitarian law
violations. Their unique characteristics—weight, durability, portability, concealability, and
affordability—make them ideal weapons for a wide range of actors, from government forces
to non-state armed groups to private citizens, and the proliferation of these weapons of
individual destruction has grown relatively unchecked. The scope of the threat, the
existence of legitimate uses for these weapons, and the volatile politics around the issue of
firearms trade and ownership, all make this problem particularly difficult to engage.
In the past decade, there has been increasing acceptance among governments,
NGOs, and the UN of the idea that the proliferation of small arms—together with their
misuse—have high-impact effects. Recognition that a problem exists has led to a
proliferation of initiatives attempting to address it. Most international initiatives, both
global and regional, have focused on the proliferation of small arms, and within that area,
on the illicit weapons trade, and even there, progress has been very limited. Only one
legally binding international agreement has entered into force—the 2001 Vienna Firearms
8

Graduate Institute of International Studies, Small Arms Survey 2007: Guns and the City, 2.
Graduate Institute of International Studies, Small Arms Survey 2005: Weapons at War (Geneva: Oxford
University Press, 2005), 248.
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Protocol—and it is not comprehensive, nor has it gained the support of key players such as
the United States. Meanwhile, the broader Programme of Action that emerged from UN
2001 is politically, rather than legally, binding and is itself still limited to the illicit trade
(albeit broadly defined). Moreover, many efforts to extend its scope and impact were
stymied by the powerful few—most notably the US.
At the same time, there has also been an increase in support for geographically
limited initiatives (from both local and external aid sources) that look beyond the realm of
trade per se, to address the effects of small arms. This can be seen through a variety of
efforts aimed at DDR of former combatants, civilian weapons collection and destruction,
stockpile management, legislative reform and enforcement, and public education. They
may be initiated by an international organization, bilateral agreement, domestic
government, or civil society; what distinguishes them from the broader international
initiatives is their focus on problem-solving on the ground in specific locations rather than
systemic scope. These initiatives are based on the belief that access to weapons will increase
the recourse to weapons-related violence, and that conversely, limiting weapons availability
(along with addressing demand) will limit the repercussions in terms of violence and
insecurity.
These more limited initiatives are most often undertaken for humanitarian or
human security reasons, such as alleviating firearms deaths in a post-conflict environment.
They may also be undertaken for specific conventional security interests, such as securing a
8

particularly volatile stockpile that is considered a threat to the state or to neighboring
states. The overarching category into which they fall—armed violence prevention—can be
understood as fitting within both human security and more traditional security contexts.
However, because addressing small arms proliferation and misuse is not consistently
understood as being in the rational self-interest of major state-actors on the international
stage (many states are demanding solutions but they are not the most powerful states nor
the biggest producers and suppliers of weapons), there is funding for combating small arms
problems on a case-by-case basis, but it is generally not backed up by large-scale legal or
policy changes.
The fact that a problem exists is increasingly recognized; how to define its scope
and address it, however, has not reached consensus. Because the problem has not been
rigorously studied, the potential of initiatives at various levels to address the problem is not
understood. This study seeks a better understanding of the causes and consequences of
small arms proliferation and misuse, and the potential of initiatives to address this threat.
A search of dissertations using ProQuest in 2010, at the start of this undertaking,
turned up only ten dissertations on the subject of small arms and light weapons in the
international arena (as opposed to the military or domestic political history of such arms).
A second search using FirstSearch turned up no additional dissertations. Four years later,
at the conclusion of this study, a new ProQuest search turned up no new dissertations on
small arms. The vast majority of these studies focus on the existence or development of
9

global norms on the subject—the dynamics of transnational campaigns, the emerging
regime to the extent it exists, and export controls are all examined. In addition, two are
focused on case studies of particular small arms proliferation or misuse problems (in Kenya
and Nigeria), and one is focused on regional responses (in ECOWAS). None of them
focuses on international assistance with regard to small arms and light weapons. These
dissertations do not answer the questions raised above. As the literature review will explore
further, there have been a limited number of academic articles and books recently
published on SALW, but likewise none are focused on the topic proposed by this study.
Thus, this study can be appropriately understood as offering a unique perspective within
the academic discourse.

Problem	
  Statement	
  /	
  Research	
  Question	
  
The problem posed by the proliferation and misuse of small arms and light
weapons, and the proliferation of initiatives aimed at addressing various aspects of the
problem, bring to light an interesting puzzle: Given that primarily small-scale,
geographically limited initiatives have been implemented, while larger, international or
systemic, ones have been allowed to flounder, are the former effective? We know that
policy (macro) without implementation (micro) is insufficient; is implementation without
policy equally insufficient? Understanding this puzzle has important consequences for the
shaping of effective policy at various levels. I seek to contribute to the understanding of this
10

broader puzzle, and to the development of literature on small arms more generally, by
examining the following underlying questions: How can we evaluate success of small arms
aid? What are the geographically limited initiatives trying to address? Are they succeeding?
Are they sufficient? And, how are they affected by the SALW policy environment?

Thesis	
  
I hypothesize that, to the extent that they address root causes in specific contexts,
the initiatives are effective. However, I also hypothesize that because of the lack of rigorous
strategic support, these initiatives are doomed to have, at most, local impact. Moreover,
that impact will be continually threatened by the enduring systemic problem of large-scale
cross-border proliferation, both legal and illicit. In other words, the initiatives are necessary
but not sufficient.
Furthermore, I hypothesize that the lack of systemic support is felt in ways that
extend beyond the lack of solutions to the cross-border proliferation problem. The nature
of the small arms problem as an under-studied phenomenon within the discipline of
international relations means that the potentials and pitfalls of the small-scale initiatives
are not well understood. Thus, I would expect to find that these initiatives further suffer
from a lack of systematic analysis as well, and that this has made them less able to improve
project designs.
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Ultimately, of course, one of the questions this study seeks to examine is how we
can evaluate and understand the impact of small arms assistance programs. This study’s
outcome should contribute to the nascent discussions in the small arms field on
effectiveness, evaluation, and indicators for both armed violence and its reduction. This
means that, while making use of existing tools for evaluation, I also expect to unearth more
questions through the research process. This study, then, by virtue of contributing to the
development of an academic literature on the topic, will be a small step toward providing
more complete knowledge, which in turn may contribute to a better understanding of the
policy choices we face. In the field of SALW we are still in a theory-building phase, and
other scholars will have to build upon this work and develop it further.

Methodology	
  
Overview	
  and	
  Data	
  Collection	
  	
  
I begin my research by contextualizing it within the broader question of the extent
to which an international regime has or has not developed and why. Since this is one of
the questions on the subject of SALW that has attracted the most attention from other
authors, this will not be the main focus of the dissertation and will be kept brief. I combine
a literature review on the topic with a limited process-tracing method to examine the
development of the systemic initiatives that exist. This also requires a more specific
examination of US policy, as the US has been particularly influential. Completing the
12

process-tracing aspect requires examining the text of agreements, government documents,
and policy statements.
The specific question I seek to address in my research asks about the role of
geographically limited small arms initiatives. I therefore use a limited number of focused
case studies (discussed below) in order to better understand the successes and challenges of
such initiatives. For each of the initiatives studied, I seek to determine what the goals are;
whether the goals are being met; what their impact has been; and how the broader SALW
policy environment, in turn, has affected them. This requires a process-tracing technique as
well as the use of evaluative frameworks.
Data collection for this project is primarily qualitative and involves the following:
text of international and regional agreements; government, International Organization,
and NGO documents; policy statements; reports of local programs; statements for funders;
and interviews with practitioners and policy-makers. In interviews, I ask practitioners to
offer their own perspectives based on their personal experience in the field. Their opinions
are their own, and do not necessarily represent the official positions of their organizations.
In addition, in order to more fully understand the setting in which these programs operate,
I include data on various human security and armed violence indicators, to the extent
possible. These indicator data can be gleaned from various national and international
sources, and may be quantitative or qualitative in nature.
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Evaluating	
  the	
  Cases	
  
Questions. It is important that, to the extent possible, each case be evaluated in the
same rigorous manner. Thus in approaching each case I attempt to answer the following
questions:
•

Why was the small arms assistance given?

•

What was the problem?

•

How was the assistance given?

•

What was the magnitude and duration of the assistance?

•

Who received it? Who were the domestic partners?

•

How was it used?

•

What challenges did it face?

•

What results did it achieve?

•

How can its effectiveness be evaluated?

Indicators. In evaluating the cases, it is also important to consider what criteria or
indicators will be used in assessing the “effectiveness” of the programs. In the literature
review, I discuss three different sets of indicators that have been developed in recent years:
the Human Security Indicators for Small Arms Availability and Misuse contained in the
Centre for Humanitarian Dialogue’s Missing Pieces (2005); the Matrix of the Effects and
Indicators of Small Arms Availability and Use in Muggah and Batchelor’s Development Held
Hostage (2002); and the Matrix of Performance Indicators versus Programme Operational
14

Objectives developed by SEESAC (2004). The first two are tools for assessing the broad
effects of small arms availability and use; the latter speaks more directly to the question of
program evaluation and aid effectiveness.
It would be impossible for a single researcher to gather data on all of the indicators
outlined in the three studies; luckily, it is also unnecessary. What is required, rather, is a
careful selection from among the indicators, taking into account the goals and context of
each program and the data realistically available. In the case of this dissertation, the
limitations to data availability were significant—both in terms of actual data accessibility
(e.g., lack of UN data on Kosovo due its international status), and in terms of practical
accessibility (i.e., a single researcher with limited funding cannot realistically perform field
surveys of public opinion in three post-war countries). Nonetheless, indicator data
recommended from the instruments discussed here are used to the extent practicable.
Criteria for Assessing Effectiveness. In assessing the case studies, I use the same
criteria to evaluate effectiveness in each case in order to strengthen the studies and
enhance the usefulness of my cross-case analysis. Criteria used include the extent to which
a robust policy and legal framework has been developed; the extent to which the other
proximate goals of the program have been achieved; the extent to which local capacity has
been developed (the sustainability of the intervention); the extent to which the broader
societal context has changed concurrent with the intervention; and the extent to which
security and perceptions of security have changed.
15

Case	
  Selection	
  
My research focuses on small arms control assistance in the Former Yugoslavia,
specifically the three most recent or ongoing UNDP programs there: the Small Arms
Control Programme in Bosnia and Herzegovina (SACBiH); the Arms Control, Violence
Prevention and Community Security project in Croatia; and the Kosovo Small Arms
Control Initiative (KOSSAC 1 & 2).10
Case study selection was a difficult process; because this is an understudied
phenomenon, I can conceive of a large number of interesting studies that could be done
on this subject, and ultimately it is only with further studies that sufficient data will be
generated to fully describe the situation. Nonetheless, as an individual researcher, I must
limit my study—it cannot include all the possible cases. I looked to a variety of resources to
begin to assemble a picture of the population of possible cases—itself a daunting task and
ultimately one that would itself be a useful future research project for a more quantitative
study. I considered criteria such as the type of international actor (IO, NGO, or
government); the geo-political location of the country receiving aid; the level of

10

These were not the only UNDP small arms control efforts in the Former Yugoslavia. Specifically, UNDP
ran an earlier and shorter-lived program in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, and is currently
involved in a project in Serbia—a project which only commenced recently and thus is not yet ripe for study.
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development (Human Development Index [HDI] score); the level of state strength/fragility
(BTI-State Weakness Index or BTI-SWI score)11; and the length of the program.
There would of course be value to examining other, differently situated, cases for
comparison purposes. I am cognizant of the fact that my research constitutes but one piece
of the growing body of research on this subject. It is my hope that future research, by
myself or by others, will add further comparative value. The benefits to studying the cases
in the former Yugoslavia in depth are manifold, and to date no such study exists.
Ultimately, I have chosen to focus on a somewhat cohesive sub-region where all the
countries have a shared history; the countries have high HDI12 and BTI-SWI scores
although they vary within that range13; I am focusing on one international actor (UNDP);
and it is a region, really the region, where there have been substantial amounts of
international attention and aid contributed to this issue beyond immediate post-conflict
DDR. By focusing on an area that has seen a significant investment of non-DDR small
arms assistance, I can investigate in more depth the significance and efficacy of such

11

In 2009, UNDP and the German Development Institute collaborated on a report, “Users’ Guide on
Measuring Fragility.” The report examines a variety of different indices for measuring fragility and the costs
and benefits of each. For my purposes of case study selection I used the Bertelsmann Transformation Index
(BTI) State Weakness Index. SWI is not published directly but the report extracts it from BTI data using a
simple calculation.
12
The 2009 Human Development Index designated scores as follows: very high 1-38; high 39-83; medium 84158; low 159-182.
13
There are no scores available for Kosovo. Since it is not considered an independent country, it is not
included in these indices.
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programming.14 These circumstances make the former Yugoslavia a best-case scenario for
small arms aid. If the study shows that despite all these propitious circumstances, the aid is
ineffective, that would itself be a very important result. If, on the other hand, the aid is
shown to be effective, the study will prove useful for theory-building—it would demonstrate
possible criteria for effectiveness, although those criteria would benefit from refinement via
future studies to compare results with those in regions with lower levels of development,
higher levels of state fragility, and lower levels of international attention and involvement.
Despite these similarities, the cases are, of course, each unique. The particulars of
the programs in each country are discussed below. One noteworthy observation is the
perceived levels of SALW availability and violence in the various countries, compiled by
UNIDIR based on questionnaires sent to states for the Findings of a Global Survey report.
The report found that Croatia self-characterized as low availability / low violence, Bosnia
and Herzegovina as high availability / low violence, and Kosovo15 as high availability / high
violence.16 Another difference is in the area of fragility. The BTI-SWI, mentioned above,
classifies states as failed (1.0 - 2.5), very fragile (3.0 – 4.0), or fragile (4.5 – 5.5), but does not
distinguish among higher scores (6.0 – 10.0). Kosovo is not included in the scores, and the
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In Europe, 65% of financial assistance towards small arms programming went towards destruction. The
top most implemented activities in the region were capacity-building and destruction, followed by research
and stockpile management. (K. Maze and S. Parker, International Assistance for Implementing the Programme of
Action to Prevent, Combat and Eradicate the Illicit Trade in Small Arms and Light Weapons in All Its Aspects: Findings
of a Global Survey (Geneva: UNIDIR, 2006), 49-52).
15
Because Kosovo was a UN-administered territory, the questionnaire was answered by UNDP.
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rest of the former Yugoslav countries fall above the classification threshold, however
Bosnia and Herzegovina’s score (7.5) is significantly below that of Croatia (10).17 The Fund
for Peace’s Failed State Index classifies states’ risk levels as alert, warning, moderate, or
sustainable. The 2010 index classified Serbia/Kosovo and Bosnia and Herzegovina as
“warning,” while Croatia is classified as “moderate”.18 While these findings highlight the
differences between the indices in terms of assessing threat to these states, it is also clear
that in both cases there is a significant difference between the levels of state fragility in
Bosnia and Herzegovina compared to Croatia.19
As mentioned, there has been a significant amount of attention and aid poured
into the former Yugoslavia with regard to small arms. One place that this is manifest is in
the number of relevant regional instruments within the OSCE, the EU, and the Stability
Pact for South Eastern Europe. The Stability Pact’s Regional Implementation Plan also led
to the development of SEESAC (The South Eastern and Eastern Europe Clearinghouse for
the Control of Small Arms and Light Weapons), a joint project between the Stability Pact
and UNDP, which will be an important source of information for this study, as it works
with UNDP in implementing small arms assistance in the area.
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Javier Fabra Mata and Sebastian Ziaja, Users’ Guide on Measuring Fragility (Oslo: UNDP and German
Development Institute, 2009), 121-124.
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Fund for Peace, Failed States Index 2010 (accessed October 22, 2014); available from
http://ffp.statesindex.org/rankings-2010-sortable.
19
While newer data is available, this data is what I used at the time of commencing the study, and thus is
most relevant to case-selection process. Moreover, the current index data still places each case study on similar
footing to the older data discussed here.
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In addition, the EU, NATO and the OSCE have all been significant sources of
small arms aid to the region. A number of governments have also been involved in aid,
both via direct bilateral assistance and by funding to international organizations and
regional organizations (including the UNDP programs under discussion). Finally, there is
significant civil society presence in the area, with international NGOs involved in small
arms projects in the area. These efforts all contribute to a unique environment in which
small arms assistance is receiving significant international attention.
The extent of outside aid is also evident in the funding for the case study programs
themselves at the time this study began. While run by UNDP, the project in Bosnia and
Herzegovina was fully funded by external sources (5 individual states and 1 regional
organization).20 The projects in Croatia and Kosovo were partially funded by UNDP but
also receiving funding from 4 external sources in the case of Croatia, or 5 in the case of
Kosovo. In contrast, of the 11 UNDP small arms programs in Sub-Saharan Africa in 2010,
only 2 received funding from multiple external sources (one of which also received UNDP
funding), and 2 more were funded by UNDP with one other country, while 3 received
funding exclusively from one external source, and 4 were funded by UNDP exclusively.21

20

The short-term project in Montenegro was likewise fully funded by three states and one regional
organization.
21
I compiled these numbers from the UNDP BCPR websites for each country project, all of which can was
accessed from http://www.undp.org/cpr/we_do/small_arms.shtml and clicking on the appropriate country.
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Bosnia and Herzegovina. The Small Arms Control Programme in Bosnia and
Herzegovina (SACBiH) ran from 2005-12, it continuing in the footsteps of a predecessor
project and is supplemented by a follow-up project today (Project EXPLODE). It was largely
funded by the EU and various EU member states, with a limited contribution from
UNDP, and involved a wide array of implementing partners representing the various levels
of governance in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Its stated objective was “a significant decrease in
the threat posed to human security by the large and uncontrolled presence of SALW and
ammunition,” to be implemented through a project strategy that “strengthens the capacity
of the BiH authorities to implement SALW control and eliminate surplus SALW and
ammunition stocks.”22 The Project Document laid out a strategy with three main
components: enhancing institutional capacity for SALW control; SALW destruction; and
destruction and demilitarization of surplus ammunition.
Croatia. UNDP’s Arms Control, Violence Prevention and Community Security
project in Croatia ran from 2008-12, following up on the work of a pilot project beginning
in 2005. Several projects fell under this umbrella, but the bulk of the funding and work
came through a Destruction for Development (DfD) project. The DfD project was initially
to be funded largely by Croatia itself with contributions from other donor countries, but
when this self-funding collapsed, UNDP picked up the slack with a smaller project than
22

UNDP, Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery, Bosnia and Herzegovina - Small Arms control programme
(SACBiH) (accessed July 16, 2010); available from
http://www.undp.org/cpr/content/slideshows/Map/avmasa/briefs/avmasa_bih.html.
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originally envisioned. The Project Document laid out a strategy focusing on Community
Policing; Safer Community Plans; and Violence and Firearms reduction.
Kosovo. While all projects are influenced by their geo-political and societal
circumstances, UNDP’s Kosovo Small Arms Control project (KOSSAC), is doubly so.
Preceded by a first phase that ran from 2006-08, KOSSAC 2 ran from 2008-14, launching
the same year that the then-internationally governed territory declared its independence,
which still receives only limited international recognition. The project received funding
from a variety of EU member states as well as UNDP itself. The project began with the
objective of “effective SALW control exercised by Kosovo’s security institutions in line with
international standards.”23 The Project Document focused on four components:
implementing Kosovo’s SALW Action Plan; capacity-building for SALW control; Safer
Community Plans; and gender mainstreaming within SALW efforts there.

Conclusion	
  
In conclusion, this dissertation will make a substantive contribution to the growing
literature on small arms and light weapons. In particular, it will contribute to the question
of aid effectiveness in the area of small arms, as well as help to contextualize small arms aid
within the broader policy discourse with regard to small arms control. It will do so by
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UNDP, Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery, Kosovo UN Administered Territory under 1244 – Small
Arms Control (accessed July 16, 2010); available from
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engaging in focused case studies of international small arms assistance in the former
Yugoslavia.
Chapter 2 engages in an extensive literature review, helping to contextualize small
arms within the broader academic discourse by examining literature on the changing
nature of war; literature on arms control and proliferation; and literature on development
aid. The discussion then turns to the nascent literature on the topic of SALW.
Chapter 3 provides the legal and policy context for small arms control aid in the
Balkans by examining relevant international and regional regimes on small arms and light
weapons.
Chapters 4, 5, and 6 engage in focused case studies of UNDP small arms control
aid in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, and Kosovo, respectively. Chapter 7 compares the
findings of those three case studies in a cross-case analysis, using the criteria set out in the
methodology above.
Finally, Chapter 8 provides conclusions—addressing the questions laid out in the
beginning as well as providing future research and policy recommendations.
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2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction	
  
Small arms and light weapons have been a defining characteristic of Western
militaries for several hundred years. Technological advances made possible weapons with
mass effects—both conventional and unconventional. Proliferation, arms control, and
disarmament frameworks were developed and applied to various forms of weaponry
throughout the 20th century. Yet it is only relatively recently that small arms have entered
into the international public consciousness as a proliferation or arms control concern. The
advent of the low-intensity intra-state conflicts of the post-Cold War era brought a degree
of recognition to the unique role played by small arms in contemporary conflicts. Small
arms and light weapons are the weapons of choice in these modern conflicts.1
Therefore, in order to contextualize the problem posed by small arms and light
weapons, this chapter will explore several strands of relevant international relations
literature. It will first examine the insights offered by the recent literature on the changing
nature of war. It will then look at arms control and proliferation literature. Because
development actors have been the primary agents involved in the type of small arms aid

1

Michael Renner, “Arms Control Orphans (proliferation of small arms and usage by legal and illegal
entities),” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists 55, no. 1, January 1999. Accessed March 15, 2007. Available from
Expanded Academic ASAP.
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studied in this dissertation, it will also examine the literature on development aid. Finally,
it will turn to the nascent literature on the specific topic of small arms.

The	
  Changing	
  Nature	
  of	
  War	
  and	
  the	
  21st	
  Century	
  Conflict	
  Paradigm	
  
Traditional international relations theory has focused substantial energy on
illuminating the causes of war. This literature has focused on the causes of traditional
(inter-state) wars. However, with the end of the Cold War and the rising profile of low
intensity intra-state conflicts, the literature has had to account for the changing nature of
war and expand into the realm of irregular warfare.
Traditional	
  understandings	
  of	
  the	
  nature	
  of	
  war	
  

	
  

Carl von Clausewitz counseled that war is a continuation of politics by other
means.2 It is policy that determines when we fight and the strategic objectives that we are
fighting for; consequently, the strategy required to achieve those ends must follow from the
political goal. Writing almost two centuries later, Bernard Brodie asserted that Clausewitz’s
insight about the relationship between war and policy was, and remains, highly significant.
Yet, Brodie argued, Clausewitz’s lessons were ill-applied by both his contemporaries and
those who followed. 3 Military leaders were loath to accept civilian authority beyond the

2

Carl von Clausewitz, On War, trans. and ed. Michael Howard and Peter Paret (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1984).
3

Bernard Brodie, War and Politics (New York: MacMillan, 1973).
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decision to go to war, and civilian leaders did not effectively control the military in order to
achieve their political ends.
In 1959, Kenneth Waltz wrote one of the most influential realist pieces on
understanding the causes of war—Man, the State, and War. Waltz argues that the causes of
war can be examined through three different lenses, or “images”—the individual, the state,
and the international system. These are three different levels of analysis, and ultimately,
Waltz concludes, they are all necessary. Waltz argues for a third image analysis that also
incorporates first and second image insights—after all, the nature of the international
system is necessary for understanding world politics, but it is also necessary to examine the
factors that help determine domestic policies (individuals and the nature of the national
system).4
Many others, too, have tried to characterize the causes of war, a central question for
all of international affairs. John Stoessinger, for example, argues that war is learned
behavior and can be unlearned, that personalities of leaders play a major role in the
outbreak of war, and that misperception is “perhaps the most important single
precipitating factor in the outbreak of war.”5 It is when opponents misunderstand their
adversaries’ capabilities, interests, and intentions—and themselves—that war becomes more

4

Kenneth Waltz, "The Origins of War," in American Defense Policy, eds. John Reichart and Steven Strum, 5th
ed. (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1982), 8-18.
5
John Stoessinger, Why Nations Go to War, 5th ed. (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1990), 315.
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likely. In another perspective, Steven Van Evera, an adherent of the Offense-Defense
school, argues that war is more likely when conquest is easy. The offense-defense balance
has great effect on nations’ decisions to go to war. However, he does not cling to the theory
in its strictest sense, but rather finds a high correlation between perceived insecurity
(perceived offense dominance) and bellicose behavior.
Ultimately, of course, there are a plethora of theories explaining the outbreak of
war. Yet as Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff argue in Contending Theories of International Relations,
no single-factor explanation for the existence of war will ever be persuasive.6 There are
demonstrably many causes of war, and they all play a role. This does not mean that the
theories are not constructive; on the contrary, they are crucial in helping frame our
understanding of war in the field of International Relations, but they are not conclusive.
New	
  wars	
  and	
  new	
  concepts	
  
The Clausewitzian nature of war, despite some protests, seems to be immutable—
the intersection between war and politics remains vital; friction is a problem that the most
sophisticated technologies have not mastered; war is human and bloody; and its existence
is a constant while its particular characteristics are ever-changing.
During the Cold War, as will be discussed in more detail later, nuclear weapons
were seen as a deterrent to war. However, when deterrence did not hold, the wars fought
6

James E. Dougherty and Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr., Contending Theories of International Relations: A Comprehensive
Survey, 5th ed. (New York: Longman, 2001), 189.
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by superpowers and their proxies relied heavily on small arms and other conventional
weapons. After the Cold War, the wars that followed in its wake were also wars in which
small arms played a major role.
As mentioned earlier, the end of the Cold War witnessed a great decline in
traditional inter-state wars, and an upsurge in low-intensity predominantly intra-state wars
fought (at least on one side) by non-traditional forces (insurgents, drug lords, terrorists,
etc.). These changes have forced international relations theorists and practitioners to come
to grips with the changing characteristics of war. They have attempted to address a variety
of questions, including the following: What is the new kind of war? How does it differ
from old wars? And, what are its causes and consequences?
There is, of course, much disagreement about how to define the characteristics of
the new war and how it differs from previous wars. Harry Eckstein’s definition of internal
war is a useful starting point. Eckstein defines internal war as “any resort to violence within
a political order to change its constitution, rulers, or policies.” He notes that internal war
is, in fact, not a new concept. Internal wars have long existed; they are simply more
prominent and prevalent. He also clarifies that “Nor does it mean quite the same thing as
certain more commonly used terms, such as revolution, civil war, revolt, rebellion,
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uprising, guerrilla warfare, mutiny, jacquerie, coup d’etat, terrorism, or insurrection. It
stands for the genus of which the others are species.”7
Martin Van Creveld describes in detail his vision of the new wars he foresees
emerging. He argues that historically, various circumstances led to the creation of armies,
governments, and states, and that since the end of World War II, new circumstances are
weakening those very entities. Ultimately, the rise of low-intensity conflict combined with
the spread of the tools of warfare means that “the state will lose its monopoly over armed
violence in favor of a different kind of organization” in a process that will be “gradual,
uneven, and spasmodic.”8 Thus he foresees that, “In the future, war will not be waged by
armies but by groups whom we today call terrorists, guerrillas, bandits, and robbers, but
who will undoubtedly hit on more formal titles to describe themselves.”9 Worth noting,
though not discussed by Van Crevald, is the fact that these non-state actors and the
conflicts they fight rely heavily on small arms.10 Following from his description of the new
wars, Van Creveld answers the question of the causes of war as being largely irrelevant—
men fight because they find it appealing and useful. The consequences of the new wars,
however, are crucial: “It will be protracted, bloody, and horrible.”11 He explains, “The

7

Harry Eckstein, “On the Etiology of Internal War,” History and Theory 4, no. 2 (1965): 133.
Martin Van Creveld, The Transformation of War (New York: Free Press, 1991), 195.
9
Ibid., 197.
10
Certainly the proliferation of non-state actors has been facilitated by the proliferation of small arms, and in
many cases non-state actors have facilitated the proliferation of small arms.
11
Van Creveld, 212.
8

29

most important single demand that any political community must meet is the demand for
protection.”12 States have thrived because they have provided this protection to their
populations. If they cannot do so in the face of modern conflicts, they will not survive.
A number of authors have focused on the communal nature of the new conflicts,
many of which seem to rely on a resurgence of traditional identities and divisions among
groups (national, cultural, or religious). Mary Kaldor, for example, writes at length about
new and old wars, arguing that, “The political goals of the new wars are about the claim to
power on the basis of seemingly traditional identities—nation, tribe, religion. Yet the
upsurge in the politics of particularistic identities cannot be understood in traditional
terms.”13 The new politics of identity contrasts with politics of ideas. These new warriors
gain political power and territorial control via adherence of the population to a particular
label. Globalization has given rise to new forms of identity politics and to an emerging
divide between “the politics of particularistic identity and the politics of cosmopolitan or
humanist values.”14 Nonetheless, some, including Stathis Kalyvas, argue that the
distinction between new and old wars has been exaggerated and overly simplified, and that
there is much more continuity between new and old wars than is commonly believed.
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Moreover, in the post-9/11 era, there has been substantial speculation about the
role of terrorists in the new warfare. Terrorists are one of several types of unconventional
fighters in new wars, but they have gained more prominence. In fact, Thomas Hammes
argues that the war in Iraq has moved into the fourth generation of warfare, and that the
war in Afghanistan is also moving in that direction. We need to understand this new type
of warfare in order to learn how to fight it successfully. He thus describes this new form of
warfare:
Fourth-generation warfare (4GW) uses all available networks—political, economic,
social, and military—to convince the enemy’s political decision makers that their
strategic goals are either unachievable or too costly for the perceived benefit. It is an
evolved form of insurgency. Still rooted in the fundamental precept that superior
political will, when properly employed, can defeat greater economic and military
power, 4GW makes use of society’s networks to carry on its fight. Unlike previous
generations of warfare, it does not attempt to win by defeating the enemy’s military
forces. Instead, via the networks, it directly attacks the minds of enemy decision
makers to destroy the enemy’s political will. Fourth generation wars are lengthy—
measured in decades rather than months or years.15
This type of warfare has been emerging over time, and is rooted initially in the warfare
developed by Mao Zedong, but it has now reached its prime. This concept of 4GW is very
much related to dialogues about the role of non-kinetic16 weaponry in irregular and hybrid
warfare. Yet in reality, the new wars that have been experienced have been fought on both
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sides with both kinetic and non-kinetic weaponry, and while non-kinetic weapons have
certainly gained prominence and importance, the role played by kinetic weapons, including
small arms, remains vital.
We turn now to the causes and consequences of these new wars (variously
characterized). Francis Fukuyama, writing at the end of the Cold War, published an article
called the “The End of History” in which he argues that the 20th century was a fight of
Western (liberal democracy/free market) ideals against Bolshevism, fascism, and
communism, in which the West won. But, in another seminal article, “The Clash of
Civilizations,” published a few years later, Samuel Huntington argues that the end of Cold
War is not the end of conflict, but the end of conflict over ideology. According to
Huntington, the primary conflicts of the post Cold War era will be “civilizational” or
cultural, in contrast to the conflicts between princes, nation states, and ideologies that
occurred from Westphalia onward: “The fault lines between civilizations will be the battle
lines of the future.”17 Yet Fouad Ajami argues that Huntington overly simplifies the
borders and complexities of civilizations—states have more power than cultures. Ultimately,
he concludes, “Civilizations and civilizational fidelities remain but it is not civilizations that
control states but states that control civilizations. States avert their gaze from blood ties
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when they need to and see brotherhood, faith and kin when it’s in their interest to do
so.”18
For others, the causes of the new wars are rooted in the old colonialist policies, and
the failures of decolonization to build strong, sustainable states. Challenges to states and
empires, structural changes within them, and in some cases their collapse, may be causes of
war. To a certain extent, these perspectives may fit into the structural realist theory
advanced by Kenneth Waltz, as it was the changing structures at the end of the Cold War
that helped to arouse latent conflicts, but these authors do not necessarily align themselves
with that theory. Kalevi Holsti, for example, examines weak states which he finds are
caught in a vicious cycle which he terms the state-strength dilemma, in which the actions
they take to build themselves up ultimately undermine them and make them weaker,
placing them in a perpetual cycle of weakness and violence. In fact, a number of authors
find weak and failing states in the Third World to be key causes of the new wars. For some,
like Donald Snow, the Cold War and decolonization process, which occurred
simultaneously, provided an ideological overlay for internal crises, a framework which is
now gone. New wars are taking place in weaker and failing states, and do not have an
ideological basis. And for still others, like Michael Klare, environmental resources will be a
major source of the new wars.
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Finally, and most recently, in Adapting America’s Security Paradigm and Security
Agenda, Roy Godson and Richard Shultz discuss characteristics, causes, and consequences
of the new wars. The authors find that authoritarian, weak, and/or failing states are a
major cause of the new 21st Century security environment, allowing armed groups to gain
powerful influence. In characterizing the new security environment they explain the
following:
Critical to making sense of this new state of affairs—and to creating significant
security capabilities—is the realization that wars between nation-states, all too
common in the last century, are becoming an anomaly. Rather, events such as
insurgent attacks in Afghanistan and Pakistan, atrocities in Darfur, terrorist plots in
and around Yemen, weapons dealing by rogue individuals, the use of the Internet
to instill fear and influence politics, proxy wars in the Middle East, and
kidnappings of civilians in dozens of nations continue. These are not isolated
incidents but rather examples of what is becoming the norm for conflict in far-flung
corners of the world.19
This point is furthered later, when they emphasize that, “Irregular conflict and ‘war amongst
the people’ are the norm rather than the exception going forward.”20 Recounting the changes in
the nature of conflict, Godson and Schultz focus on five new factors that differentiate the
present from past conflicts: the proliferation of actors along with changing strategies; the
large number of weak states (over half of the world lives in weak states based on their
calculations); the fact that non-state actors and rogue states have the prospect of influence
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and may cause “major damage”; the fact that authoritarian powers are similarly more likely
to take advantage of “irregular means” and thereby avoid “direct confrontation”; and the
likelihood all these groups will continue to use irregular conflict and warfare.21
Particularly significant is their effort to outline the actors likely to dominate the new
security environment. In doing so, the authors examine authoritarian, weak, and failing
states; local, regional, and global armed groups; and “super-empowered” individuals and
groups. Examples of the latter include “super-empowered individuals who traffic in
technology and weapons of both mass disruption and mass destruction,” using notorious
conventional arms trafficker Victor Bout as an example of the former and A.Q. Kahn as an
example of the latter.22 While the authors do not discuss the role of small arms, it is clear
that such weapons play a critical role in the types of conflict they describe.
In sum, the causes of war have always been, and continue to be, varied. Since the
end of the Cold War there has been an apparent rise in the prevalence and prominence of
internal wars (and a corresponding fall in conventional inter-state wars). A variety of
theorists have attempted to describe the nature of the new wars and their causes and
consequences. Like traditional explanations, the explanation for the new wars must,
ultimately, be multi-variant in nature. The new wars are fought by a variety of non-state
actors, at least on one side. They are fought because of (or justified based on) grievances,
21
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personal gain, inter-communal rivalries, etc., rather than ideologies. These new wars are
complicated, messy, with more civilian casualties and a blurring of the line between
combatants and non-combatants, enemy and self, foreign and domestic. Moreover, while
frequently internal, new wars often have cross-border support and consequences.
Why	
  it	
  Matters	
  
All this material speaks, albeit somewhat indirectly, to the emerging conversations
about small arms and light weapons. Both new and old wars have been, and continue to
be, fought with small arms. Small arms are crucial weapons in the internal and lowintensity conflicts that characterize the current era; they affect urban gang wars, guerrillas
and terrorists, and the complex wars that armies are fighting in the field. As Michael
Renner explains, “Although they have been overshadowed by the firepower, range, and
technological dazzle of intercontinental missiles, jet fighters, and combat tanks, small arms
are the weapons of choice in many of today’s conflicts—internal struggles rather than wars
between sovereign nations.”23

Proliferation	
  and	
  Arms	
  Control	
  
Proliferation and Arms Control literature have focused almost exclusively on
weapons of mass destruction (WMD). Conventional weapons have remained an
afterthought, although their prominence has increased significantly since the end of the
23

Renner, “Arms Control Orphans.”

36

Cold War. The proliferation and arms control literature nonetheless remains influential
and some of the concepts may apply to our discussion.
Cold	
  War	
  –	
  Deterrence,	
  Non-‐proliferation	
  and	
  Arms	
  Control	
  
Although the concept of deterrence is an ancient one, the dawn of the nuclear age
marked a new era in which deterrence was considered a—perhaps the—dominant strategy.
During the Cold War, deterrence loomed large, displaced other strategies, and became the
predominant strategy of the era. Many came to think of it as a “doctrine,” though the
legitimacy of that title has certainly been disputed. Together with arms control and nonproliferation strategies, deterrence was supposed to win the Cold War by preventing
superpower mutual annihilation. At the start of the Cold War, Bernard Brodie predicted
that, with the advent of nuclear weapons, we would primarily have the task of preventing
war as opposed to the pre-nuclear task of fighting wars. He was partially correct and
partially wrong; nuclear weapons deterred nuclear wars, but conventional wars were still
fought, and small arms continued to play an important, though perhaps under-appreciated,
role in those wars.
Although the idea of deterrence as means to address nuclear threats did arise
immediately, it was developed further over time. As Bernard Brodie argued early in the
Cold War, deterrence is an old concept, but the “strategy of deterrence” implies its new
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nuclear manifestation, which is unique in its need to be “absolutely effective,” i.e., fail-safe.24
Brodie also pointed out that for the goal of basic deterrence—preventing nuclear attack on
US territory—it is easy to maintain credibility of nuclear retaliation (and thus deterrence).
The difficulty is how to maintain credibility in other areas (e.g., protection of allies) and
thus create an effective deterrent beyond our shores. In addition, Brodie wrote about the
critical importance of a secure retaliatory capability. Also prescient, Albert Wholstetter
wrote in 1959 about the delicacy of the “balance of terror.” He warned that, contrary to
popular belief, deterrence is not automatic and will be achieved only with hard effort.
Developing equivalent or even greater first-strike capacities than the USSR is not
sufficient—“To deter an attack means being able to strike back in spite of it. It means, in
other words, a capability to strike second.”25 Thus, Wholsetter developed the idea of the
necessity of survivable forces to project second-strike (retaliatory) capabilities.
While arms control and non-proliferation did play a role during the Cold War, it
was a secondary one. The nuclear non-proliferation regime was developed to lock the
number of nuclear states to the permanent members of the UN Security Council—the only
nuclear weapons states at the time the NPT was signed. The nuclear compromise, in which
nuclear states would assist non-nuclear states with peaceful nuclear energy technology, was
contingent on this unequal bargain. The nuclear states promised to work towards eventual
24
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nuclear disarmament, but never seriously entertained steps towards fulfilling that
obligation. Meanwhile, arms control was mainly the product of agreements between the
US and USSR (e.g., SALT, START, ABM), with the goals of equal reductions in deployed
weapons and/or prohibition of defenses (in order to maintain both countries’ second
strike capabilities). The belief that stable deterrence required mutual vulnerability thus
deeply influenced the development of the arms control concept during this period.26
Consequently, non-proliferation was focused on containing the nuclear threat, and arms
control was focused on reducing armaments while maintaining effective deterrence of and by
both superpowers.
Although the threat of chemical and biological weapons proliferation certainly
played a role in the Cold War, it was always subordinated to the overriding concern with
the nuclear threat. A treaty to ban biological weapons (known as the Biological Weapons
Convention) was concluded in 1975 but had no monitoring or enforcement capacity at all.
The Chemical Weapons Convention was not concluded until after the end of the Cold
War.
Post	
  Cold	
  War—Rethinking	
  Deterrence	
  and	
  Shifting	
  Priorities	
  
Deterrence was not without its critics during the Cold War, and in the post-Cold
War era new and stronger criticisms have arisen. This is not to say that deterrence is
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universally rejected—far from it. However, it is increasingly clear that deterrence is no
longer the “absolutely effective” tool that Brodie described, if it ever was, and thus is not
sufficient. As a result, Cold War concepts of deterrence and arms control have been
substantially adapted to meet the challenges of the new security environment.
There were some causes for optimism. The end of the superpower rivalry not only
allowed the US and Russia to reduce their arsenals, but also allowed for new forms of
cooperation in terms of non-proliferation and arms control initiatives. Examples include
the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR), created as the Cold War was winding
down, and the Chemical Weapons Convention, created soon after the Cold War with a
fairly rigorous inspections mechanism. However, there were also many new concerns.
One new concern regarded the proliferation of nuclear weapons, materials, and
expertise to rogue states and non-state actors, but there were also many causes for concern
about nuclear proliferation and potential nuclear conflicts in the Third World. Examples
of this are demonstrated by the Iraqi arsenal-in-development found during the first Gulf
War, the Indian and Pakistani nuclear tests, and developments in North Korea. The
former Soviet Union is considered particularly prone to such proliferation problems. One
of the most significant developments to come out of this new security environment is the
need to address what to do if deterrence fails—a contingency that was not included in Cold
War strategy—an argument made by Lewis Dunn, Keith Payne, and many others. Indeed, a
number of strategists began discussing the need for renewed examination of the role of
40

both strategic defense (e.g., ballistic missile defense) and civil defense in this new era. In
this environment, Keith Payne’s discussion is worth remembering. Payne calls for
examining “the nexus between the goals of deterring attack and defending against attack to
limit damage directly,” neither of which can afford to be neglected.27 As focus has spread
beyond nuclear weapons to the broader WMD category, the prominence of this concept
has only increased.
Even before 9/11, Richard Falkenrath, Robert Newman, and Bradley Thayer
argued that while nuclear deterrence by threat of punishment worked against the USSR,
there is also another deterrent possibility: deterrence by denial. This deterrence by denial
involves “undertaking defensive preparations designed to lower the adversary’s confidence
in its ability to achieve its objectives by force.”28 This is an important idea in the drive to
prevent covert nuclear, biological, or chemical (NBC) attacks, and has gained new
importance in the post-9/11 era. The concept of civil defense, ignored during the Cold
War due to the impossibility of protecting against the threat of nuclear winter, became
reinvented as “homeland security.” The idea of denying capability, opportunity, and
objectives of a WMD attack is now central to domestic defense. This requires
nonproliferation and a high level preparedness to both prevent and respond to attack.
27
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Coming full circle, such preparedness is itself conceived of as a type of deterrent to
terrorists who will not know whether they can attack without being prevented and will
know that the effects of their attack will be mitigated by effective response.
In addition to rethinking deterrence, in the aftermath of the Cold War both the
threat of, and policy responses to, WMD proliferation began to be rethought. During this
time period, some intellectuals and policy makers began to raise alarms about the
frightening potential of terrorists possessing WMD. Aum Shinkrikio’s sarin attacks in the
Tokyo subway, while not high in casualties, produced a scare that echoed around the
world, and terrorists in many instances made clear that they were interested in mass
causalities, unlike the terrorists of earlier decades. Moreover, the availability of chemical
and biological agents, as well as radiological materials and possibly nuclear weapons, made
the possibility of a terrorist attack using WMD seem plausible.29 However, despite the
knowledge of this threat and some efforts to address it, the response was not systematic and
the extent of the threat was not truly comprehended until September 11, 2001, when the
massive damage inflicted by terrorists using conventional weapons raised the specter of
WMD in the hands of non-state actors and “rogue” states. Of course, this threat has led to
a focus on the low probability, but high consequences, of non-state actors obtaining WMD,
rather than the on-going (high probability) and apparently low-impact threat posed by non29
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state actors with small arms.30 This is certainly one of the reasons small arms remains an
under-studied phenomenon.
One of the important developments in the aftermath of 9/11, which certainly
began in the previous decade following the end of the Cold War but was much expanded,
was the renewed focus on all WMD, not just nuclear weapons. The implications of this
new threat are great, and it has affected strategic thought as well as non-proliferation and
arms control regimes and policies. A number of authors and policy makers argued with
renewed strength about the need to evaluate the different risks of chemical, biological, and
nuclear weapons. In addition, there have been significant legal and political additions to
nuclear, chemical, and biological nonproliferation regimes.31
Because of these developments, and the evolving nature of the threat, the literature
on the subject continues to grow. WMD in the hands of non-state actors and “rogue” states
remains a threat and will remain so for the foreseeable future. It has caused us to rethink
the concepts of defense and deterrence, and to retool non-proliferation and arms control
efforts. The consequences of this new threat will continue to percolate through the system,
causing ripple effects as we increasingly understand the multifaceted implications of WMD
proliferation in this new world.
30
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Why	
  it	
  Matters	
  
It is not only in the area of WMD that there has been movement since the end of
the Cold War; a space has opened up for the discussion of conventional weapons as well.
In 1994, Henry Sokolski coined the term “nonapocalyptic proliferation” in a paper
addressing new threats, in which he argued that “conventional technologies and weapons
might be termed nonapocalyptic because they are not weapons of mass destruction.”32 In
his article, Sokolski uses the term to refer to major conventional weapons systems; yet it
would be no stretch to apply this term to the issue of small arms and light weapons which
has gained prominence in recent years. Indeed, the concept of proliferation appears
repeatedly in the developing small arms literature.
Moreover, it is not only the concept of proliferation itself that applies to small
arms. In addition, the new concern about WMD in the hands of non-state and rogue
actors also applies to conventional weaponry, including SALW. As borders become more
porous, and illicit routes are used to smuggle goods between countries, the breadth of the
problem becomes exposed. Concerns about NBC materials, small arms, drugs, and other
contraband all evidence the danger posed by proliferation to irresponsible end-users. As
the difficulty of preventing biological and chemical proliferation arises from the dual-use
nature of items of concern, so too does it occur with small arms. The concepts of non32
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proliferation, arms control, and export controls, developed to address more sophisticated
weapons proliferation concerns, are all influencing the way small arms are transferred and
sold, as well as how their spread is conceptualized.
Furthermore, this new space for discussing threats posed by the proliferation of
conventional weaponry exists in the political as well as the intellectual arena. For example,
the Wassenaar Arrangement on Export Controls for Conventional Arms and Dual-Use
Goods and Technologies, created in 1995, is now comprised of 40 countries. In recent
years, small arms have increasingly come under the purview of the Arrangement. In fact,
export controls play an important role in regulating the trade in small arms, as part of
national, regional, and international regimes. As such, their role, particularly in relation to
my case studies, will be explored in my research.
As Edward Laurance, Hendrik Wagenmakers, and Herbert Wulf explain, “There
are four policy approaches that have historically been utilized to deal with the negative
effects of the arms trade: export controls by supplier states, disarmament, arms control, and
transparency and confidence building.”33 Each of these approaches, at least in some
circumstances, have been applied to conventional weapons and specifically small arms and
light weapons.
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Development	
  Literature	
  
Overview	
  
Development actors have taken a prominent role in funding and implementing
human security initiatives, including small arms aid. The United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP) is the preeminent international aid organization and has taken a
major role in this work. Thus it is important to understand the basic contours of
development aid, and the debates and actors that have been shaping it, in order to
understand the context in which small arms aid is taking place. Moreover, it provides some
important cues for evaluating the case studies.
Understanding	
  UNDP,	
  the	
  Actor	
  
Craig Murphy documents the evolution of the UNDP, its successes and failures.
Explaining that “UNDP came into being in January 1966 as a combination of two
predecessor organizations”—the Expanded Programme of Technical Assistance (EPTA) and
the United Nations Special Fund—Murphy argues that UNDP is much more than the sum
of its parts.34 He explains, “UNDP has always been more than just a provider of technical
assistance and what was once called ‘preinvestment’ services. It and its predecessors have
provided the most extensive and consistent presence of the entire UN system throughout
the world” with Resident Representatives now in over 150 countries and “charged with
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coordinating, at a country level, the development work for the entire UN family of
organizations.”35 He argues that UNDP “has long been a source of new information and
ideas about development.”36 Moreover, he finds that UNDP has helped create new
development organizations, but that “Perhaps the most important of UNDP’s less official
functions has been to act as an incubator … of states themselves.”37 Focusing on UNDP’s
support for good governance—now defined as democratic governance—he reveals the extent
to which the organization has been involved in the work of state building and at the
forefront of the new focus on human development. Ultimately, a major part of what
UNDP does is “getting things done to better peoples’ lives, thing that no one else can
do.”38
Development	
  Aid:	
  The	
  Big	
  Picture	
  
Development is about eliminating poverty by addressing both its causes and its
consequences. However, much debate exists regarding the efficacy of development aid.
Questions center on the quantity of aid—is it enough?—and its quality—is it working? Many
observers think not. ActionAid International examines official development assistance
(ODA), finding that “a massive $37 billion (47%) of the $79 billion in headline aid in
2004 was ‘phantom’, while real aid stood at only $42 billion”—where phantom aid is
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defined as aid flows that are “not genuinely available to fight poverty.”39 Similarly, in a
Brookings report, Homi Kharas finds ODA to be severely limited. He explains,
Of the $100+ billion of official development assistance disbursed by rich countries
to developing countries in 2005 only $38 billion was oriented towards long-term
development projects and programs. Of this $38 billion, perhaps half reached the
intended beneficiaries. The balance of the money is tied up in special purpose
funds like debt relief and technical assistance, or in administrative costs incurred in
both the donor and recipient country. Presumably some is lost to corruption, too.
A large gap has opened between poor countries’ pressing needs and official aid.40
Thus, despite the fact that in 2005, donor countries committed to providing more and
better aid—especially to Africa—much of that aid cannot be expected to reach its
beneficiaries in meaningful ways. The question of whether development aid achieves its
lofty goals is of course not a new one. The recent debate is exemplified by the competing
arguments of Jeffrey Sachs and William Easterly. Sachs argues that sub-Saharan Africa
suffers from a poverty trap and ODA is needed to overcome it:
What is needed is a “big push” in public investments to produce a rapid “step”
increase in Africa’s underlying productivity, both rural and urban. The intervention
of foreign donors will be critical to achieving this step increase. In particular, we
argue that well-governed African countries should be offered a substantial increase
in official development assistance (ODA) to enable them to achieve the
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), the internationally agreed targets for
poverty reduction, by 2015.41
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Indeed, the MDGs have become a major focus of development aid. Easterly, in contrast,
calls the poverty trap and accompanying need for large aid flows a discredited theory.42
From Easterly’s perspective, ODA is implemented by “planners” making sure that
“Something is Being Done” without effectively accomplishing anything, while “searchers”—
individuals rather than governments—are in touch with needs on the ground and
implement practical projects that make important impacts.43 Debate on this subject has
existed for as long as development aid has existed, and is unlikely to be resolved
conclusively except in particular cases.
Nonetheless, understanding has certainly evolved about the efficacy of various types
of development assistance, and how the work of development is done is extremely
important. For example, technical assistance is now seen as both an essential tool of
development assistance, and a potential problem to be wary of; that is, technical assistants
may tend to dominate the process with resulting insufficient capacity-building. This is not a
new realization, although it has become increasingly recognized. In 1988 already, Elliott
Berg wrote that “technical cooperation has proved to be a more demanding instrument, a
less sure solution than its early sponsors imagined.”44 While disagreeing with those who
find technical assistance to be wholly ineffective, Berg finds that it does not reach its
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potential. It fills capacity gaps on an immediate basis but fails to mend those gaps by
building indigenous capacity:
The problem is that technical cooperation has left behind too little indigenous
capacity. It has not worked itself out of Africa and not built self-reliant institutions
as was originally foreseen. This is where the perception of ineffectiveness comes
from. … It would be wrong, however, to heap on technical cooperation alone the
blame for this state of affairs, just as it would be wrong to attribute to it alone the
positive institutional developments of the past decades.45
More recently, Gareth Williams et al. argue that the future of technical assistance can
overcome this difficult legacy by giving much greater power to recipient governments. Their
study “presents a vision … that is based around moving from regarding Technical
Assistance as an instrument of donor policy, towards a focus on building capacity for
developing country governments to procure and manage advisory services.”46 This
“procurement perspective” obliges development organizations to step back and allow
recipient governments to prioritize their needs, allocate assistance, and procure their own
technical assistants through direct budgetary aid.47 If technical assistance meets these
criteria it is more likely to involve sustainable projects and true capacity building that do
not require international experts to fill domestic roles indefinitely.
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Another important and relevant contemporary debate in the area of development
assistance centers the question of aid conditionality. Conditionality is the “carrot” and/or
“stick” of the aid world. The development community exercises power via aid. Thus,
attaching conditions to aid’s distribution is a highly political and potentially potent act, yet
one that has proven difficult to wield effectively in practice. Nicolas Van de Walle
examines the history and evolution of aid conditionality, explaining how it emerged as a
dominant practice in the 1980s “when donors came to believe that government policies
and management practices were the primary cause of aid’s failure to promote economic
development.”48 By the mid-1990s, conditionality had become both entrenched and
broadened “beyond narrow economic policy to focus on a wide array of sectoral and
governance issues.”49 This conditionality was “ineffectual,” applied inconsistently, and at
times counter-productive.50 It later evolved into “selectivity”:
The new critiques of conditionality have focused on the fact that it was applied in
an ex ante manner—in other words, aid was provided before governments had
actually undertaken the measures to which they had agreed (Collier 1997). By the
late 1990s, donors were moving to ex post conditionality strategies in which aid
would reward governments only after they had undertaken reforms agreed to with
the donors or even after the reforms agreed to had started to generate the
appropriate outcomes.51
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But, selectivity turns out to be problematic as well, and applied just as inconsistently as the
earlier version. Moreover, different approaches used by different donors compounds the
problem. Van de Walle notes that this is the case for good reasons that defy easy solutions.
The pressing need for “poverty alleviation” means each donor faces competing
consideration “between not assisting the poorest countries because of their policy
deficiencies and governance problems and being inconsistent in their application of the
52

selectivity strategy.”

Perhaps the most public version of modern conditionality is the

US’s Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC), which imposes strict obligations in order
to qualify for its aid, and has followed through. An MCC working paper boasts,
MCC is advancing the global anticorruption agenda by setting a new standard for
performance-based aid allocation. While many donors take corruption into account
in making resource allocation decisions, MCC is currently the only donor that ties
eligibility for assistance directly to performance on a publicly-available indicator of
anti-corruption commitment produced by a third party.53
Thus, conditionality can take many forms: from the structural adjustment of the World
Bank and IMF, to the anti-corruption requirements to the MCC, to good governance. In a
paper comparing the effectiveness of conditionality versus incentives in democracy
promotion, Diane Ethier finds that conditionality is much more effective, and has
impressive potential. She finds that “conditional pre-accession political reforms, required
52
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from the eastern and central European applicants by the European Union, have
substantially progressed from 1998, while the impact of incentives[-based] democratic aid
programmes carried out by donors since l994 has proved to be either very modest or nonexistent.”54 However, the study is of limited applicability as development experts have
noted that accession conditionality is distinctly different from other forms of
conditionality. Thus, it may well be that cases where accession conditionality is at play may
exhibit more usefulness for the mechanism than most other circumstances. It is further
worth considering that this may be particularly true for the EU, where entrance provides
significant cachet and material benefits.
Aid	
  Effectiveness	
  
Of course, these debates do not operate in an academic vacuum; they also occur
among practitioners and policy makers and have real-world consequences. The Paris
Declaration on Aid Effectiveness (2005) and the subsequent Accra Agenda for Action
(2008) are particularly significant developments. Organized by the OECD (Organisation
for Economic Co-operation and Development), these documents were signed by both aid
donors (countries and organizations) and aid recipient countries as a commitment to
improve aid effectiveness through improved partnership. The Paris Declaration focuses on
five principles or “partnership commitments”: ownership, alignment, harmonization,
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managing for results, and mutual accountability.55 Ownership is about ensuring that
“partner” (recipient) countries “exercise effective leadership over their development
policies, and strategies and co-ordinate development actions.”56 Alignment is the flip side
of ownership, requiring that donor countries / organizations “base their overall support on
partner countries’ national development strategies, institutions and procedures.”57
Harmonization, meanwhile, involves coordinating (“harmonizing”) actions among various
donors so that they support, rather than duplicate or undermine, each others’ efforts.
Managing for results involves both donors and partners improving aid effectiveness by
keeping it results-focused. Finally, mutual accountability also involves both donors and
partners being “accountable for development results”; this includes calls for increased
transparency.58 Three years later, the Accra Agenda for Action revisits the Paris
Declaration, re-affirming commitment to its principles while bringing to light key areas
where more action is needed to facilitate better progress. The Accra Agenda focuses on
three “major challenges to accelerate progress on aid effectiveness”. These are: (1) country
ownership; (2) “[b]uilding more effective and inclusive partnerships”; and (3) “[a]chieving
development results—and openly accounting for them.”59 These two documents highlight
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the issues that are at the center of the development debate among practitioners and policymakers, as well as academics. These documents are not solutions—they are tools, if and
when they are used. While some progress has certainly been made, it has been limited, and
has not transformed the world of development.60 This is not surprising, as implementation
requires both political will and a great deal of effort – truly implementing concepts like
harmonization and alignment is far from trivial. Nonetheless, the instruments and the
concepts they contain remain important for any understanding of the contemporary world
of development aid.
Development,	
  Peace	
  and	
  Security	
  
Development aid is intimately linked with peace and security, and aid agencies do
much work that is more directly linked to post-conflict peace-building than to poverty
alleviation. The connection between development and human security, especially with
regard to small arms, will be explored later in the literature review. Nonetheless there are
some important concepts that can be gleaned from the intersection of development and
conflict resolution literatures. In this area, an article by Peter Uvin is most instructive as it
charts the evolution and major features of this intersection of development and security.
The “situation has changed dramatically. Nowadays, the nexus between development and
conflict within recipient countries (and even regions) is a central focus of almost all
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development thinking and practice.”61 Uvin describes three phases in aid: Cold War, postCold War, and post-9/11. He emphasizes that not all of the changes are due to new
security paradigms; they also result from changes within the development community.
During the Cold War era “part of development assistance was used … to support
strategically important states in the fight against communism. The aid itself, however, was
used largely for non-conflict related purposes: its use followed the constantly changing
62

visions of how to promote standard socio-economic development.” This changed during
the post-Cold War era when “the political nature of aid became acknowledged and the
willing-ness of aid agencies to engage in domestic processes related to governance and
conflict increased enormously. … All this happened largely because of a desire to do good,
to promote development, and to help create a better life for the world’s poor.”63 Finally,
after 9/11, “[t]he previous agenda is becoming instrumentalized in order to assure the
security of the rich countries in what some have labelled the war on terrorism.”64 Along
with this “genealogy” depicting the evolution of the development-security nexus, Uvin
includes a “typology” examining the major features of this intersection. The areas of
intersection in the typology include: conditionality, DDR and SSR, post-conflict aid, Mary
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Anderson’s “Do No Harm” concept, conflict prevention, and human security.65 Indeed,
development organizations play a particularly large role in DDR and SSR programming,
including small arms aid.
The role of development aid in conflict prevention and resolution is increasingly
recognized, if incredibly complex to fully grasp. In a 2001 report UN Secretary General
Kofi Annan argued the following:
An investment in long-term structural prevention is ultimately an investment in
sustainable development: first, because it is obvious that sustainable development
cannot take place in the midst of actual or potential conflict, and second, because
armed conflict destroys the achievements of national development. … Effective
conflict prevention is a prerequisite for achieving and maintaining sustainable
peace, which in turn is a prerequisite for sustainable development. When
sustainable development addresses the root causes of conflict, it plays an important
role in preventing conflict and promoting peace.66
A few years later, the Secretary General’s High-level Panel on Threats, Challenges and
Change argued that the UN founders, while preoccupied with state security “in a
traditional military sense … also understood well, long before the idea of human security
gained currency, the indivisibility of security, economic development and human
freedom.”67 Moreover, the authors continue,“[i]n describing how to meet the challenge of
prevention, we begin with development because it is the indispensable foundation for a
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collective security system that takes prevention seriously.”68 This is not to say that
development aid is always in the business of providing answers for conflict prevention and
resolution. In a report for the OECD report, Uvin cautions that aid is a blunt instrument
of policy—and its effects are both intentional and unintentional:
All aid, at all times, creates incentives and disincentives, for peace or for war,
regardless of whether these effects are deliberate, recognised or not, before, during
or after war. The issue is then not whether or not to create (dis)incentives but,
rather, how to manage them so as to promote conditions and dynamics propitious
69
to non-violent conflict resolution.
In Do No Harm, Mary Anderson addresses this very issue, examining how aid can,
intentionally or unintentionally, support “capacities for peace” or “capacities for war.”70
The development and conflict literature also addresses broader questions of causes
of conflict, finding significant correlations between poverty and conflict. Causes are
complex and multidirectional—poverty can cause conflict and conflict exacerbates poverty.
This literature is not covered further here because it does not help illuminate the question
at hand—the role of development agencies in small arms aid. Its existence is relevant
however, in that it informs the reasons for development actors’ involvement in security
matters.
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Evaluating	
  Aid	
  
Of particular interest to this study, there has been dialogue in this literature about
how to evaluate aid. First, evaluating aid programs requires understating the (implicit)
theories of change. A manual by CDA Collaborative Learning Projects explains:
Peace practitioners select program goals, methods, approaches and activities based
on underlying “theories” of how peace can be achieved in a specific context. Such
theories can take the simple format:
“We believe that by doing X (action) successfully, we will produce Y
(movement towards peace).”
In many (perhaps most) cases these theories are not necessarily conscious or
stated.71
The study further distinguishes two types of theories of change, both of which are relevant
to aid interventions. The first type operates at the level of causes of conflict and program
goals; it “describes how achieving the program goals will contribute to Peace Writ Large.”72
Meanwhile, the second type operates at the “programmatic” level with “theories about how
our main activities or series of activities will add up to the goal/objective we have set.”73
Cheyanne Church and Julie Shouldice explore the various underlying theories for conflict
resolution projects and define five interrelated concepts necessary for understanding the
projects and conducting robust evaluations: theories of conflict, theories of conflict
resolution, theories of practice, theories of change, and working assumptions about change
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(i.e., programmatic-level of theories of change).74 Ultimately, they argue that revealing the
theories operating at all levels is critical to evaluating the effectiveness of any program that
seeks to effect change. In fact, both the Church and Shouldice study and the CDA manual
do not just touch on theories of change, but also theories of conflict and conflict
resolution. For this, tools for conflict analysis are needed. An International Alert report
explains,
Conflict analysis is the systematic study of the profile, causes, actors, and dynamics
of conflict … It helps development, humanitarian and peacebuilding organisations
to gain a better understanding of the context in which they work and their role in
that context. Conflict analysis can be carried out at various levels (eg local, regional,
national, etc) and seeks to establish the linkages between these levels … Conflict
analysis is thus a central component of conflict-sensitive practice, as it provides the
foundation to inform conflict sensitive programming, in particular in terms of an
understanding of the interaction between the intervention and the context.”75
Conflict analysis serves a variety of purposes, as the United Kingdom’s Department for
International Development explains below:
The objective of conducting conflict assessments is to improve the effectiveness of
development policy and programmes in contributing to conflict prevention and
reduction. Conflict assessments can be used to assess:
• risks of negative effects of conflict on programmes;
• risks of programmes or policies exacerbating conflict;
• opportunities to improve the effectiveness of development interventions
in contributing to conflict prevention and reduction.76
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Thus, it is worth noting that while conflict analysis in often discussed in the context of
effective aid planning, it is equally critical for aid evaluation.
The practical guidelines that come out of an OECD DAC project on Evaluating
Conflict Prevention and Peacebuilding Activities are especially noteworthy. A fact sheet on
the project lists examples of conflict prevention and peacebuilding activities in four
categories: “socio-economic development,” “good governance,” “reform of justice &
security institutions,” and “culture of truth, justice and reconciliation.”77 Of particular
relevance to the present study, the examples of reform of justice and security institutions
include security sector reform, SALW reduction, DDR, and de-mining.78 A report from
the project issues findings on preparing and conducting evaluations and details the key
steps in conducting such evaluations: (1) “Obtain or perform a conflict analysis”; (2)
“Identify intervention goals and assess the theory of change”; (3) “Gather and analyse
data/information”; (4) “Examine the effort against various criteria”; (5) “Analyse the results
chain”; (6) Assess for conflict sensitivity”; (7) Examine the relationship to policies”; and (8)
“Engage in a learning process.”79 While a few of the steps are self-evident, others provide
crucial insights, such as the section on analyzing the results chain:
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Analyse the information gathered and assess the effort’s outputs, outcomes and
impacts (as appropriate for the evaluation’s objectives and scope) by following the
widely accepted ‘results chain’. Assessment of impacts requires special
consideration.
Outputs—To what extent has the programme delivered the planned activities,
services and products? If it has not, why not? What unplanned outputs has it
delivered?
Outcomes—What are the immediate/proximate results of the programme—on
direct participants, beneficiaries, partners, institutions, policies, etc.?
Impacts—How is the intervention already affecting the broader society and the
broader conflict, and what are likely future impacts?
…
In evaluating the impacts of a conflict prevention and peacebuilding effort, it may
be more feasible to determine whether the evaluation object is making a contribution
to positive change, rather than trying to show direct, individual attribution for larger
observed changes. The latter may in fact be the result of a composite of multiple
interventions and other external factors.80
These guidelines contain important practical and conceptual approaches to evaluating aid
programs and as such are useful for the present study.
Why	
  it	
  Matters	
  	
  
The development literature has important perspective to offer this dissertation.
Conflict prevention and resolution and human security have become increasingly
significant aspects of development aid, and development actors have played a pivotal role
in small arms aid in particular. Various aspects of the debates on broader development
tools and how aid is delivered—the opportunities and challenges posed by technical
assistance, the utility of conditionality or selectivity, the importance of coherence and
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harmonization—apply to small arms control programming as well. Moreover, development
literature has increasingly touched on the intersection of development, peace, and security.
The overlap in programs is sometimes (and increasingly) explicit and intentional but, it is
always present; the causes of poverty and conflict flow both ways. Understanding this
complex relationship between development aid and security aid is crucial for
understanding small arms aid in practice. Finally, development literature offers valuable
insights about evaluating aid—a matter at the heart of the present study.

Small	
  Arms	
  Literature	
  
Overview	
  
Over the past decade, as concern about small arms has grown in the policy arena, a
literature has sprouted addressing various aspects of the subject.81 In 2001, the Graduate
Institute of International Studies in Geneva launched the Small Arms Survey, an
independent research organization which has been leading the field and providing
information on all aspects of the small arms issue through the publication of annual
yearbooks and periodic research and policy papers. The United Nations Institute for
Disarmament Research (UNIDIR) has also been an important generator of information,
81
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publishing a number of studies on the effects of various UN small arms disarmament
efforts in conflict zones. These sources represent the most thorough studies of small arms
to date.
In addition to these sources, there have been several books published on the
subject, and researchers at NGOs, think tanks, and academic institutions have contributed
to the conversation. However, this growing body of literature is still very new. It represents
a necessary first step in idea-development on an emerging topic, but it is, as it stands,
incomplete. Much of it does not rely on hypothesis testing, and the writing tends towards
policy description and prescription rather than theoretical inquiry. Nonetheless, there have
been some rigorous studies, and there are many important ideas that can be gleaned from
this literature. The literature identifies two problems stemming from small arms:
proliferation and misuse. Authors have also begun exploring the legal implications of the
various developments in the field of small arms. In addition, there have been increasing
attempts to frame small arms within the concept of “human security” and a related focus
on “armed violence reduction.” Finally, there have also been studies examining various
cases of small arms violence and small arms aid, and asking a question of particular
relevance to this study: How do we understand and evaluate aid effectiveness with regard to
small arms assistance?
In their book 2012 book, Owen Greene and Nicholas Marsh engage in an extensive
review of the developing small arms literature. They draw a distinction between US-centric
64

research focused on domestic gun control, and research which “focuses on interrelationships between SALW, armed violence and insecurity in developing, transitional or
conflict-prone areas that have tended are ‘seriously affected by SALW proliferation.’”82
This dissertation falls firmly in the later field, though each field may have lessons to learn
from the other.
Proliferation	
  and	
  Misuse	
  
Most of the literature has focused on small arms as a proliferation problem and is
thus oriented towards the trade in small arms. Some of this arms trade literature focuses
specifically on illicit proliferation for the simple reason that political movement on the
issue has centered on the issue of illicit trafficking.83 However, other authors object to the
separation between illicit and licit arms trade. They point out that illicit arms transfers
often begin from legal production and sales that either (a) are diverted directly by
unscrupulous agents, or (b) originally reach their intended recipient but are later retransferred to illegal end-users.84 In addition, they note that small arms flow between
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conflict zones, often using the same routes as other illicit products and remaining in
circulation for years or even decades.85 Whether addressing the licit or illicit trade, or
both, the literature primarily attempts to explain the dynamics of small arms
proliferation.86 Initially this literature focused especially on the supply of small arms,
although more recently it has expanded to begin to explore the dynamics of demand.
The problems associated with small arms can also be understood in terms of
misuse. This choice of terminology is not accidental—misuse implies improper or abusive
application of otherwise legitimate instruments, a distinction that is politically (both
internally in the US and in international settings) highly significant because small arms
have legitimate uses (in contrast to certain categories of prohibited weapons). Thus, the
small arms literature is not interested only in proliferation itself, but in the effects of small
arms in the hands of irresponsible end-users.
The distinction between proliferation and misuse is not always clean cut in the
literature. They are increasingly addressed together due to the idea that
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Guns alone don’t kill people, but societies awash in guns are far more likely to
resolve their differences violently; in ways that can quickly spiral out of control.
Once this happens, the international community can neither stop the killing nor
heal the societal wounds inflicted by militias, warlords, criminal gangs, or repressive
governments.87
However, this attempt at treating the problems posed by small arms more holistically also
risks conflating the two factors (proliferation and misuse) if they are not carefully
distinguished.
Legal	
  Implications	
  
The literature has also attempted to describe and elucidate the legal implications of
the various international efforts to address the small arms problem. To what extent does
black-letter law exist on the subject? Is customary law developing? What about international
norms that are not legally binding? Only one legally binding agreement has enterd into
force on the subject—the Vienna Firearms Protocol—but there are questions as to how
other legal obligations may apply to small arms, and how “politically binding” agreements
and/or state practice are affecting the development of law on the subject.
As Denise Garcia explains, this is a sensitive subject because of how it interacts with
pre-existing law and norms: “Already existing, strong international norms of sovereignty,
the right to self-defense and the right to self-determination, dogged the small-arms debate
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from the start. Any attempts to control the relationship between states and their arms
elicited controversy, jealousy and deep-seated state legitimacy questions.”88 Garcia argues
that because norm building on SALW is a new phenomenon, “there are at this stage no
firm and consolidated international norms” but rather “emerging norms.”89 She includes
the concept of “soft law,” whereby non-binding instruments may induce sufficient
compliance to indicate new emerging practices that have not yet firmed into hard law
(treaty or custom). A few years later, Garcia documented “substantial progress” in
international law and norms at the intersection of disarmament and human rights—what
she calls “disarmament diplomacy”—as seen through the development of the Arms Trade
Treaty, the Cluster Munitions Ban, and the emerging if amorphous regime on small arms
and light weapons.90
Although Garcia’s argument is persuasive, it is not the only perspective on this
matter. Zeray Yihdego builds a sophisticated argument for recognizing much stronger
legally binding norms, concluding:
The pervasive belief that we have no international legal norms on arms transfer is
either old-fashioned or flawed. The international order has acquired relevant
general international law norms, inter alia, non-intervention, humanitarian law and
peace and security, and particular customary rules of international law (arms
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control law) relating to such norms – the latter includes fundamental human rights
based restrictions. The arms trade is therefore subject to such primary legal
restrictions.91
Yihdego’s argument relies on two concepts: (1) the application of other legal norms (e.g.,
human rights) to the area of small arms, and (2) the development of customary
international law on the subject of small arms.92 The flaw in Yihdego’s argument, one he
himself acknowledges, is that there is too much contradictory state practice, and too little
implementation:
Even so violations of these norms by states are real problems. … Moreover, the
reality of lack of detailed criteria required for the application of these legal norms
has to be acknowledged. … By the same token, implementation of the rules, such as
arms embargoes, global and regional guidelines, and domestic requirements are full
of loopholes …93
To this is added the question of opinio juris, the belief by states that they have a legal
obligation to act in a certain way, which is questionable at least, and, in a number of cases,
positively lacking. Unfortunately for Yihdego, proof of customary international law
requires the intersection of practice and opinio juris. Nonetheless, Yihdego very thoroughly
details information about the norms that do exist (particularly with regard to human
rights) and that are developing; while his conclusions are questionable, his work does
document a growing area of international norms and law. The fact that it has not yet
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emerged as completely as he argues does not lessen the fact that norms are evolving and
emerging over time. As political and legal development continues in the area of small arms,
there will certainly be room for further studies on the subject.
Human	
  Security	
  	
  
There is a growing effort to frame widespread availability and misuse of small arms
as a threat to human security. The threats encompassed by SALW proliferation and misuse
include death and injury in both conflict zones and post-conflict societies, and in other
insecure environments where guns rather than law reign supreme; limiting access to
humanitarian and development aid; undermining governance and social order; and a
variety of particularly adverse impacts on societies’ weakest members. As Christian Ruge
writes, “In one way, human security is about analyzing security from the bottom up—from
the vantage point of the individual negotiating a landscape of daily, concrete dangers. In
that sense, it is much closer to the reality of most conflicts around the world than, for
instance, the potential threat posed by (rarely used) weapons of mass destruction.”94 It is in
this sense that the human security paradigm applies to the problem of small arms. This
framework is useful to the extent that it contributes to an understanding of why
international actors, including states, should have an interest in addressing the small arms
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problem. However, this framework appears to be primarily normative in nature—the extent
to which states actually perceive such a threat (and thus an underlying interest) is unclear
and still needs to be examined.
There are several important studies examining the connection between human
security and small arms. A UNDP report argues, “For countries in the midst of long-term
conflict, to states in crisis or in a post-conflict phase, to nations otherwise nominally ‘at
peace’, armed violence can exacerbate poverty, disease and malnutrition, inhibit access to
social services and divert energy and resources away from efforts to improve human
development.”95 In fact, this belief in the relationship between small arms violence and
lower development, supported by UNDP staff in the field, has led UNDP to support many
small arms initiatives in recipient states. Two other influential reports on the subject are
the Centre for Humanitarian Dialogue’s Putting People First (2003)96 and Missing Pieces
(2005).97 The latter identifies a “human security framework for global action on gun
violence” involving five objectives: “regulating the use of small arms”; “draining the existing
pool of guns and ammunition”; “regulating the transfer of small arms”; “reducing the
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demand for guns”; and “assistance to survivors.”98 These are highly relevant for the
present study because they are the types of objectives held by small arms assistance
programs. Another particularly noteworthy aspect of the study is an annex examining a
model typology of human security indicators relevant in assessing the impact of both
armed violence and the programs designed to reduce it.99 For discussion of other
indicators used for small arms research, see the section on Analyzing Aid, below.
Armed	
  Violence	
  Framework	
  
Directly related to the inclusion of small arms within the human security
framework, has been the recent attention paid to the concept of armed violence prevention
and reduction. Small arms are, as noted above, weapons that have legal and legitimate uses.
The problem, thus, is not the arms per se, but the destruction to which they contribute.
Small arms proliferation and misuse have accordingly been identified as a contributing
factor to armed violence, and, conversely, targeting those small arms issues is seen as an
important aspect of efforts to reduce armed violence.
Two particularly influential reports in this area are the Geneva Declaration’s Global
Burden of Armed Violence (2008)100 and the OECD’s Armed Violence Reduction: Enabling
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Development (2009).101 The OECD report explains the armed violence concept and its
import:
Armed violence includes the use or threatened use of weapons to inflict injury, death or
psychological harm, which undermines development. For policy makers, the armed
violence perspective offers a broader view than armed conflict alone by also
including situations of chronic violent crime and interpersonal violence. This is because
armed violence in non-conflict settings can have as significant an effect on security
and development as it does in societies affected by war.102
It also looks at the emerging aid and programming associated with this concept:
Armed violence reduction and prevention (AVR) aims at reducing the risks and impacts
of armed violence. AVR is not a new form of programming. Rather, it is an
emerging set of practices that builds on existing frameworks, approaches, and
lessons learned in areas such as conflict prevention, peacebuilding, crime
prevention and public health.103
One particularly interesting concept brought to light by the OECD report is particular to
post-conflict contexts. It “suggests at least five types of armed violence that continue,
emerge or worsen in post-conflict contexts.”104 These are political violence; routine state
violence; economic and crime-related violence; community and informal justice and
policing violence; and post-war displacements and disputes.105 This is especially relevant as
many armed violence reduction and prevention programs, including small arms assistance,
take place in post-conflict contexts.
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Armed violence reduction has a complex relationship with the international
development agenda; AVR is understood as being a necessary component of development,
but it is more inter-disciplinary, falling within the scope of a variety of different
organizations and agendas. The Armed Violence Prevention Programme, created through
collaboration between UNDP and the World Health Organization (WHO) attempts to
bridge the gaps; yet, as a WHO report on the subject explains,
[D]espite increased understanding of violence as a barrier to development and
growing knowledge about how to tackle it, violence prevention suffers from a
combination of institutional fragmentation, weak national planning, and low
political status. It also has a low priority (outside of peacekeeping and conflict
resolution) within the international development agenda, including the national
agencies responsible for official development assistance.106
Because AVR is part of the framework in which small arms aid programs are operating, it
will be very relevant for my study.
The relationship between arms and violence is, of course, inherently complex.
Understanding its intricacies in a post-conflict setting can be even more so. In a chapter on
post-conflict armed violence, Joakim Kreutz, Nicholas Marsh and Manuela Torre review
the literature on arms in the post-conflict context. They find that explanations for postconflict violence include: “how the war ended”; “diffusion of weapons during and after
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conflict”; and “changing attitudes to violence and weapons.”107 Indeed all of these
explanations will prove relevant to the current study. They conclude that an important
knowledge gap remains: “We need to improve our understanding of arms dynamics to
distinguish between those that should be considered the effects of the preceding conflict
and those that are unique to the post-conflict situation itself.”108
Analyzing	
  Aid	
  	
  
As the field expands, there are a growing number of studies examining cases of
both small arms violence and small arms aid. Many of the studies are stand-alone (rather
than comparative), and there is still much more that can be studied and learned in this
area, but the importance of such studies should not be underestimated. In a recent
examination of national implementation and reporting under the Programme of Action,
Sarah Parker found that “Many states describe the activities they have engaged in or
contributed to, but almost none give any assessment or information regarding the
perceived impact the assistance had, or the findings or output of the project.”109 The
Small Arms Survey has conducted a few specific case studies, and UNIDIR has studied a
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number of studies of UN post-conflict small arms programs. Perhaps the most studied type
of small arms aid is disarmament, demobilization and reintegration (DDR) programs.
There is a reason for the analytical focus on DDR programs—they constitute a large
portion of small arms aid (financially speaking)—but it is important to recognize that such
programs are also geographically concentrated. UNIDIR has conducted a global survey on
international assistance for implementation of the UN Programme of Action (PoA), as well
as two regional case studies in East Africa and the South Pacific. In the Global Survey, K.
Maze and S. Parker found that between 2001 and 2005 (the first five years of the PoA), “In
financial terms, well over half of total financial assistance was allocated to DDR activities
(US$ 458 million), which often included the operational and staff costs of the DDR
missions administered by the United Nations Department of Peacekeeping Operations
(DPKO).”110 The majority of DDR assistance (71%) was directed to Africa.111 Moreover,
this assistance constitutes a huge portion of the small arms assistance to Africa—Maze and
H. Rhee found in their case study that 95% of assistance to East Africa went to DDR
programming.112 In contrast, destruction, the next highest allocation of financial
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assistance, was much more Euro-centric, with 69% of destruction assistance going to
Stability Pact countries.113
Aaron Karp recently edited The Politics of Destroying Surplus Small Arms: Inconspicuous
Disarmament, in which he argues that “Small arms disarmament is reshaping the global
distribution of firearms, light weapons, and ammunition. It is far from comprehensive, but
much more than cosmetic.”114 The above-mentioned OECD report on Armed Violence
Reduction outlines lessons learned that are influencing the development of AVR
programming.115 Many other cases studied each outline lessons learned, though whether
the lessons are in fact being learned and shared is in doubt. Indeed, one the tasks of my
research will be to compare many of those lessons to my own findings and search for both
common trends and areas of disagreement. Moreover, it will look at the extent to which
practitioners are aware of previous research on the subject.
Perhaps the most important publication on this subject is a recent report by Kerry
Maze of UNIDIR called Searching for Aid Effectiveness, which seeks to develop a framework
for understanding what aid effectiveness means in the context of small arms. The report
documents and explains the gap that exists in this area—in policy and in literature:
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Monitoring and evaluating SALW assistance activities concentrate on the outputs
of the project directly and rarely take into account the larger picture and longerterm perspective, or outcome, that the assistance has at the national level.116
…
Furthermore, few studies have yet critically explored the issue of SALW assistance,
either from a regional or international perspective. As a result, there is no research
base on tracking or monitoring SALW assistance that could help states and
implementing agencies see how their assistance contributes to achieving global
goals of preventing, combating and eradicating the illicit trade in SALW. … The
limited amount of research available is a considerable challenge to understanding,
improving and monitoring the impact and effectiveness of SALW assistance.117
It is this gap that my research will seek to help fill; one study alone is surely not sufficient,
but it is an important step. Maze’s report goes on to examine the application of the concept
of “aid effectiveness,” as used in development circles, to the issue of small arms. Maze
explains that the concept, as developed by the OECD Development Assistance Committee,
is that “aid effectiveness ‘is about improving the management, delivery and
complementarity of development co-operation activities to ensure the highest development
impact.’”118 She examines the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness and Accra Agenda
for Action (discussed above) and finds that while in some instances these documents may
be directly applicable, in many others they are not so, due to the diverse and
interdisciplinary nature of the small arms problem. However, she counsels that they still
indicate good practices that may be applicable to the area of small arms assistance. Maze
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suggests that the Paris Declaration key principles for aid effectiveness (ownership,
alignment, harmonization, managing for results, and mutual accountability) may be
applicable to small arms aid effectiveness as well. My work will certainly examine how this
framework applies to the cases that I examine, and will contribute further to answering the
question of what effectiveness means in the small arms context.
Finally, there are two other works of note on the subject of evaluating small arms
control programs. First, in 2002, Robert Muggah and Peter Batchelor did a study for
UNDP, entitled “Development Held Hostage”: Assessing the Effects of Small Arms on Human
Development, in which they argue that “Small arms have both direct and indirect impacts on
human development. Direct impacts refer to the immediate physical effects of armed
violence—deaths and injuries. The indirect effects of small arms include high levels of
criminality, violence-induced displacement, collapsing public services, declines in normal
economic activity, and the erosion of a society’s social capital.”119 They develop a Matrix of
the Effects and Indicators of Small Arms Availability and Use, in which they outline
“primary” and “secondary” indicators for each effect.120 This work, combined with the
work on indicators contained in Missing Pieces (mentioned above), provides a solid starting
point for thinking about indicators for the human security impacts of small arms
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proliferation and misuse. Secondly, a 2004 SEESAC discussion paper, Performance
Indicators for the Monitoring and Evaluation of SALW Control Programmes, begins where
Muggah and Batchelor left off. It deplores the lack of in-depth program evaluation in the
SALW field, and accepts the division of primary and secondary indicators, but cautions
care in their application:
‘Primary’ indicators [PI] being normally short-term and quantitative, relating to the
availability and misuse of SALW, whilst ‘secondary’ indicators are usually longer
term and more qualitative. The immediate requirement of SALW control
interventions is to obtain management information to support programme
planning and then illustrate success and impact to donors on an annual funding
cycle; therefore ‘primary’ indicators are generally the more immediate concern to
programme managers. This paper therefore concentrates on primary quantitative
PI, but accepts the importance of the longer-term qualitative secondary PI.
Secondary PI should be designed and developed to link into the wider Security
Sector Reform (SSR) agenda.
Caution must be the key word though in any use of primary PI as reliance
on them alone will not have any value unless the relationship between the primary
PI themselves, and their impact on secondary PI is examined at some stage during
the process.121
The SEESAC paper then proceeds to develop a Matrix of Performance Indicators versus
Programme Operational Objectives.122 This formulation is particularly noteworthy due to
its matching performance indicators to specific SALW control program components and
operational objectives.
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Why	
  it	
  Matters	
  
Here I have gleaned from the literature a number of significant discussions on the
subject of small arms: the relationship between proliferation and misuse; the legal
implications of the developing regimes; the attempt to frame small arms within the concept
of “human security” with a related focus on “armed violence reduction”; and finally, the
examination of various cases of small arms violence and small arms aid, along with an
effort to define aid effectiveness within the area of small arms and to develop criteria for
assessing such effectiveness. All of these dialogues will influence the present study, but the
latter will be of utmost importance, as this study will further examine the concept of aid
effectiveness in the area of small arms control.
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3

INTERNATIONAL AND REGIONAL REGIMES ON SMALL ARMS AND
LIGHT WEAPONS

Context	
  
Small arms rose to international attention in the wake of a related success story—the
1997 Ottawa Convention banning the production, sale, storage, and use of anti-personnel
landmines. The Ottawa Convention was important for both proliferation and human
security frameworks; as Christian Ruge argues,
The Mine Ban Convention is a disarmament instrument, as it bans the production
and use of anti-personnel mines, and provides for the destruction of stockpiles.
However, it draws its rationale from the humanitarian field, citing the human and
social costs of the presence of anti-personnel mines as the main justification of the
ban, not their potential to threaten the security of states.1
Moreover, the Ottawa process itself was a significant departure from previous practice as
NGOs, humanitarian and development actors, joined together in a coalition to build
support for the treaty.2 The International Campaign to Ban Landmines (ICBL) worked as
an umbrella bringing this coalition together.
Over the past decade, as awareness grew about the extent of the small arms
problem, a variety of international initiatives arose to address various aspects of the issue.
1
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In 1998, non-governmental organizations working on small arms issues joined together in
the creation of the International Action Network on Small Arms (IANSA). Designed to
model the ICBL example, IANSA serves as an umbrella for a broad coalition. However, it
has been unable to replicate ICBL’s success. At the same time, political will in the United
Nations was built-up both through a variety of General Assembly resolutions and
Secretariat-based studies. Efforts to work through the United Nations coalesced in the
2001 UN Conference on the Illicit Trade of Small Arms and Light Weapons in All its
Aspects and it’s Programme of Action. In addition to these larger frameworks, there have
been a variety of other international, regional, and local initiatives to address various facets
of the small arms problem, and which together form a web of regimes on the issue.
Efforts to address the complex threat posed by small arms have taken a variety of
forms. The vast majority of efforts at international, regional and national levels have
focused on illicit proliferation. Michael Klare argues that “it should be possible to choke
off the flow of black-market munitions to irregular forces and to significantly restrict the
conditions under which governments can acquire arms through legal channels. Ultimately,
it should be possible to block all but a small trickle of weapons to current and prospective
belligerents in areas of persistent conflict.”3 However, not all analysts agree with this
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optimism. Aaron Karp, for example, cautions that, “The potential for stricter regulation is
great, but it also can be exaggerated.”4 He argues that in fact, efforts to combat the illicit
firearms trade will meet with only limited success due to the nature of the weapons, the
widespread proliferation that has already occurred, and the fact that old as well as new
weapons remain effective tools of violence and are easily transferred to new conflicts.
Regardless, the enormity of the threat of illicit arms trafficking, together with political
considerations that make this the most palatable and approachable aspect of the problem,
mean that the illicit market has been the primary focus of efforts. The legal arms trade has
also been affected, primarily via efforts to stymie the illegal trade. Ultimately, although
trade—licit or illicit—is only a single facet of the small arms problem, it is one of the pieces
most conducive to regulation via regimes, and thus is the subject of such approaches.
This chapter will begin by considering US policy in addressing small arms for the
simple reason that the US has an enormous influence on the political and policy context in
which international and regional regimes have developed. It will then focus on
international regimes on small arms; these efforts are primarily focused on combating
proliferation. Finally, in terms of regional regimes and initiatives, it will focus on those that
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are applicable to the case-studies: regional efforts encompassing greater Europe, as well as
those specific to the Balkan sub-region.
This chapter is not meant to provide an exhaustive review of all potentially relevant
developing norms on small arms. Arguments can be made for the applicability of aspects of
international humanitarian and human rights law to the issue, but that is a subject for
another study. Rather this chapter examines the existing legal and political structures
specifically addressing the issue of SALW.

US	
  Policy	
  
The US has arguably the most sophisticated export control and end-use monitoring
system of any country, and yet the US has also been one of the limiting forces in
discussions of strengthening international regimes on small arms. Certainly, US laws are
quite strong compared to many states, and are used as models in international discussions
of small arms trade guidelines. The arms trade in the United States is primarily governed
by three major pieces of legislation: the Arms Export Control Act (AECA) of 1976, the
Foreign Assistance Act (FAA) of 1961, and the Export Administration Act (EAA) of 1979.
First, the AECA dictates the purposes for which weapons may be transferred and the
process of such transfers, and requires quarterly and annual reports from the Departments
of Defense and State to the Congress on arms transfers. The State Department creates and
maintains the International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR) to implement the AECA.
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ITAR includes a munitions list (USML) outlining exactly which weapons fall under its
purview. In parallel to the AECA, the EAA is implemented by the Department of
Commerce and governs transfers of dual-use items. It is executed through the Export
Administration Regulations (EAR), which lay out licensing policies and processes for
regulated goods, which in turn are enumerated in the Commerce Control List (CCL).
When, as currently (2011), the FAA is out-of-service due to the expiration of its
Congressional mandate, the International Emergency Economic Powers Act (IEEPA) takes
over in providing authorization for the executive (and thus the Department of Commerce)
to maintain the EAR and the CCL. Finally, the FAA governs US foreign assistance. As it
relates to arms transfers, the important provision is that it allows the US to fund foreign
purchases of American-made arms. It also prevents arms sales to and funding for gross
human rights violators, as well as state sponsors of terrorism. Under the relevant
aforementioned laws, arms can be transferred abroad through foreign military sales, direct
commercial sales, leases of equipment, transfers of excess defense articles, and emergency
draw-downs of stockpiles.
It is worth noting at this juncture, that the system as described here is currently in a
state of flux. There has recently been discussion about revisiting the FAA and writing
completely new legislation, as seen by Representative Howard Berman’s proposed Global
Partnerships Act (2010 and 2011). At the same time, the Obama administration has
proposed re-visiting the entire US export control system, including the AECA and EAA,
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streamlining the system. Meanwhile, Congress is divided on the subject with one bill
proposed to reauthorize the EAA with some adaptations, whereas another (again
Representative Berman taking the lead here) proposes a complete redesign with a new
Technology Security Act (2011).5
US export policy is not perfect. There are many documented failings. The United
States frequently looks the other way when agreeing to transfer weapons to human rights
abusers, and slip-ups happen as well when weapons sold to current friends and allies later
come back to haunt the US because they are no longer friends, or because the weapons
have been re-transferred elsewhere. However, despite these failings, the US does regulate
and examine weapons transfers thoroughly, the sales are transparent and publicly reported,
and the country engages in robust end-use monitoring, making it a model internationally.
The United States has an important role to play in any international efforts to
reduce small arms proliferation. The unique role played by the world’s sole superpower,
and major small arms producer and exporter, places the US in this position. John Kruger,
after examining UN- and European-led efforts to control small arms proliferation,
concludes that “Whatever the outcome of these well-intentioned, if inept bodies, most
experts agree that the US will need to take the lead on pushing for an international
5
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solution to close loopholes and hold brokers accountable.”6 Moreover, its strong controls
on arms transfers, while far from infallible, frequently serve as a model for best practices. In
addition, the US role in the world means that it is very much in the country’s interest to
advocate stronger controls on illicit small arms transfers worldwide. As Rachel Stohl
argues, “While the Untied States has some of the best arms export, end-use monitoring
and brokering laws on the books, it has a vested interest in ensuring that other countries
improve their national legislation and that international and regional measures are
developed and strengthened.”7 This argument is fleshed out by Michael Renner:
All this undercuts a frequent assumption of contemporary security analysis in this
country: that the possession of unrivaled weapons technology and power-projection
capabilities is a key advantage for the United States, and by extension that if there
is no U.S. military response to a particular crisis or development, there will be no
response at all. But in the post-Cold War era, military-technological superiority is of
far less utility than when the United States was still locked in competition with the
Soviet Union. Given the enormous proliferation of weaponry of almost all kinds
and calibers, and the strong likelihood that any given advanced arms technology
will eventually spread to other countries, a strong argument can be made that the
United States has a key interest in establishing internationally accepted and
effective norms and standards to curb the production, possession, and trade of
arms; there are few such restraints today.8
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Renner wrote in 2000. Since then, the relative power of the US has diminished somewhat,
and we have seen the country engaged in foreign wars with non-state armed combatants.
Over the intervening decade, there has been increased dialogue on the topic, and increased
support for and development of restraints on the small arms trade. Nonetheless,
weaknesses remain, and the US frequently does not serve as a catalyst for improvement nor
see its own interest in these terms. Thus, Renner’s point remains salient.
The United States certainly has participated in various international small arms
forums and has worked to strengthen some efforts. The US has worked on several new
small arms initiatives since the 2001 UN Conference—lowering the domestic reporting
threshold for small arms transfers, and working to expand the UN Conventional Arms
Register and the Wassenaar Arrangement.9 In addition, US aid provided for small arms
control has expanded. As Rachel Stohl and Rhea Myerscough note, from Fiscal Year 2001
(FY01) to Fiscal Year 2006 (FY06), the State Department’s Office of Weapons Removal
and Abatement in the Bureau of Political-Military Affairs (PM/WRA), saw their budget,
which is primarily funded through NADR (Nonproliferation, Antiterrorism, Demining
and Related Programs), increase dramatically.10 In fact, by tracking Congressional Budget
Justifications on the Foreign Operations budget, one can see a significant upward trend
9
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across the past decade in PM/WRA funding for small arms destruction programs (much of
which has been geared towards MANPADS destruction efforts). When such efforts started
in FY01 they had a budget of around 2 million USD, and it stayed steady at around 3
million USD for the next several years.11 These numbers increased much more: nearly 4
million in FY04,12 nearly 7 million in FY05,13 8.6 million in FY06,14 16 million in FY07,15
44 million in FY 08,16 over 24 million in FY 09,17 and 50 million in FY10 and FY11
18

(continuing resolution). The requests for FY12 are bundled into “Conventional Weapons
Destruction,” encompassing PM/WRA work on demining as well, so it is harder to
distinguish variation, but levels remain high.19 In addition to small arms destruction,
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NADR has funded substantial State Department efforts in related areas such as demining
and export control assistance.
Moreover, this shift in US policy approaches to small arms and light weapons can
be seen in the State Department publications. In 1999 the Bureau of Political-Military
Affairs published a report titled “To Walk the Earth in Safety,” subtitled “The Untied
States Commitment to Humanitarian Demining,” which provided an overview of US
th

mine-action assistance. It has since been published annually or biennially. In 2006, the 6

edition report included “special reports” on controlling small arms and light weapons, and
on “the menace of MANPADS,”20 and by the 7th edition report in 2008, the subtitle had
been updated to “The United States’ Commitment to Humanitarian Mine Action and
Conventional Weapons Destruction” to reflect the new dual focus.21 In 2010, the 9th
edition report subtitle was updated yet again to its current manifestation: “The Untied
States’ Commitment to Conventional Weapons Destruction.” And, while the most recent
reports still include mine-action, the focus and categorization of the reports has completely
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shifted since its inception over a decade ago.22 This is a change that is reflective of the shift
in US policy and aid towards a more comprehensive focus on conventional weaponry,
especially small arms and light weapons (including MANPADS), and landmines. The State
Department’s work in this area is supported and complemented by the DoD’s Defense
Threat Reduction Agency (DTRA) which uses its technical expertise to provide stockpile
assessments and training seminars on physical security and stockpile management (PSSM),
23

while PM/WRA “run[s] the long-term capacity-building PSSM infrastructure programs.”

Nevertheless, the United States has not been a model of support for initiatives to
undercut small arms proliferation. Charli Wyatt sees this failure in light of the domestic
political situation, arguing that, “Though its own arms trade regulations are in fact quite
strict, the United States refused to support the universalization of its own best practices,
displaying the same reflexive unilateralism it has shown toward other international issues
since the change in administration.”24 Certainly the George W. Bush administration,
while proclaiming its concern about the problem, was not very supportive of international
instruments aimed at addressing small arms proliferation. Its refusal to sign the Vienna
Firearms Protocol, its role in both UN Conferences, and its consistent pressure against
22
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development of legally binding instruments on a number of small arms sub-topics, are all
demonstrative of this position. Daniel Nelson describes an underlying reason for US
ambivalence about addressing small arms proliferation: “In short, the nasty, lying, thieving
underworld corrupts an otherwise perfectly legitimate, licit, and even beneficial (for US
security) arms trade. Stop the bad guys and the problem goes away. The story of the US
diplomatic non-effort, then, focuses on thugs and drugs.”25 This account, while oversimplified, does help to explain the apparent contradictions of the US position—pushing
countries to adopt stronger standards, while refusing to support legally binding
instruments to institute them; and funding and providing logistical support for weapons
destruction programs, while questioning their utility in international discussions of
measures to address the small arms threat more broadly. Moreover, Loretta Bondi argues
that US domestic actions have further undermined the ability of the United States to
pressure other countries to comply with stronger standards:
Failure to extend the assault-weapons ban was undoubtedly interpreted outside the
United States as another example of self-invoked exceptionalism, by which
Washington exempts itself from rules that it would like to see applied elsewhere.
The U.S. emphasis on weapons destruction, the centerpiece of American
international small arms policy, is predicated on the notion that the risk of the
misuse of weapons is directly proportional to the ease of their availability. The
expiration of the ban undermined that notion and its self-evident rationale.26
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It is clearly within the prerogative of the United States to decide on such matters. Allowing
assault weapons to be purchased legally within the United States need not affect careful
scrutiny of US weapons transfers abroad, and most countries would agree that the policy is
protected by its national sovereignty. Politically however, the superior position on small
arms proliferation claimed by the United States by virtue of its strong export control
regulations is at least partially undercut by such domestic measures.
Finally, in discussing the relationship between the US domestic political scene and
foreign policy on small arms proliferation, it is impossible to avoid examining the role of
the domestic gun lobby. Charli Wyatt notes that, “In the run-up to the [UN Small Arms]
conference the NRA conducted a rapid public scare campaign to convince US citizens that
the UN’s true goal was the destruction of their putative Second Amendment right to own
guns.”27 Time and again the domestic pro-gun lobby has worked to frame the issues on the
table at international discussions on small arms proliferation in terms of domestic gun
ownership. The Congressional Research Service has documented propaganda claiming that
there is a UN conspiracy dedicated to bringing gun-control to the United States.28 In the
modern age, a quick google search turns up a myriad of posts, including opinion pieces in
some mainstream newspapers, asserting such conspiracy theories. Such efforts have focused
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not only on the UN Conference, but also on the Firearms Protocol, and other similar
initiatives. As Aaron Karp notes, there was no corresponding effort on the part of domestic
gun control advocates:
It was the National Rifle Association (NRA) that completely overwhelmed domestic
lobbying. . . . The other side of the U.S. gun control debate, the numerous pro-gun
control organizations and lobbyists, just did not show up. It is hard to avoid the
conclusion that through their absence leading groups like Hand Gun Control and
the Coalition to Stop Gun Violence simply gave the NRA a monopoly at the
conference.29
While the propaganda was much exaggerated, the pro-gun organizations are concerned that
international efforts to control small arms proliferation will ultimately spill over into the
domestic arena, requiring gun control. The concerns of the pro-gun lobby at international
conferences have been reflected in the US position—for example in John Bolton’s redlines
at the UN Conference which absolutely refused to discuss any matters relating to civilian
firearms ownership or transfers to non-state actors. Describing the NRA’s global savvy,
David Morton explains,
The NRA may not be actively funding gun lobbies around the world—the
organization claims its charter forbids it—but its influence is felt in much more than
dollars. It lends support to the anti-gun control effort at the United Nations. It
promotes lines of argument, strategy, and political tactics that others adopt for local
use. And, if you contact the association, its representatives will come to explain
how to get it done.30
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In fact, the highly successful organization has not only managed to gain control over much
of the US position at international conferences, but has also managed to export its knowhow to help defend pro-gun stances in other countries. While the pro-gun lobby is only
one piece in the complex dynamics of US small arms policy, it has become a fixture in the
debate and cannot be ignored. Moreover, legally, it has won a number of victories in recent
years in terms of interpretation of the 2nd Amendment to the Constitution. Without
getting into the nuances of that debate, suffice it to say that the legal environment affects
the atmosphere of domestic gun control debates, and in turn affects US foreign policy.
This is not to say that US policy is completely static or completely driven by the
efforts of the powerful pro-gun lobbyists. Significant changes in rhetoric were visible soon
after the Obama administration took office. For example, the Obama administration
publicly and at high levels expressed tentative support for the concept of an Arms Trade
Treaty (discussed below), and, without promising to sign the resulting treaty, agreed to
participate in its negotiation.31 This is a significant change in tone after the Bush
administration eschewed any legally binding documents on the international small arms
trade. Whether, however, any substantive policy changes follow remains to be seen.
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International	
  Regimes	
  	
  
Since the turn of the century, a variety of multilateral initiatives have emerged in an
effort to address small arms proliferation. These efforts have specifically focused on
attempts to combat the illicit trade in small arms through a variety of means. To this end,
there has been some limited treatment of the legal trade as well, because efforts to prevent
illicit trade may also strengthen controls on the legal trade. The Vienna Firearms Protocol
is unique among the international regimes due to its legally binding nature; however, like
the other initiatives, it is not comprehensive. The 2001 UN Conference has been the most
broadly accepted international initiative. It concluded with a Programme of Action
outlining recommended future steps, on which much of the subsequent debate has
focused. There has also been movement to adjust the UN Conventional Arms Register,
which traditionally has dealt with major conventional weapons systems, to include small
arms as well. The Wassenaar Arrangement, a multilateral export control regime, has moved
towards greater regulation of small arms and light weapons in recent years. In addition, in
2005, an International Tracing Instrument was negotiated in the UN context, though it,
like the Programme of Action, is politically rather than legally binding. Over the years,
there has also been increased discussion among both non-governmental organizations and
a number of interested governments, later picked up within the UN itself, about the
possibility of developing a legally binding Arms Trade Treaty, which is now under
negotiation. Parallel to this effort has been an effort to develop International Small Arms
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Control Standards within the UN system. Finally, it is worth noting the various
international initiatives aimed at addressing specific proliferation problems. Exploring the
range of initiatives both broad and specific that have been developed to address small arms
proliferation is critical to understanding successes and failures of these efforts, and
evaluating the possibilities for future progress in this area.
The	
  Vienna	
  Firearms	
  Protocol	
  
Completed in early 2001, the Protocol against the Illicit Manufacturing of and
Trafficking in Firearms, Their Parts and Components and Ammunition supplements the
United Nations Convention against Transnational Organized Crime. The Convention
itself had not yet entered into force at the time, and did not do so until September 2003; it
now has 182 states parties. The Firearms Protocol entered into force almost two years later,
on 3 July 2005, and has 111 states parties.32 The United States is a party to the overarching
Convention, but it has neither signed nor ratified the Firearms Protocol. The Protocol is
modeled after the Organization of American States’ Inter-American Convention against
Illicit Manufacturing and Trafficking of Firearms, Ammunition, Explosives, and other
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Related Materials (CIFTA), which the US signed in 1997, although the Senate still has not
acted on it.33
The Protocol is not comprehensive and does not apply to all firearms transfers.
Specifically, the text of the Protocol stipulates that “This Protocol shall not apply to stateto-state transactions or to state transfers in cases where the application of the Protocol
would prejudice the right of a State Party to take action in the interest of national security
34

consistent with the Charter of the United Nations.” The exclusion of state-to-state
transfers is a political decision designed to help create consensus among potential states
parties, but it does thereby significantly limit the scope of the Protocol itself. The specific
provision regarding national security is interesting because it is seemingly unnecessary
under international law. Article 51 of the United Nations Charter already preserves the
“inherent right of individual or collective self-defence,” and when there is a conflict in
international law between the Charter and a subsequent treaty, the Charter takes
precedence. Thus, the specific language protecting national security in the Protocol appears
to be a measure to provide states with extra maneuver room for otherwise questionable
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transactions that can be justified as national security concerns. How this plays out in
practice remains to be seen.
Explicitly designed to combat the illicit firearms trade, the Firearms Protocol
definition is narrower than other international treatments of the subject, and excludes a
number of light weapons, such as MANPADS. The Firearms Protocol states:
“Firearm” shall mean any portable barrelled weapon that expels, is designed to
expel or may be readily converted to expel a shot, bullet or projectile by the action
of an explosive, excluding antique firearms or their replicas. Antique firearms and
their replicas shall be defined in accordance with domestic law. In no case,
however, shall antique firearms include firearms manufactured after 1899 . . .35
This definition is within the mainstream for international definitions of the term
“firearm”; however, it is worth noting that the term itself is significantly narrower than the
generally accepted definitions of small arms and light weapons which include firearms a
component of a broader category of weapons.
The Protocol requires marking of firearms produced, exported, and imported, and
record keeping of information tracing firearms transfers for a minimum of ten years. In
addition, states parties are to establish licensing systems for firearms transfers. States parties
also agree to consider a system for regulating brokering activities, but the establishment of a
brokering system is not required by the Protocol. At the time of its negotiation, the United
States and other like-minded countries emphasized that the Protocol “is considered ‘law

35

Ibid., Article 3.a.

100

enforcement, not arms control.’”36 In fact, the measures required by the Protocol are
precisely those designed to enhance law enforcement capabilities to track down and
thereby prevent and prosecute illegal firearms transfers.
Negotiators of the Protocol walked a fine line, attempting to combat the illegal
trade in small arms without touching the sensitive topic of the legal firearms trade. This
avoidance of the legal trade is undoubtedly what made the Protocol politically feasible. Yet,
it is also seen by many advocates of greater control of small arms transfers to be a major
failing. In describing the weakness of the Protocol, Owen Greene explains,
The negotiations for an international Firearms Protocol are explicitly targeted
against illicit trafficking in civilian firearms by criminals. However, […] most illicit
arms originate from legal producers or government stockpiles. In many
circumstances, particularly in regions of conflict or war-torn societies, illicit arms
trafficking is closely linked with excessive and destabilising flows and accumulations
of small arms and light weapons, including those in which governments are
involved.37
The 2001 Small Arms Survey agrees with this analysis, arguing that “Complementary
measures, which embed small arms control within the broader context of human security,
security sector reform, post-conflict reconstruction, and long-term development must be
pursued if the protocol is to have any impact on the ‘the well-being of peoples, their social
and economic development and their right to live in peace,’” the stated goals of the
36
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Protocol in its preamble.38 Addressing the illicit firearms trade through a legally binding
instrument is an important measure that should not be discounted. Nonetheless, its very
treatment of the illicit trade to the exclusion of the legal trade undermines its own strength
given the inseparable links that exist between the two. Moreover, the measures themselves
are limited and leave many specifics of marking, tracing, and brokering regulations
unaddressed.
Conference	
  on	
  the	
  Illicit	
  Trade	
  in	
  Small	
  Arms	
  and	
  Light	
  Weapons	
  in	
  All	
  Its	
  Aspects	
  
In July 2001, the United Nations held a Conference on the Illicit Trade in Small
Arms and Light Weapons in All Its Aspects. The scope of the Conference and its resulting
Programme of Action (PoA) were the subject of heated debate from the outset. Some states
desired the Conference to address both the licit and illicit aspects of the firearms trade, as
they viewed the two as inextricably interlinked. However, the United States was adamant
that the Conference only treat the illicit arms trade. The Conference’s title itself reflected a
compromise on this controversy, addressing only the illicit trade but using the more
inclusive phrase “in all its aspects.” David Mutimer focuses on the result created by the
Conference’s particular way of framing the small arms problem. Noting that the problem
could easily have been conceptualized differently, for example as gun violence, he argues
that “Central to the effect-ness of the PoA is the constitution of a field of problem that is
38
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marked by two central features: small arms and light weapons and a divide between the licit
and illicit trade. Neither of these features of the problem are necessary, in any sense.”39
While the divide between licit and illicit trade is artificial and thus not a necessary feature
of the problem, it was certainly politically necessary in order to reach any agreement that
would include the United States. As not only the sole superpower, but the world’s largest
small arms exporting nation, and the country with the strongest export control regulations
itself, US participation was key to any effective outcome.
The US delegation to the Conference was headed by Under Secretary of State for
Arms Control and International Security Affairs, John Bolton. His opening statement40
outlining five redline issues on which the US would not compromise set the tone for
Conference.41 Describing the effect of Bolton’s statement, Aaron Karp explains, “He
stripped the conference of its agenda, its goals, and any trace of hope. When he stepped
down from the speakers’ podium, the conference was, for all practical purposes completely
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over.”42 While the conclusion that the conference was over from that point is disputable,
it is certainly clear that Bolton’s statement had a profound effect, and that US intractability
on a variety of issues significantly limited the area for discussion. US redlines precluded
definitions which encompassed non-military firearms, restrictions on civilian possession of
firearms, bans on transfers to non-state actors, and calls for a legally binding instrument or
fixed review process.43 As discussed in the section on US policy, it bears noting that the
domestic pro-gun lobby played an active role in the lead-up to the conference and that
much of the US stance was focused on protecting the Second Amendment from threats,
real or imagined, by strictly limiting discussion to the illicit trade. In addition, the newly
elected Bush administration, wary of any international agreements, was quick to water
down proposals that required action, concerned that “from little acorns bad treaties
grow.”44 As Tamar Gabelnick describes, “In paragraph after paragraph, the United States
wanted qualifications for, or exceptions to calls for action, deletions of requests for
financial support of conference initiatives, and a limited role for the United Nations in
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follow-up activities.”45 As much as possible, it seemed, the US attempted to limit any
potential impact of the Programme of Action by preventing agreement on any tools to
enhance implementation.
The Programme of Action, after a long preamble outlining the scope of the
problem within the context of the Conference, lists a series of national, regional and
international measures which the parties resolve to undertake. Although not legally
binding, the PoA was negotiated at a high level and is considered politically binding. The
greatest weight is placed on national measures, calling on members to institute stricter laws
on marking, tracing, recordkeeping, export controls, etc., and to ensure that they have and
maintain control over arms transfers in and through their territory. At a regional level, the
PoA asks states to appoint national points of contact to liaise with regional organizations,
and encourages regional initiatives to improve transparency and control over firearms
transfers. At the international level, the PoA calls on states to improve transparency,
information-sharing, and enforcement of Security Council arms embargoes; to cooperate
on trans-border issues; and to provide assistance in implementation. Finally, the PoA
encourages, the United Nations, member states, and NGOs to further engage in the issue

45

Tamar Gabelnick, “U.S., ‘rouges’ hold out (arms control),” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists 57, no. 5
(September 2001). Accessed March 15, 2007. Available from Expanded Academic ASAP.

105

of illicit small arms proliferation and to work towards developing methods for furthering
the goals of the Programme of Action.46
Given the success of the US in defending its red lines, many activists saw the
Conference as a failure, and some analysts agreed. Calling the Conference an “opportunity
missed,” Charli Wyatt argues that “the end result was a toothless Program of Action (PoA)
that failed to adequately address the core of the problem: the humanitarian dimension.”47
He goes on to argue that by limiting the scope to the illicit trade, “states avoided any
discussion of how their involvement and promotion of the licit trade in SALW exacerbated
the very problems they were purportedly trying to address.”48 This limitation was widely
perceived as a shortcoming among the small arms community. Aaron Karp goes even
further, stating that:
Strictly speaking, the Small Arms Conference was not a failure […] But in a more
profound sense the outcome could hardly have been worse for those who believe
that small arms proliferation is a serious challenge for international peace and
security. By depriving the UN of its ability to take initiatives and undermining the
legitimacy of broad international action, the conference reduced the global small
arms process to a motley collection of unrelated national and regional efforts.49
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Karp’s pessimism is grounded in Programme of Action, a non-legally binding document
that nonetheless was so deeply contested that compromises left it weak, limited in scope,
and with little commitment to follow-up. However, this is not the only way to understand
the Conference results. Natalie Goldring, in contrast, is upbeat. Countering the
conventional wisdom “that the gun groups ‘won,’” she argues that “despite an all-out effort
by the gun lobby, those in favor of limiting flows of light weapons achieved several
significant victories at the conference. The short-term results of the conference were
positive and the prospects for the longer term are even better.”50 She also highlights an oftoverlooked piece of the outcome, noting that “Perhaps most important, the Program of
Action reinforces a key principle established by an earlier UN expert group—that surplus
armament and weapons that remain when conflicts end will be destroyed.”51 While the
Conference’s focus on the illicit arms trade precluded much discussion of such postconflict measures, any commitment to them was a victory for those attempting to address
small arms in peace-building efforts.
Most analysts have concluded that the results of the 2001 Conference fall
somewhere in between these extremes of success and failure, finding that the Programme
of Action represents limited progress. Its primary success is in clearly putting the problem

50

Natalie Goldring, “Creating a Global Transparency Regime,” SAIS Review 22, no. 1 (Winter-Spring 2002):
210.
51
Ibid, 211.

107

of small arms proliferation on the international agenda, and garnering increased support
for future efforts to alleviate the problem. Keith Krause argues that the “underlying goals”
of the Conference were fulfilled in that it successfully framed the debate on small arms
“through the attribution of a wide range of possible negative consequences to their
proliferation and use,” and established tools and norms for future work on the issue.52
However, this positive assessment is somewhat mitigated by the Programme of Action’s
“non-constraining” language, the avoidance of a number of important issues, and the fact
that “documents, however well crafted, do not in themselves destroy surplus weapons,
secure stockpiles, punish illicit traffickers, or increase the security of vulnerable groups.”53
Thus, he leaves the true assessment of the success of the Programme of Action to the
future. Similarly, Owen Greene finds that “the Conference established important
international principles and standards, providing a basis on which we can build. By
organizing and fractionalizing the agenda for action, it focuses attention on areas for
cooperative action as well as for further negotiation.”54 Greene argues that while the steps
recommended by the PoA are quite similar to those of the previous UN Group of
Governmental Experts on Small Arms, the fact that they are endorsed as politically binding
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policy commitments on a high level helps given them new power. While Greene does find
the failure to agree on follow-up negotiations to be a “major weakness,” he does not find it
insurmountable. Likewise, Loretta Bondi maintains that, “The primary merit of the
conference outcome resides in the fact that the dangers posed by the proliferation and
abuse of small arms were put on all government’s radar screens.”55 Finally, Rachel Stohl
outlines several ways in which the Conference represented progress despite its
shortcomings: the Programme of Action “established a comprehensive approach” to small
arms proliferation; the Conference “served to galvanize political, media, and public
support” on the topic; and the Conference “energized and mobilized NGOs.”56 While the
Conference did not end with a major achievement, it set the stage for further work in
addressing the illicit trade in small arms.
The July Conference took place only a few months prior to the September 11, 2001
terrorist attacks on the United States. Writing six months after the Conference, Rachel
Stohl noted that “No one at the time could have imagined the significance of the debate
about restricting arms transfers to non-state actors.”57 Indeed, the United States was quite
adamant about not prohibiting transfers to non-state actors, a stance which it now finds
harder to defend. While the US, particularly—though not exclusively—during the Bush
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administration, continued to protest international discussions on small arms stretching
beyond the realm of the illicit trade, it simultaneously has been at the forefront of efforts to
control at least one type of small arms—MANPADS—and prevent their falling into terrorist
hands.
Five years after the Conference, in 2006, a Review Conference was held to examine
the progress made on implementing the Programme of Action and to address future steps
that might be needed to combat the illicit small arms trade. The Review Conference ended
in failure. Although the parties continued to agree with the principles of the Programme of
Action, they were unable to reach any new agreement, and failed even to reach consensus
on a final document. Thus, the Review Conference had no product. Following the Review
Conference, Phil Goff, the New Zealand Minister of Disarmament and Arms Control,
argued that the Conference was not well organized, leaving more time for general debate
than for substantive negotiations, and that it had a bad outcome due to the states’ “various
intractable objections to text in the drab document.”58 Goff did note a few positive
outcomes, such as the clear reaffirmation of commitment to the provisions of the 2001
Programme of Action, and a “growing majority” of states dedicated to working towards
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global transfer controls.59 In fact, the continued usefulness of the Programme of Action
appears to be the only positive result, and this is not truly an outcome of the Review
Conference, but rather an outcome of the continued commitment to progress that has
been sustained throughout the intervening years. In evaluating the results of the 2006
Review Conference, Rachel Stohl found that while the Conference was a failure, the
Programme of Action is still a useful tool for policymakers and advocates in continuing to
address small arms proliferation. It has launched processes in various national, regional,
and multilateral forums. Stohl’s assessment of what went wrong at the Review Conference
is revealing:
First, the conference was held under the auspices of the United Nations, which
prefers consensus based processes […] Second, because all countries were allowed to
present their views in formal sessions, the conference ran out of time […] Third, the
resolution of controversial issues was held up by states who quibbled over
insignificant issues or nitpicked word choices in the text of the outcome document
to put on a showcase of their political posturing skills for domestic constituencies
and interests. For example, the United States objected to any reference of illicit
possession of weapons, even though U.S. law already contains such provisions,
because the National Rifle Association strongly opposed any potential inferences to
civilian possession of any kind.60
In fact, US objections at both the first Conference and the Review Conference were ironic
in that the provisions to which it objected are, across the board, already part of US law.
The US has the strongest and most transparent export controls, so none of the
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controversial provisions would have required any changes in US law or policy. However,
US policy has been focused on preventing any possible cascade towards global gun control,
and therefore has been quite zealous in its efforts to avert any progress on its redline issues.
Meanwhile, despite the collapse of the Review Conference, the Programme of
Action remains the preeminent document among international initiatives addressing the
problem of small arms proliferation. Moreover, the continued effort to hold Biennial
Meetings of States (BMS) on the implementation of the PoA has proved more successful
than the initial Review Conference itself. More recently, BMS4, held in 2010, did at least
conclude with an outcome document, as did the 2012 Review Conference and BMS5 in
2014. Whether these outcomes should truly be considered successful is a more complicated
question. While noting that, “important gaps remain,” particularly in the areas of
monitoring and assessing implementation, the Small Arms Survey found that “The Second
Review Conference marks an important step forward in the UN small arms process.
Avoiding many of the problems that plagued the First Review Conference, UN member
states reached consensus agreement on a substantive outcome, committing themselves to a
series of measures designed to bolster implementation of the PoA and
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ITI.”61 The process of meeting biannually may also be seen as productive in its own right—
groups of interested states interact during the meetings, and new research and tools are
introduced during side events. Moreover, states, eager to demonstrate their participation,
are more likely to submit PoA progress reports in meeting years.62
The	
  UN	
  Conventional	
  Arms	
  Register	
  
The United Nations Conventional Arms Register was created by a 1991 General
Assembly Resolution as a transparency and confidence-building measure. The resolution is
prefaced with a recognition that “excessive and destabilizing arms build-ups pose a threat to
national, regional, and international peace and security, particularly by aggravating tensions
in conflict situations, giving rise to serious and urgent concerns.”63 The Register created a
centralized location, within the United Nations Secretariat, where states can voluntarily
contribute data on exports and imports of major conventional weapons on an annual basis.
In 1992, the first year of the Register, 95 states participated, reporting either imports,
exports, or both.64 In the following years, the number of participating states has risen
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slightly while continuing to fluctuate, having peaked at 126 in 2001.65 Moreover, 170
States have contributed to the Register at least once during its existence,66 and it “covers
the great bulk of the global arms trade in the seven categories of conventional arms, as
almost all significant suppliers and recipients of those weapons submit reports regularly.”67
The Register was designed to handle major conventional weapons, not small arms,
although states are given the option of voluntarily contributing information on small arms
transfers as additional background information. In 2003, based on recommendations of
the Group of Governmental Experts on the continuing operation and further development
of the United Nations Register of Conventional Arms, standardized reporting forms were
amended to include MANPADS as a subcategory of Category VII weapons, and Category
III was adjusted to incorporate some light weapons by lowering the caliber-based reporting
threshold. The 2006 Group of Governmental Experts took incorporation of small arms
data a step further, recommending that, “Member States that are in a position to do so
provide data and information on small arms and light weapons transfers to the Register as
part of additional background information on the basis of the standardized reporting form
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on international transfers of small arms and light weapons.”68 The Group created a form
for this purpose and included it as part of its report.
The Conventional Arms Register does not currently receive enough information on
small arms transfers to be a useful data source on that subject. However, it does appear to
be moving in the direction of increased incorporation of small arms. If this trend holds,
and if governments choose to participate at similar levels to their participation in the rest
of the Register, it may become an important source for transparency in state-sanctioned
small arms transfers in future years. However, if US participation is taken as representative,
the prospects of the Conventional Arms Register itself—to which the US has submitted
reports annually since 199269—appear more promising than those of the SALW
component, on which the US has never reported.70
Wassenaar	
  Arrangement	
  
Created in 1995, the Wassenaar Arrangement on Export Controls for
Conventional Arms and Dual-Use Goods and Technologies is now comprised of 40
countries.71 The Arrangement maintains a munitions list and a list of dual-use goods and
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technologies. Participating states agree to follow the best-practices guidelines of the
Arrangement, to maintain export controls on listed items, and to exchange information on
covered transfers. Information that is shared on transfers is not publicly available as it is
kept confidential between member states.
In recent years, small arms have increasingly come under the purview of the
Arrangement. Because of particular concerns over the threat posed by MANPADS
proliferation, a special agreement was reached on Elements for Export Controls of ManPortable Air Defense Systems (MANPADS) in December 2000, and was further
strengthened in 2003 and again in 2007. In addition, in 2002 states adopted the Best
Practice Guidelines for Exports of Small Arms and Light Weapons (SALW), also amended
in 2007. The Guidelines reference the 2001 Programme of Action as part of the
motivation for their development.72 The Guidelines list criteria to take into account when
evaluating potential small arms exports, including circumstances under which export must
be denied. Under the Guidelines, states also agree to notify the original exporter prior to
re-export, to disallow unlicensed manufacture of foreign small arms, and to “take especial
care when considering exports of SALW other than to governments or their authorised
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agents.”73 Finally, in Section II of the Guidelines, states agree to take into account
stockpile management and security of recipients; to implement their obligations under the
International Tracing Instrument (see below); and to put in place national laws to ensure
the Guidelines are met, as well as developing implementing national laws on SALW
brokering.74
The Best Practice Guidelines were also not the end of the Wassenaar
Arrangement’s work on the topic of SALW. Along with the Guidelines, “Small Arms and
Light Weapons—Man-Portable Weapons made or modified to military specification for use
as lethal instruments of war” have been added as a category in the Arrangement’s Initial
Elements, and thereby included in the Munitions List.75 Most recently, in 2007, in
addition to amending the previous documents on small arms, the Arrangement passed a
new document: Best Practices to Prevent Destabilising Transfers of Small Arms and Light
Weapons (SALW) through Air Transport, covering “Non-governmental air transport of
SALW.”76 It is clear that in the area of SALW, the Wassenaar Arrangement has been
continually evolving.
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International	
  Tracing	
  Instrument	
  
Much international discussion has centered on the question of marking and
tracing, and the extent to which new norms and laws can be developed on this subject.
Natalie Goldring advocates the importance of such measures, explaining, “In the long
term, effective marking and tracing programs can produce weapons ‘biographies’, yielding
important information on patterns of production, transfer, and use.”77 The 2005
International Tracing Instrument (ITI) stems from the 2001 Programme of Action, which
called for a study on the feasibility of developing a tracing instrument. The study,
conducted by the UN Group of Governmental Experts on Tracing Illicit Small Arms and
Light Weapons, concluded that an instrument was desirable and feasible.78 An Openended Working Group was then established by the General Assembly to negotiate an
instrument, which was later adopted by a General Assembly resolution in December 2005.
Whether the instrument would be legal or political in character was left unanswered until
the last day of negotiations, when it was decided that the instrument would be politically
binding. The 2006 Small Arms Survey explains the reasons for this decision, “Lacking
consensus on a legal text, its proponents agreed to a political instrument in order to secure
the substantive gains that had been made in the negotiations and—equally important—
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preserve the consensus-based approach that had prevailed to that point in UN small arms
negotiations.”79
After defining its use of the terms small arms and light weapons in a way that
ensured broader coverage than the Vienna Firearms Protocol, the Instrument outlines
provisions for marking, record-keeping, cooperation in tracing, implementation, and
follow-up.80 The section on marking is quite detailed, while that on record-keeping is
much less specific due to concerns about national sovereignty. Export marking is required
and the Instrument spells out criteria for marking in both alphanumeric and nonalphanumeric systems. Import-marking and the marking of government stockpiles are also
addressed in the Instrument. The section on follow-up appears to require biennial
reporting on progress, resolving that “States will report on a biennial basis,” a step-up from
the optional biennial progress reports called for in the Programme of Action which
emphasizes that all information is submitted “on a voluntary basis.” To be sure, the
distinction is a semantic one as neither document is legally binding, but the tone of the ITI
is noticeably more forceful.
In its discussion of the Instrument, the Small Arms Survey finds that, “In principle,
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the International Tracing Instrument will advance international cooperation in almost all of
the areas it covers. The Instrument’s real value added will, however, depend on actual
implementation as well as the extent to which it spurs further normative development.”81
The Instrument has the advantage of stronger language requiring compliance compared to
similar provisions in the Programme of Action, while having a wider reach than the
Firearms Protocol in terms of both weapons covered and states parties (it applies to all UN
member states). However, because it remains a politically binding rather than legal
document, implementation depends entirely on the political will of member states, with no
enforcement mechanism or legal recourse to fall back on if they fail to do so. This does not
necessarily mean that it will not be effective—certainly it was developed as a consensusbased UN document and many states are committed to implementing its provisions. The
extent of its success, however, remains to be seen.
In a report on national implementation of the PoA and ITI in the lead up to BMS4
(which served as the biennial meeting on both documents), the Small Arms Survey found
that, in 2010, “only 43 states reported on their implementation of the ITI, or at least
mentioned the ITI in their national reports.”82 That is in fact fewer states than reported
on PoA implementation. It is as yet unclear whether this is indicative of how seriously
81
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states take their reporting and implementation of the Instrument.
Arms	
  Trade	
  Treaty	
  
In discussing the 2001 Programme of Action, Owen Greene argued, “The nature
and diversity of these issues means that it is not realistic to address them all in one arms
control treaty.”83 Nonetheless, small arms activists have been advocating just that. A group
of non-governmental organizations and Nobel Peace Prize Laureates drafted a framework
convention on international arms transfers known as the Arms Trade Treaty. Natalie
Goldring describes the treaty and argues for its importance as a method for addressing
conventional weapons proliferation:
The prospective Arms Trade Treaty is arguably the most promising initiative that
addresses the proliferation of both SALW and major conventional weapons. The
core principles of the treaty that have received the most attention have dealt with
following international humanitarian law and international human rights law. In
addition, however, the core principles include a presumption against transfers
under several conditions, including when they would be likely to ‘be used for or to
facilitate the commission of violent crimes; [or] adversely affect regional security or
stability.’ The core principles also include several suggestions for common
standards for various activities, including all arms imports and exports, arms
brokering, licensed production, and transit or trans-shipment of weapons.84
The Arms Trade Treaty as envisioned by the Nobel Laureates and NGOs would be a
comprehensive legally binding instrument addressing transfers of all conventional
weapons—from major weapons systems to small arms, ammunition, and explosives.

83
84

Greene, “The 2001 UN Conference: A Useful Step Forward?,” 197.
Goldring, “Two Sides of the Same Coin,” 91-92.

121

Advocacy for the Arms Trade Treaty saw increasing prominence in the lead-up to
the 2006 UN Review Conference. To publicize the need to control small arms on an
international scale and to advocate for the Arms Trade Treaty, Amnesty International,
Oxfam, and IANSA created the Control Arms Campaign. While the Treaty began as an
NGO-led project and advocacy tool, it has gained increased acceptance among a number of
governments. Phil Goff, the New Zealand Minister of Disarmament and Arms Control,
claimed that over 40 states at the UN Review Conference “supported the concept of an
arms trade treaty.”85 Moreover, Rachel Stohl recounts that following the failure of the
Review Conference, during the fall 2006 session of the First Committee—the UN
Committee on disarmament and related matters— “By a vote of 153-1—the United States
was the only country to vote against the resolution—the General Assembly agreed to an
exchange of views on the arms trade treaty and to convene an experts group to assess the
feasibility and possible parameters of an arms trade treaty.”86
More recently, the concept of an Arms Trade Treaty (ATT) reached a new stage—
from hypothetical concept to a draft-Treaty that is under negotiation. In 2009, the UN
General Assembly passed a resolution on the negotiation of an Arms Trade Treaty with
four Preparatory Committee meetings prior to a 2012 Conference on the Arms Trade
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Treaty.87 Prior to the vote, US Secretary of State, Hilary Clinton announced in a
statement that offered United States would participation in the negotiation of the Treaty,
conditional on the negotiations working by consensus.88 In fact, the resolution “Also
decides that the United Nations Conference on the Arms Trade Treaty will be undertaken
in an open and transparent manner, on the basis of consensus, to achieve a strong and
robust treaty.”89 The resolution was approved by a vote of 151 states in favor, including
the US, with 1 against (Zimbabwe), and 20 abstentions.

90

This, of course, did not

necessarily mean that the US would sign such a treaty, but it constituted a major change in
tone which would necessarily affect the seriousness of the negotiations and the outcome of
the document.
It is unclear whether support for an effective Arms Trade Treaty ever will reach
critical mass, especially considering the improbability of United States ratification, and the
difficulty thus far in reaching consensus on even politically binding agreements on small
arms. It has proven significantly more difficult to garner the necessary support for a robust
Arms Trade Treaty than for any of the other international initiatives taken thus far—it is
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legally binding rather than political in character, and its topic is broader than small arms
which itself has been controversial and subject to states trying to narrow definitions.
In fact, in the summer of 2012 delegates met for a month in hopes of negotiating a
final ATT text, but the meeting ended in failure to reach the required consensus, leaving
hopes for establishing an effective treaty in disarray.91 Almost a year later, negotiations
were renewed, and ultimately a treaty text was agreed on in April 2013 via a General
Assembly resolution (not requiring consensus) with a vote of 154 in favor, 3 against, and
23 abstentions.92 The United States did ultimately vote yes on the treaty. The three no
votes were North Korea, Iran and Syria, and critical abstentions included Russia and
China. The US has signed the treaty93 but ratification remains politically untenable (during
treaty negotiations in 2012, 51 US senators signed onto a NRA-organized letter opposing
the treaty).94 The lack of support of the of the US, Russia, and China—three of the top five
arms producing countries worldwide—will deeply impair the impact of the treaty once it
enters into force. Moreover, the Small Arms Survey analysis found that, “The compromises
necessary for agreement on the treaty text have left the ATT with few unqualified legal
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obligations.”95 However, whether or not the Treaty ever comes to fruition as an effective
legal instrument, it is influencing the debate on small arms proliferation already.
International	
  Small	
  Arms	
  Control	
  Standards	
  	
  
In 2007, the United Nations Coordinating Action on Small Arms (CASA)
conceived an initiative designed to create International Small Arms Control Standards
(ISACS),
along the lines of the standards already developed by the United Nations in the
areas of mine action (International Mine Action Standards) and Disarmament,
Demobilization and Reintegration (Integrated DDR Standards). The purpose of
this initiative is to develop a set of internationally accepted and validated standards
that will provide comprehensive guidance to practitioners and policymakers on
small arms control.96
As mentioned earlier, this can be considered a mid-level approach, falling somewhere
between the top-down state-level negotiated regimes aimed at effecting international law
and the bottom-up geographically limited initiatives that are the subject of this dissertation.
The project was “formally launched” in 2008 at BMS3 (the third Biennial Meeting of
States on the PoA).97 The intent was to develop standards as defined and recognized by the
International Organization for Standardization (ISO). CASA documents describe the goals
and projected “benefits” of this undertaking:
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• Enabling the United Nations to “deliver as one” on SALW policy and
programming;
• Improving the design, planning, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of
SALW control programmes by all stakeholders;
• Helping to disseminate knowledge and effective practices globally;
• Establishing an agreed level of performance within the global small arms
community of practice and providing them with a common vocabulary on SALW
control;
• Helping to identify capacity-building needs and to evaluate the effectiveness of
SALW assistance programmes;
• Establishing a set of benchmarks against which to measure the implementation
of global small arms commitments; and
98
• Providing a basis for the development of national small arms control standards.
The exercise is likely worthwhile, but whether it will live up to these rather ambitious goals
is uncertain. Some of the projected benefits are such as providing a common vocabulary
and establishing benchmarks are both constructive and do-able. Using them to “improv[e]
the design, planning, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of SALW control
programmes by all stakeholders”, however, is more of a stretch.
The ISACS are divided into six “series” and subdivided further into “modules.”
Drafting of the standards has given a significant role to experts, many of whom have
drafted relevant modules. Extensive consultation has taken place at many stages with state
representatives, policy makers and practitioners given opportunity for feedback. The
undertaking was envisaged with three phases. The preliminary phase of standards
development took two years, being completed in the fall of 2010. At that time, Phase 2 was
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launched, involving dissemination and review of the modules, with consultations and
revisions taking place. That phase is now drawing to an end; the standards were formally
presented at the 2012 PoA Review Conference, though publication of some modules is still
lagging. The intent for Phase 3 is “application and maintenance.”99 In order to assure their
dissemination and application, CASA will engage in “outreach and training” throughout
the UN System, and this “will also be available to other actors (e.g., governments;
international, regional and sub-regional organisations; civil society and industry) who
express an interest in applying the standards.”100 Moreover, the organization emphasizes
that, “ISACS modules will be living documents that evolve and improve with use and
time.”101 Thus and ISACS Review Board will be created to ensure that adopted standards
are reviewed, maintained, and updated regularly. ISACS may prove to be a useful tool in
the realm of SALW control. The reality of their usefulness, however, will depend on the
effect the standards have. To what extent will they be implemented within the UN system,
and beyond it? This will be a test of relevance.
Role	
  of	
  the	
  UN	
  Security	
  Council	
  
As the principle UN organ charged with maintaining international peace and
security, the Security Council has a role to play in combating the small arms threat. Zeray
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Yihdego argues that
Specifically, the unrestricted international transfers of small arms, especially to
conflict zones, aggravate and prolong armed conflict and ignite a sense of
insecurity. Accordingly, there seems to be a general consensus that arms supplies
should not defeat the principle of the maintenance of international peace and
security.102
One means at the Security Council’s disposal is to address proliferation, and it has done so
via a general resolutions calling on states to prevent arms transfers to conflict zones as well
as via country-specific arms embargoes. These country-specific arms embargoes are an asset
to efforts to combat proliferation in that they are legally binding on all UN member states.
However, embargoes are only applied when there is political will to do so and once the
minimum threshold of “threat to the peace” has been met, which means a limited subset of
the potential situations where such an embargo might be productive. Moreover, they have
a number of shortcomings: they are frequently violated, there is little political will for
effective enforcement, and they are not uniformly enforced within the legal codes of
various member states.103
Beyond embargoes, in September 2013, the Security Council dealt with the issue of
SALW directly for the first time—passing a wide-ranging resolution (UNSCR 2117) on
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small arms and light weapons.104 The resolution acknowledges the extent of the small arms
problem as “threats to international peace and security,” and provides Security Council
encouragement for pursuing the various UN and international small arms processes.105
While the resolution does not itself effect substantive change, it is an indicator of the
increasing high-profile concern about the need for greater SALW control, and may lend
moral support to current efforts.
International	
  Initiatives	
  –	
  Beyond	
  Proliferation	
  
Finally, some practical measures to address proliferation from the bottom-up as well
as addressing other small arms control issues have developed by working through
international and bi-lateral aid programs. Indeed, an array of post-conflict peace-building
and development initiatives have focused on the impact of small arms and have attempted
to address the problem primarily from a human-security angle. These are not international
“regimes” on SALW, designed to affect the international legal order through legally or
politically binding agreements, norms, and standards. Rather, these are the geographically
limited initiatives described in Chapter 1, “Introduction.” The case studies will examine
three such programs in more depth; as a class, they are relevant at this juncture only in so
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far as they represent another facet of the context in which international small arms control
work takes place. Moreover, it is some sense because they are not regimes that they are able
to address issues outside the comfort-zone of international agreements that limit discussion
to issues of proliferation.

Regional	
  Regimes	
  and	
  Initiatives	
  –	
  Small	
  Arms	
  in	
  the	
  European	
  Context	
  
In addition to international regimes, small arms in the case study countries fall
under the purview of a number of regional regimes and initiatives. These include both
regulatory frameworks and avenues for small arms aid. The EU, OSCE, NATO, and the
Stability Pact each play significant roles with regard to regional small arms control efforts.
In addition, these organizations have spawned a number of smaller groups with noteworthy
efforts in the area including RACVIAC, SEESAC, and RASR, which are each discussed
briefly here, as they will be important to the case studies.
European	
  Union	
  	
  
The European Union (EU) has developed a substantial regime on SALW,
including: the EU Code of Conduct on Arms Exports (1998); the EU Council Joint
Action on the European Union’s Contribution to Combating the Destabilizing
Accumulation and Spread of Small Arms and Light Weapons (2002); the EU Council
Common Position on Brokering (2003); and the EU Strategy to Combat Illicit
Accumulation and Trafficking of SALW and their Ammunition (2006); and the EU
130

Council Common Position Defining Common Rules Governing Control of Exports of
Military Technology and Equipment (2008, replacing the 1998 Code of Conduct). These
EU policies are highly relevant to the states in South Eastern Europe as they work to meet
EU policy standards in the hope of being granted accession. Moreover, the EU has been
willing to provide funding to assist with SALW control efforts in candidate and potential
candidate states.
One cornerstone of the EU approach is the creation of legally binding obligations
on arms exports and brokering. The 1998 EU Code of Conduct on Arms Exports was
noteworthy for its early adoption of principles to limit SALW proliferation, predating the
UN PoA by several years, but like the PoA it was politically, rather than legally, binding.106
In 2003, a Common Position on arms brokering was passed, heralding a more legalistic
approach.107 In subsequent years, there was pressure placed on the European Council
(reflected in European Parliament resolutions) to move towards a legally binding format for
the Code of Conduct.108 This pressure increased with the ten-year anniversary of the
Code, and ultimately resulted in the 2008 adoption of the EU Common Position on
exports. Neither of these documents is exclusive to SALW, but rather includes small arms
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within a broader arms export control framework focused on military-grade weapons and
technology. The Common Position requires member states to compare export requests
with items on the EU Common Military List, and decisions to permit export of such items
must consider a set of eight criteria.109 These criteria are carried over from the original
Code of Conduct, albeit with updates and clarifications. The criteria include: (1) “Respect
for the international obligations and commitments of Member States, in particular the
sanctions adopted by the UN Security Council or the European Union, agreements on
non-proliferation and other subjects, as well as other international obligations”; (2)
“Respect for human rights in the country of final destination as well as respect by that
country of international humanitarian law”; (3) “Internal situation in the country of final
destination, as a function of the existence of tensions or armed conflicts”; (4) “Preservation
of regional peace, security and stability”; (5) “National security of the Member States and of
territories whose external relations are the responsibility of a Member State, as well as that
of friendly and allied countries”; (6) “Behaviour of the buyer country with regard to the
international community, as regards in particular its attitude to terrorism, the nature of its
alliances and respect for international law”; (7) “Existence of a risk that the military
technology or equipment will be diverted within the buyer country or re-exported under
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undesirable conditions”; and (8) “Compatibility of the exports of the military technology or
equipment with the technical and economic capacity of the recipient country, taking into
account the desirability that states should meet their legitimate security and defence needs
with the least diversion of human and economic resources for armaments.”110 Each
criterion includes detailed enumeration of reasons to deny a license as well as factors to
consider.
The legal approach has also focused on aligning EU law with international regimes.
While the Common Position on exports focuses on military-grade weapons, a 2012
regulation designed to implement Article 10 of the Vienna Firearms Protocol in EU law
focuses on import and export of civilian-use firearms.111 Earlier, in 2008, the EU had
amended a 1991 EC directive on acquisition and possession of weapons, bringing it into
compliance with Firearms Protocol obligations.112 As explained by a recent EU press
release, the newest regulation “complete[s] the process of transposition into EU law of the
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provisions of the UN firearms protocol.”113
Complementing the legalistic approach to arms export controls and brokering
within EU member states, there are two documents addressing broader aspects of the
SALW problem. The first is the 2002 EU Council Joint Action on the European Union’s
Contribution to Combating the Destabilizing Accumulation and Spread of Small Arms
and Light Weapons. As its title suggests, the Joint Action has an approach outside the
realm of export controls. Article 1 lays out the objectives of the Joint Action:
— to combat, and contribute to ending, the destabilising accumulation
and spread of small arms,
— to contribute to the reduction of existing accumulations of
these weapons and their ammunition to levels consistent
with countries’ legitimate security needs, and
— to help solve the problems caused by such accumulations.114
The joint action goes on to discuss EU contributions to these goals via financial and
technical assistance and consensus building around developing international norms. The
second document of interest is the 2006 EU Strategy to Combat Illicit Accumulation and
Trafficking of SALW and their Ammunition, which follows up on the Joint Action,
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providing a consistent but more detailed approach to European goals with regard to SALW
control.115

Organization	
  for	
  Security	
  and	
  Cooperation	
  in	
  Europe	
  	
  
Like the EU, the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE)
was an early proponent of SALW control cooperation. The OSCE Document on Small
Arms and Light Weapons (2000) remains the Organization’s guiding document on SALW
and has been affirmed and supplemented over the years. The Document lays out the threat
and the OSCE approach to addressing it:
1. The participating States recognize that the excessive and destabilizing
accumulation and uncontrolled spread of small arms are problems that have
contributed to the intensity and duration of the majority of recent armed conflicts.
They are of concern to the international community because they pose a threat and
a challenge to peace, and undermine efforts to ensure an indivisible and
comprehensive security.
2. The participating States agree to co-operate to address these problems and to do
so in a comprehensive way. Reflecting the OSCE's concept of co-operative security
and working in concert with other international fora, they agree to develop norms,
principles and measures covering all aspects of the issue. . . .116
The Document proceeds to list principles for OSCE member states to follow in four areas:
(1) manufacturing, marking and record keeping; (2) export criteria and export controls; (3)
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stockpile management, and surplus reduction and destruction; and (4) early warning,
conflict prevention, crisis management, and post-conflict rehabilitation. These first two
areas are placed within the rubric of “combating illicit trafficking in all its aspects,” whereas
the later areas have a much broader scope.117
A number of subsequent decisions have reaffirmed and expanded upon the
principles laid out in the OSCE Document. The 2003 OSCE Document on Stockpiles of
Conventional Ammunition, which lays out principles and procedures with regard to
conventional ammunition stockpiles, explicitly includes SALW ammunition within its
purview.118 Also in 2003, the OSCE published the Handbook of Best Practices on Small Arms
and Light Weapons. The Handbook comprises eight distinct best practices guides on
different aspects of SALW including: national controls of SALW manufacturing; marking,
tracing, and record keeping; stockpile management and security procedures; controls on
brokering; export controls; identification of SALW surplus; destruction procedures; and
integration of SALW in DDR processes.119 Around the same time, in 2003-04, the OSCE
passed a Decision on MANPADS, a Decision on End User Certificates and Verification
Procedures for SALW Exports, and a Decision on Principles for the Control of Brokering
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in SALW. Finally, in 2010 the OSCE’s Forum on Security Cooperation adopted a Plan of
Action on SALW.
The Plan of Action takes the form of chart laying out existing measures, possible
measures to implement, and implementation timelines in two major goal-oriented
categories: “improve the implementation of existing measures”, and “review the
implementation of principles, norms and measures in order to improve capacity and
efficiency.”

120

In the former category are reviewing participating states’ compliance with

OSCE obligations and reviewing OSCE transparency measures; the latter category includes
reviews of specific measures in the areas of export and brokering controls, stockpile
management and security, destruction, and marking and tracing.121
Together, these OSCE documents indicate a substantial regime developing within
the Organization on controlling SALW. Moreover, the OSCE has been involved in
providing financial and technical assistance to regional states in meeting the obligations of
the OSCE Document on SALW and its supporting documents.
North	
  Atlantic	
  Treaty	
  Organization	
  	
  
While the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) does not have a parallel to
the EU Common Positions and Strategy documents or the OSCE Document or Action
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Plan, it has been deeply involved in small arms control in the region. NATO involvement
works through two main mechanisms: the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council Working
Group on SALW and Mine Action, and the Partnership for Peace (PfP). With an objective
“to contribute to international efforts to decrease the impact of anti-personal land mines
and combat the threats caused by the illicit trade of SALW,” the Working Group addresses
SALW via training workshops and seminars, sharing of expertise, encouraging fulfillment
122

of UN PoA obligations, and more.

As per the NATO website,

Regarding SALW, the most important theme has been encouraging states to
implement what is often called physical security and stockpile management (PSSM)
best practices. These are proven practices that states undertake to secure and safely
store their SALW and associated ammunition, as well as identify and dispose of
their surpluses.123
If the working group represents a higher level approach, working on improvements
across countries, the Partnership for Peace provides a mechanism for assisting individual
countries according to their particular needs:
The end of the Cold War brought improved security overall, but it also left a
dangerous legacy of ageing arms, ammunition, anti-personnel mines, missiles,
rocket fuel, chemicals and unexploded ordnance. In 1999, NATO established the
NATO/PfP Trust Fund mechanism to assist Partners with these legacy problems.
Since then, NATO/PfP Trust Fund projects have produced tangible results and, as
such, represent the operational dimension of the Working Group’s efforts.
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Trust Fund projects focus on the destruction of SALW, ammunition and
mines, improving their physical security and stockpile management (PSSM) and
also address the consequences of defence reform.124
As applicable to the South East Europe region, these projects take place under the guise of
the PfP, although it is important to note that in recent years the Trust Fund mechanism
has also been opened to participants in NATO’s Mediterranean Dialogue and the Istanbul
Cooperation Initiative. The NATO Maintenance and Supply Agency (NAMSA) plays an
125

important role as the “executing agent” for most PfP projects.

As with the EU, NATO’s

clout with regard to SALW in the region derives from a potentially powerful combination:
motivation provided by accession requirements, and assistance provided by funding and
support mechanisms.
Stability	
  Pact	
  /	
  Regional	
  Co-‐operation	
  Council	
  
The Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe, re-branded as the Regional Cooperation Council (RCC) in 2008, is a sub-regional organization based in the Balkans that
has played an important role in small arms control. The Stability Pact has its origins as an
initiative of the EU, convened with regional partner governments. The evolution into the
RCC was intended to provide more regional ownership, with outside partners playing a
supporting rather than driving role.126 The Stability Pact created a Regional
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Implementation Plan for “Combating the Proliferation and Impact of Small Arms and
Light Weapons” (2001; revised 2006). The original Regional Implementation Plan was
clearly designed to provide for concrete implementation of existing international and
regional regimes:
A number of international and regional agreements have recently been concluded
that seek to define the problem and provide international, national and
nongovernmental actors with a roadmap for addressing it. The Stability Pact’s
Regional Implementation Plan aims to take that process a step further by providing
a specific framework for next steps, the regional mechanisms for carrying them out
and the donor resources required for comprehensive implementation. The Plan
does not seek to compete or contradict existing agreements and arrangements but
to build upon them in the most practical way possible.
At its core, the Plan seeks to enhance regional cooperation in this critical
area, providing both information sharing and local standard setting geared toward
direct project formulation and implementation….
The emphasis of this program is on moving forward with tangible projects
resulting in a lasting reduction of Small Arms and Light Weapons in South East
Europe, not on setting up new international structures and obligations.127
The original Plan focuses on the UN PoA and the OSCE Document as representative of
these existing obligations. If anything, these goals were only further strengthened by the
revised approach of the 2006 version of the Regional Implementation Plan, which
extensively lays out existing international frameworks within the UN system, the OSCE,
the EU, and NATO (all of which have been described earlier in this chapter). The revised
plan also further develops the goals of this SALW approach within the Stability Pact:
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This revised implementation plan aspires to make a significant contribution
towards the aim of the Stability Pact. Its core objective is:
‘to continue to develop and support a strong regional framework by which
international partners can work closely with countries in South East Europe on joint
programmes to implement the existing European and international commitments and
standards in the fight against the proliferation of SALW.’
This revised plan will continue the development of a comprehensive and
coherent approach towards harmonization with the EU security policies in the field
of SALW, thus preparing South East European countries for EU membership. . . .
The implementation plan is thus aimed at inducing structural change. Such
128
a process requires time and ownership to ensure sustainability.
This renewed emphasis on meeting regional standards is reflective of a shift towards
NATO and EU integration in the region. The plan goes on to detail general undertakings
and specific measures in areas of cross border controls, SALW management, transparency
and accountability, SALW awareness and communications strategy, legislative and
administrative capacity, collection programs, destruction programs required for
implementation.129 It also lays out regional implementation mechanisms (including
SEESAC, discussed below) and processes. As befits an implementation plan it is very
focused on tangible results when compared to the higher-level frameworks it seeks to fulfill.
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Beyond	
  the	
  Stability	
  Pact:	
  RACVIAC,	
  SEESAC,	
  and	
  RASR	
  
In addition to the regional regimes outlined above, there are several smaller
regional initiatives that have been developed, partially under the aegis of the Stability Pact,
but extending beyond it with relations to other regional and international organizations.
As applicable to the field of small arms control, these initiatives include RACVIAC,
SEESAC, and RASR.
The earliest of these initiatives—RACVIAC—was established in 2000 by the
governments of Croatia and Germany, under Table III (security issues) of the Stability Pact
as the Regional Arms Control Verification and Implementation Assistance Centre
(RACVIAC), with the aim of providing arms control training, promoting
confidence and security building measures and broadening cooperation in South
Eastern Europe (SEE). Later on it shifted its emphasis onto a wide range of politicomilitary issues, including security sector reform with a focus on defence conversion
with a view to enhancing regional stability.130
In more recent years, in line with its evolving mission and structure, the organization is
now called RACVIAC – Centre for Security Cooperation. In fact, in 2010, states in the
region signed a new Agreement on RACVIAC, with regional states as members, and other
states able to join as Associate Members or Observers (a status also open to international
organizations and NGOs) as applicable.131 This new Agreement defines RACVIAC as “an
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international, independent, non-profit, regionally owned, academic organization” with a
mission “to foster dialogue and cooperation on security matters in South Eastern Europe
through a partnership between the Parties and their international partners.”132 The
organization works towards this mission by holding seminars, training, and conferences
throughout the year.
RACVIAC is organized into three “pillars” to achieve these goals: Cooperative
Security Environment, with a focus on Arms Control; Security Sector Reform; and
International Relations and Cooperation, with a focus on Euro-Atlantic integration.133
While small arms control is not the primary focus of RACVIAC, it has long been
understood as central to the mission and integrated into its work, primarily within the
Cooperative Security Environment pillar.134 While this work is not a regime on small arms
control in the sense of providing a legally or politically binding framework agreement, it is
an important forum in providing discussion and promoting common denominator
understandings and technical expertise, among relevant professionals in governments
across the region, focused on enhancing cooperation between governments. In this sense, it
is important to understand its role within the regional small arms control picture.
Second, and most directly applicable to the subject of small arms, the Stability
132

Ibid.
RACVIAC – Centre for Security Cooperation, RACVIAC’s Mission.
134
Ambassador Nikola Todorčevski, Director of RACVIAC, interview by author, Bestovje, Croatia,
September 21, 2011.
133

143

Pact’s Regional Implementation Plan (discussed above) led to the development of the
South Eastern and Eastern Europe Clearinghouse for the Control of Small Arms and Light
Weapons (SEESAC) as an implementation mechanism. The original (2001) Plan
envisioned that, “A Stability Pact Regional Clearinghouse for SALW Reduction will be
established in Belgrade under the auspices of the United Nations Development
Programme. The Clearinghouse will seek to follow through on project development and
135

implementation and building off the consultation process.”

As a result, SEESAC was

established in 2002 as a project with
a mandate from the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and the
Regional Cooperation Council (RCC) to further support all international and
national stakeholders by strengthening national and regional capacity to control
and reduce the proliferation and misuse of small arms and light weapons, and thus
contribute to enhanced stability, security and development in South Eastern and
Eastern Europe.136
The 2006 Revised Regional Implementation Plan applauds the work of SEESAC in its
initial years, and encourages its continuation in broader roles, stating, “SEESAC was
initially established as an ‘information clearinghouse,’ but has responded in line with the
changing operational and security dynamics and is now an organization capable of
providing project development support, technical support and knowledge generation and
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management.”137 Of direct relevance to this study, the SEESAC website is truly a treasuretrove of information on small arms control efforts in the Western Balkans, and SEESAC
has played an important role both in assessing the status of small arms control in the
region (e.g., conducting surveys and collecting legislation) and in developing and
supporting international assistance projects in the region. Moreover, recently the EU
decided to directly fund a SEESAC project to improve stockpile security, undertake
destruction, and “enhance controls on SALW” in the Western Balkans, a project which is
directly contributing to the case study programs.138
Finally, the Regional Approach to Stockpile Reduction (RASR) initiative was
launched in 2009 as a workshop, hosted by the US government with participants from the
Departments of State and Defense, South East European governments, NATO, NAMSA,
OSCE, UNDP, and other regional groups.139 The RASR website explains the outcome of
that first meeting:
Participants identified five priority issues where the RASR can facilitate greater
coordination amongst actors involved in conventional weapons reduction:
1. national and regional policy
2. infrastructure
3. training, education, and capacity building
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4. sharing of information and best practices
5. standardization
These issues will serve as the basis for subsequent RASR meetings.140
As a result, a subsequent workshop was held that fall, and workshops have been held
annually since then. RASR Steering Committee members include the International Trust
Fund for Demining and Mine Victims Assistance (ITF, a South East Europe regional mine
action organization), NAMSA, RACVIAC, SEESAC, and the Geneva-based Small Arms
141

Survey.

In addition to these Steering Committee members, RASR partners with

PM/WRA (the US State Department’s Office of Weapons Removal and Abatement),
DTRA (the US Defense Department’s Defense Threat Reduction Agency), the OSCE, and
the Swiss Implementation and Verification Unit.142 Focused on conventional weapons
and munitions stockpiles,
RASR encourages affected governments to develop a pro-active, coordinated,
regional approach to secure and destroy SA/LW, by building local capacity, sharing
best practices and lessons learned, and pooling resources in order to maximize their
efficiency. The ultimate aim of the RASR initiative is to prevent disastrous
explosions or destabilizing diversions of conventional weapons and munitions.143
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One of its potentially significant contributions is an effort increase efficacy of small arms
control work in the region by improving communication and thus avoiding duplication of
efforts.

Conclusions	
  
This chapter has examined a variety of international and regional regimes and
initiatives on small arms and light weapons. This exploration helps to elucidate the
complex framework in which efforts to work on small arms control in South Eastern
Europe operate. There are a large number of players and regimes in the mix, and
substantial overlap amongst them. The extent to which this helps or hinders the work on
the ground is a complicated question, but one which is worth asking. Keeping in mind this
myriad of factors and actors will be important in examining the case studies that follow.
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4

SMALL ARMS CONTROL IN BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA: A CASE STUDY

Introduction	
  
In examining UNDP small arms interventions in the former Yugoslavia, Bosnia
and Herzegovina (BiH) presents a complex case compounded by the unique situation of
the country since the cessation of the war. The difficult legacy of the conflict and its end—
the tenuous stalemate wrought by the Dayton Peace Accords—continues to impact politics
and policy in Bosnia and Herzegovina at all levels, and the efforts at small arms control
prove no exception. In the nearly 20 years since the end of the conflict, the international
community’s deep involvement in BiH has comprised aid, physical security, governance,
and efforts to stem separatist tendencies. All of these factors continue to shape the
environment in which international small arms interventions operate in Bosnia and
Herzegovina.
In brief, this dissertation examines the role and effectiveness of international small
arms interventions in post conflict societies, and the case of Bosnia and Herzegovina
comprises one of three cases studies—along with Croatia and Kosovo—of UNDP small arms
aid in the former Yugoslavia.1 The dissertation seeks to explore both the effectiveness of
the interventions in their localized contexts and the interaction between these localized
1

After examining the international and regional regimes on small arms the dissertation seeks to answer the
following questions: How can we evaluate the success of small arms aid? What are the aid programs trying to
address? Are they succeeding? Are they sufficient? And how are they affected by the broader SALW policy
environment? For a more detailed discussion of the research questions, please see Chapter 1, “Introduction.”
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interventions and the broader international and regional regime emerging on small arms
and light weapons (detailed in Chapter 3, “International and Regional Regimes on Small
Arms and Light Weapons”).
The Yugoslav cases were chosen due to the broad extent of resources and
commitment applied there compared to many small arms project in other regions. The
cases’ shared history combined with diverging experiences both past and present should
provide ample opportunities for comparison and contrast. Bosnia and Herzegovina, with
the singular circumstances presented by its post-Dayton stalemate (discussed further below),
may represent an exceptional case, yet many of its experiences will be familiar to scholars of
post-conflict societies.
As in all three cases, the Bosnia and Herzegovina small arms program has included
efforts at developing and strengthening the legal and policy framework on small arms in
the country and local capacity development. However, the program’s biggest focus, unlike
in the other case study countries, is on the destruction of stockpiled SALW and
ammunition—a direct result of the dangerous stockpiles left in BiH after the war. The
intervention in BiH, as in the other case studies, has been a protracted one—the Small
Arms Control and Reduction Programme in Bosnia and Herzegovina (SACBiH) ran from
2005-12, and UNDP’s efforts at small arms control in BiH began even earlier with a 2003
project and continue today with a successor project. That same time period, comprising the
latter half of Bosnia and Herzegovina’s post-Dayton history, has been a difficult one for
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BiH in which many other international interventions and socio-political challenges have
arisen. These circumstances necessarily complicate efforts at any causal inference regarding
changes effected by the program.
Nevertheless, we will attempt to evaluate the effectiveness of the program in terms
of its success at achieving its stated objectives (discussed in detail below), which focus on
stockpile reduction and the regulation of SALW. Of course we must recognize that success
at achieving these proximate goals does not necessarily indicate success at effecting progress
towards the larger societal goals of such interventions (e.g., reduction of armed violence,
increase in human security and perceptions of security, etc.), which is harder to gauge. In
order to evaluate the effectiveness of the interventions therefore, we will examine the social
and political setting for the intervention, the legal framework on small arms, and the ways
in which the legal framework affects the security setting and vice versa. We will also
examine the progress on, and obstacles to, stockpile reduction. Where possible, the analysis
will integrate concrete data on weapons, as well as on human security indicators. Criteria
include the extent to which a robust policy and legal framework has been developed; the
extent to which local capacity has been developed (the sustainability of the intervention);
the extent to which stockpile reduction and other proximate goals have been achieved; the
extent to which the broader societal context has changed concurrent with the intervention;
and the extent to which security and perceptions of security have changed. As a subsequent
chapter will be devoted to cross-case analysis, comparing the findings of the BiH case study
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to those in Croatia and Kosovo, this chapter will remain focused on in depth examination
of the Bosnian case.
This chapter begins with a brief socio-political overview of Bosnia and Herzegovina.
This will be followed by background specifically on small arms in BiH. We will then
examine the design and objectives of UNDP’s SACBiH. We will explore the work that the
program has done—both its accomplishments and its challenges—in the legal/policy realm
and in addressing the program’s three main goals or “components.” Finally, we will
examine the changing context in which SACBiH and its successor program operate,
focusing on changes in economic and human development, in civil society and
international aid, and in perceptions of security.

Socio-‐Political	
  Background	
  of	
  Bosnia	
  and	
  Herzegovina	
  
This section provides a succinct overview of the socio-political background of
Bosnia and Herzegovina. Our goal in doing so is to provide readers with enough
information to understand the environment in which the international small arms control
interventions in BiH are taking place. As such, it should not be expected to be an
exhaustive history—a task which would be truly formidable and undoubtedly controversial.
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The country of Bosnia and Herzegovina is one of 6 or 72 successor states of the
former Yugoslavia. The Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (SFRY) consisted of six
federal republics—each of which are now successor states—of which BiH was one.3 Situated
on the border of eastern and western empires, Bosnia and Herzegovina was the most
diverse of the Yugoslav republics and remains so today. Physically bordering both Serbia
and Croatia, BiH contained significant populations of each major Yugoslav etho-religious
group—Croats (Roman Catholic), Serbs (Eastern Orthodox), and Bosniaks (Muslims) all
existed in large numbers within the territory. All three groups are ethnically related—all
being of South Slavic origin and speaking the same language (allowing for variation in
orthography and regional dialect).4 They ended up Eastern Orthodox or Roman Catholic
along the dividing lines of ancient empires that ran through the Balkans. 5 Later, a
significant number of South Slavs in the Ottoman Empire, particularly in Bosnia and
Herzegovina, converted to Islam. 6 Those converts were the ancestors of today’s Bosnian
Muslim population.

2

The answer varies depending on whether Kosovo is counted as an independent state—a question that
remains contested although increasingly it appears to be the case. Please refer to Chapter 6, “Small Arms
Control in Kosovo: A Case Study,” for more detail.
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The first Yugoslav country existed during the interwar period, from 1918-41, and
was known first as the Kingdom on Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, and later as the Kingdom
of Yugoslavia. The second Yugoslav country was the Socialist Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia, in 1945-91. The years of World War II, in the interim, were characterized by
occupation (or collaboration in the case of Croatia), resistance, and civil war (amongst and
between the Serbian Četnik forces, Tito’s partisans, and the fascist Croatian Ustaša
regime).7 The bloody legacy of those years continued to haunt Yugoslavs at the end of the
20th Century.8 While Bosnia and Herzegovina did not exist as a political entity under the
inter-war Kingdom, it was, as discussed above, a federal republic during the SFRY years.9
According to the last reliable Yugoslav census, in 1981, BiH was the only one of the six
republics to have no ethnic majority. At that time Croats represented 18.28% of the BiH
population, Serbs represented 32.02%, and Bosnian Muslims represented 39.52%.10 In
addition, 7.91% of BiH residents chose “Yugoslav” as their ethnic identity rather than any
of the other available categories.11 While the conflict that ultimately severed BiH from
Serbia cemented ethnic changes, current demographic data has remained uncertain. For
over 20 years, from the last and problematic Yugoslav census of 1991 until 2013, no census
7

John R. Lampe, Yugoslavia as History: Twice there was a Country, 2nd ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2000), 205-10.
8
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10
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11
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153

was held in Bosnia and Herzegovina, and the results of the latest census are not yet
available.12
Although there were fissures in the multi-ethnic Yugoslav framework, during Tito’s
35-year reign (1945-80) they were kept in check. After his death, the country drifted, and
eventually, a decade later, began to splinter. When Slovenia chose to declare independence
and separate from Milosevic’s Yugoslavia in 1991, the “war” barely merited the name—
resulting in very little loss of life and property. Croatia’s six month war for independence
fought against the Yugoslav National Army (JNA) was substantially bloodier. However, as
John Lampe explains, neither of these early separations from Yugoslavia, “[came] close to
the death and destruction of the three-sided war for Bosnia and Herzegovina that began in
April, 1992,” and lasted more than 3 years.13 Lampe elaborates:
It was this conflict which killed perhaps ten times more civilians than the others
and created the flow of refugees that, together with the Serb siege of Sarajevo,
attracted the unbroken attention of the Western media. The official Western
response was more disjoined, as we shall see. But there was little doubt among most
international observers that the Serb side and the Milošević regime in Belgrade
were the primary offenders.14
The bloody conflict between and amongst Serbs, Croats, and Bosniaks in Bosnia and
Herzegovina brought the term “ethnic cleansing” into the international public discourse, as
heinous deeds were committed in the hopes of establishing ethnically pure territories. The
12
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United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) entered Croatia and Bosnia and
Herzegovina in 1992 as peacekeepers and remained there until the Dayton Peace Accords
were brokered. During those three years UN peacekeepers witnessed the whole of the
bloody mess, including the Srebrenica massacre, the siege of Sarajeveo, and ultimately, the
1995 NATO bombing campaign.
That Dayton created a cease-fire is clear; whether it provided conditions for lasting
peace remains uncertain. Bosnia and Herzegovina began its first independent existence
with massive destruction of lives and infrastructure, a dysfunctional economy and political
system, a huge number of refugees, and remaining ethnic tensions. Some of these problems
were in fact cemented into place by the very peace accords that halted the bloodshed.
Dayton divided the state into two sub-state “Entities”—the Federation of Bosnia and
Herzegovina (a Bosniak-Croat federation), and the Republika Srpska (Serbian)—with many
traditional state roles reserved for the Entities.15 The new Constitution created in the
Dayton Accords stipulates a tripartite presidency that consists of one Bosniak, one Croat,
and one Serbian member, who rotate chairmanship.16 The Parliamentary Assembly—the
state-level legislative branch consisting of an upper and lower chamber—reserves quotas for
the Entities, with two-thirds of members coming from the Federation and one-third from
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the Republika Srpska (RS).17 The Accords also provided for the formation of the Office of
the High Representative in Bosnia and Herzegovina (OHR) to help facilitate civilian
aspects of implementation.18 It was later given additional strong powers by the Peace
Implementation Council (PIC)—an international body charged with overseeing the accords.
The High Representative is appointed by the PIC and approved by the UN Security
Council. It is into this environment that the international community—primarily the UN,
NATO, and more recently the EU—stepped in to attempt to rebuild a shattered territory
into a functional country. Those efforts continue today.
Thus, despite the propitious circumstances indicated by sustained international
attention and funding, the efforts to control SALW in BiH face a number of challenges
specific to the troubled political landscape of the country. The ongoing political stalemate
can be seen in the recent governance crisis – after parliamentary elections in October 2010,
political parties failed to form a state-level government and select a Prime Minister for over
a year.19 Moreover, while the extensive powers granted the Entity-level governments in
Dayton have since been reduced, they remain powerful. As noted in a recent semi-annual
report by the High Representative20 to the UN Secretary General, Republika Sprpska has
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continued to be obstructionist and has repeatedly challenged the state-level intuitions.21 All
of these factors form the context in which UNDP entered into small arms control
programs in Bosnia and Herzegovina.

Background	
  on	
  Small	
  Arms	
  in	
  Bosnia	
  and	
  Herzegovina	
  	
  	
  
The United Nations involvement in small arms control in Bosnia and Herzegovina
began before the conflict had even nominally ended—during the UNPROFOR
peacekeeping mission, “the UN was called to carry out disarmament and management of
arms within certain areas or along cease-fire lines.”22 SFOR (NATO’s Stabilization Force
in BiH) began its “Operation Harvest”—a weapons collection umbrella program that
included both voluntary surrender programs and search-and-seizure efforts—in 1998, and
collected over 40,000 SALW and more than 12 million rounds of ammunition over the
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next 5 years.23 However, programs designed to improve the new country’s small arms
control capacity began much later. In fact, SACBiH itself did not start until a decade after
the signing of the Dayton accords. In the interim, however, the seeds for SACBiH were
laid as UNDP funded or conducted several studies of the small arms problem and a smaller
scale project was launched. Here we will briefly discuss some relevant SALW news from the
immediate post-conflict era in Bosnia and Herzegovina. We will then give a brief overview
of the short UNDP small arms program that began in 2003. Finally, we will review the
findings of the aforementioned studies as they lay out the extant small arms situation in
BiH before the launch of SACBiH in 2005. The studies include a 2003 Needs Assessment
on SALW in BiH by the Centre for Security Studies - Bosnia-Herzegovina (CSS), a 2004
Small Arms Survey conducted by the Bonn International Center for Conversion (BICC)
on behalf of UNDP, and a 2004 Feasibility Study on SALW ammunition demilitarization
by UNDP.
During the decade period between Dayton and the launch of SACBiH, Bosnia’s
small arms surplus and questionable arms transfer practices gained unwanted international
attention. Excessive stockpiles of weapons were left in the possession of both Entities as
well as in civilian hands. Of particular note was the 2002 ORAO affair, in which it was
discovered that a manufacturer in the RS had sold arms to Iraq in violation of the UN
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arms embargo.24 The OHR, SFOR, and the OSCE set up an international task force to
investigate the affair,25 and the High Representative proclaimed that “this scandal has done
more damage to BiH’s international reputation than any other issue since the end of the
war, and it goes to the very heart of inadequate control of the armed forces and the military
industrial complex.”26 The revelation of the ORAO affair garnered both local and
international press and pressure to stem the flow of further weapons from the former
conflict zone so that they did not continue to fuel current and future conflicts. At that time
the Entities still possessed separate ministries of defense and armed forces, though they
have since been unified, and RS and the Federation separately made decisions controlling
arms exports. In 2003, however, ultimate control for arms decisions was given to the
Ministry of Foreign Trade and Economic Relations (a state-level institution), although
many other ministries weigh in on the decisions. This example only hints at how
tremendous the effort of defense reform (unification at the state level) has been and how
much Bosnia and Herzegovina’s complex structure has challenged efforts to develop
consistent small arms control policies. The defense reform process has thus very intimately
affected many aspects of the small arms control efforts studied here.
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UNDP initially launched an 18-month Small Arms Project (SAP) in BiH in 2003.
The organization’s general goals with regard to SALW at that time were two-fold, “The first
one is risk reduction and the second one is to build state level capacity on SALW.”27 The
project over aimed to “assess the current situation in BiH pertaining to small arms”;
“Develop capacities of the Bosnian government to deal with SALW issues”; and “Reduce
uncontrolled presence of small arms and light weapons.”28 In terms of assessment, the
project funded several studies on that status of the small arms problem in BiH (detailed
below). It also worked on awareness campaigns and capacity building. Bosnia and
Herzegovina’s SALW Coordination Board was created in that era and UNDP provided
assistance to the Board in starting to develop a National Strategy and Action Plan on
SALW.29 Because the Project was a direct precursor to SACBiH, which continued this
work, the details of the National Strategy and Action Plan will be included in the
discussion of the larger project, below.
The 2003 Needs Assessment on Small Arms and Light Weapons in Bosnia and
Herzegovina was conducted by CSS on behalf of UNDP, in order to “to ensure that
UNDP activities in the area of small arms and light weapons (SALW) are best tailored to
suit prevailing needs.”30 The study focuses on the potential for weapons collection
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campaigns and on legal frameworks in BiH. With regard to collection, it argues that a
collection campaign will need to address collection both “in the context of peace-building”
and “as a means of preventing and reducing crime.”31 The study argues that BiH’s
complex post-Dayton governance structure as created an equally complex and fragmented
legal framework on SALW:
Today Bosnia and Herzegovina is a de facto protectorate that is characterized by a
loose state structure with a weak central government. The country has 14
constitutions and governments with legislative powers. As a result there are
different internal regulations on various issues. One of the issues addressed by
various levels of internal organization is the issue of weapons possession: who
should be allowed to own them, about what kinds of weapons should be available
for trade, etc. … Currently there is no integrated approach on this issue. The issue
is addressed and handled in different manner by the different levels of power in the
complex state structure.32
The authors further note that there are laws relevant to SALW at the state, Entity, and
canton levels (the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina Entity is divided into 10
cantons),33 and that the Bosnian arms laws are less detailed than those in neighboring
states.34 Addressing arms control in Bosnia and Herzegovina is especially important
because the former Yugoslavia was an arms producer and exporter, and BiH inherited a
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significant portion of the Yugoslav military industry due to its concentration in BiH
territory.35
The 2004 Small Arms Survey conducted by BICC “was commissioned by UNDP
Bosnia and Herzegovina with the aim to provide a comprehensive overview over the
distribution, impact and perception of SALW in Bosnia and Herzegovina (BiH).”36 It
included the results from four surveys—a Small Arms Distribution Survey, a Small Arms
Impact Survey, a Small Arms Perception Survey, and a Small Arms Capacity Survey.
The Distribution Survey attempted to quantify weapons possessed by armed forces
in BiH (which at that time were still under the separate auspices of the Armed Forces of
the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina and Armed Forces of the Republika Srpska),
weapons possessed by police and paramilitary forces in BiH, weapons possessed by the
State Border Service, and civilian weapons possession (both legal and illegal). It found that
there are 353,000 legally registered civilian weapons in BiH and at least 140,397 illegally
held civilian weapons (with estimates ranging as high as 494,252 illegally held weapons).37
The Impact Survey examined the impact of SALW on criminal activities (it
appeared that illegally held weapons were much more of a criminal threat than legally
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registered weapons). It also looked at the gendered impact of small arms in BiH, with
findings deploring the lack of sufficient data.
The findings of the Perception Survey were “the result of a 1,000 respondent
household survey conducted across BiH and five focus groups conducted in the major
urban areas of BiH.”38 The findings looked at perceptions of security and of security
providers, attitudes towards SALW and civilian possession, and suggestions for any future
collection activities. In terms of perceptions of security, respondents tended to view BiH as
reasonably safe,39 but a plurality of respondents (over 40%) feared that security would
worsen with the withdrawal of international peacekeepers or international police forces.40
There were significant ethnic differences in perceptions towards security providers—with
Serbs placing a much higher degree of confidence in local security providers and higher
degrees of distrust in state-level authorities compared to Croats and Bosniaks.41 In
examining attitudes towards SALW the survey found that 48.3% of respondents thought
owning weapons was dangerous whereas 34.6% saw it as protective; however, there were
substantial gendered differences in these results with women much more likely than men
to see weapons ownership as dangerous.42 There were also significant ethic/Entity
differences in perceptions towards weapons, with Federation residents much more likely to
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feel there were “too many” guns in their area and to perceive illegal possession as “a serious
problem” compared with much smaller numbers in the RS.43 With regard to collection
programs, 43% of respondents “answered that voluntary weapons collection programs (i.e.,
Passive Harvest) had improved security in their local areas”; “57.5% believe that a
voluntary collection of civilian weapons would improve the security situation in their local
area”; and “73% of all respondents believe that weapons collection programs [forced or
44

voluntary] should continue” after the departure of SFOR.

The Capacity Survey “focus[ed] on the capacity of institutions in BiH to control
small arms and light weapons with respect to regulating civilian possession and the local
authorities own stockpiles.”45 It examined legislation, storage capacity, registration and
accounting systems, information gathering capacity, collection capacity, destruction
capacity, and the capacity of NGOs to work on SALW.
Finally, also in 2004, UNDP conducted their Small Arms and Light Weapons
Ammunition Demilitarization Feasibility Study “to examine the detailed practicality,
humanitarian, environmental, technical, security, financial and political requirements for
the establishment of an Ammunition Disposal Facility (ADF) in BiH in order to provide
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the necessary information for potential international donor investment in the project.”46
The study found that the Entity Armed Forces possessed 67,000 tons of ammunition, with
33,500 tons slated for destruction.47 That ammunition was distributed among 38 sites, to
be reduced to 6 sites, and “varies in age but much of the stock is in excess of 20 years old
and comes from a wide variety of manufactures in many countries.”48 The study
highlighted the dangers of allowing such stockpiles to remain in their current conditions—
degrading ammunition is unstable with a high explosive risk. It concluded that it was both
feasible and desirable to develop an industrial Ammunition Disposal Facility in BiH.

SACBiH	
  Program	
  Design	
  and	
  Objectives	
  
UNDP’s Small Arms Control and Reduction Programme in Bosnia and
Herzegovina (SACBiH) was launched in 2005 and built upon the efforts of the smallerscale SAP (discussed above). It was initially funded by the European Commission, Italy, the
Netherlands, Spain, Sweden, and the United Kingdom.49 During the Project’s final phase,
the Project website50 provided a breakdown of funding sources: of a $10 million budget,
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$6.8 million came from the EU with the bulk of the remaining financing coming from
around a dozen different EU member states;51 UNDP’s BCPR itself was only providing
$26,779.52 Implementing partners included the National Coordination Board for SALW
Control, the National Team for Community-based Policing, the Ministry of Defense of
BiH, the Ministry of Security of BiH, Entity Ministries of Internal Affairs, the Joint
Defense and Security Committee of the Parliamentary Assembly of BiH, Brcko District
Police, the OSCE, NATO, and European Forces in BiH (EUFOR). The seemingly endless
number of implementing partners serves as a reminder of the complexity of implementing
any project in BiH where state-, Entity-, and canton-level institutions all control various
aspects of governance, and thus all require buy-in. In fact, it is worth reiterating here that it
was not until 2006—after the project was already underway—that the two Entity-level armies
and ministries of defense were integrated into the national Armed Forces of Bosnia and
Herzegovina, under control of a national Ministry of Defense of Bosnia and Herzegovina.53
The project’s stated objective was “a significant decrease in the threat posed to
human security by the large and uncontrolled presence of SALW and ammunition,” to be
implemented through a project strategy that “strengthens the capacity of the BiH
authorities to implement SALW control and eliminate surplus SALW and ammunition
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stocks.”54 In outlining the human security threat posed by SALW presence in BiH, the
Project Document noted that, “since the end of the war, more people in Bosnia and
Herzegovina have died as a result of SALW misuse than as a result of mines.”55 This
comparison was significant because the problem of persistent landmines have had a higher
profile in post-conflict Bosnia and Herzegovina. Large stockpiles of ammunition, which
have been a concern throughout the region, are especially worrisome in BiH because of the
“age and chemical instability” of such stockpiles, making them explosive hazards.

56

The Project Document laid out a strategy with three main components: enhancing
institutional capacity for SALW control; SALW destruction; and destruction and
demilitarization of surplus ammunition. In addition to all its internal benefits, the goals of
strengthening of national capacity on SALW and disposal of surplus weapons and
ammunition would also help bring BiH closer to meeting NATO and EU eligibility
requirements.57 During SAP and early into SACBiH, UNDP assisted with the
development of a BiH SALW National Strategy and Action Plan, an activity that has been
an important component of all UNDP small arms projects in the region. Thus, the
capacity-building component of SACBiH thereafter focused on assisting (“strengthening”)
the National Coordination Board for SALW Control in implementing the Strategy and
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Action Plan. 58 Another focal point of the capacity-building component was encouraging
“informed policy-making and parliamentary procedures” through activities such as
providing seminars on SALW control for public officials, and supporting the Ministry of
Security in implementation of the Law on Arms and development of a central registry for
SALW.59 Lastly, the capacity-building component also included conducting SALW
Awareness and Safer Community programming. The program component on SALW
destruction focused on surplus military weapons, as well as disposal of any weapons from
Harvest operations or civilian collection campaigns.60 Finally, the third component,
ammunition destruction, focused on surplus and unstable ammunition, of which BiH
possesses a vast stockpile.61 This component comprises four objectives: “development of a
demilitarizing planning capability”; “enhancement of the industrial demilitarization
capacities”; “upgrade of the ammunition demolition grounds”; and “destruction of up to
8,000 tons of ammunition through industrial demilitarization operations.”62
UNDP’s foray into small arms in BiH has been neither cursory nor short-lived. The
7-year SACBiH program was preceded by the shorter Small Arms Project, which laid the
groundwork for SACBiH by funding preliminary studies and beginning to build
relationships with the necessary institutions. Additionally, although SACBiH formally
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ended in 2012, its ambitious workload was neither complete nor abandoned. It was
immediately followed by a new and currently on-going Project EXPLODE, which is focused
on improving stockpile management and continued destruction of surplus and instable
weapons and ammunition.

Developing	
  a	
  Legal	
  and	
  Policy	
  Framework	
  on	
  Small	
  Arms	
  in	
  Bosnia	
  and	
  Herzegovina	
  
Bosnia and Herzegovina has been recognized as a country by the international
community for over 20 years, and as such has acquired many international and regional
obligations with regard to SALW. The Republic of BiH was recognized as UN member
state in May 1992 at the dawn of its independent existence and the start of several years of
conflict.63 A decade later, in 2003, BiH was also recognized as a “potential candidate
country” by the EU. In 2010 BiH was given contingent permission to join NATO’s
Membership Action Plan. While progress on the EU and NATO roads has been rocky and
has been stymied repeatedly by internal political difficulties, the requirements of each of
these potential memberships influence the legal and policy decisions BiH faces with regard
to SALW.
At the launch of SACBiH, Bosnia and Herzegovina had committed to an array of
international agreements on SALW and conventional arms control including: the EU
Code of Conduct on Arms Exports, the OSCE Document on SALW, Document on
63
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Stockpiles of Conventional Ammunition, Decision on MANPADS, Decision on End User
Certificates, and Decision on Brokering, the Stability Pact Regional Implementation Plan,
and the UN Programme of Action on SALW.64 BiH was also already regularly
contributing data to the UN Register of Conventional Arms.65 At that time, BiH had not
signed the UN Firearms Protocol, the one international legally binding instrument on
SALW. However, it has since acceded to the Protocol in April 2008.66 In 2009 it further
aligned itself with the new 2008 EU Common Position on Arms Exports.

67

Thus the

efforts of UNDP in the realm of law and policy primarily involved helping BiH to meet the
standards it had accepted via these various international commitments.
When UNDP entered the scene, the first priority was to establish the policy
framework around SALW in BiH. To this end a Coordination Board for SALW and
Ammunition control was created, and was formally endorsed by the Council of Ministers
in 2005, very near the start of the SACBiH program. As might be expected, the array of
Coordination Board member agencies reflects the complexity of Bosnia and Herzegovina’s
legal and political system:
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The Coordination Board consists of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Ministry of
Security, Ministry of Defence of BiH,68 Entity Ministries of Interior, State Border
Police, the Office for Coordination with Interpol, EUROPOL, State Investigation
and Protection Agency (SIPA), State Border Service (SBS), Indirect Taxation
Authority; and; the Ministry of Foreign Trade and Economic Relations.69
As was done elsewhere in the region, UNDP then worked with the Coordination Board to
develop the National Strategy and Action Plan for SALW Control in BiH, which was
endorsed by the Council of Ministers in 2006 and updated in 2008. 70 At that point, a
major goal of SACBiH became the implementation of the Strategy and Action Plan.
The Strategy begins descriptively laying out the current status of SALW in BiH and
various goals. It addresses “principles” for the Strategy itself; describes the current situation
with SALW and ammunition in BiH; describes the current and prospective legal
regulations; outlines requirements for environmental protection, public awareness,
transparency, and international cooperation; lists 11 “operational goals” of the Strategy;
identifies stakeholders; and defines the role of the Coordination Board.71 The document
then lays out the Action Plan, divided into eight “Functional Areas”: (1) state border
control; (2) legislation and regulations; (3) data gathering and information analysis on
SALW; (4) SALW awareness raising; (5) collection of SALW arms and ammunition; (6)
destruction of SALW arms and ammunition; (7) stockpile management and control; and
68
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(8) regional and international cooperation.72 The Action Plan identifies responsible
stakeholders, available resources, and “action points” for each functional area. BiH has
continued to revise and refine its SALW Strategy periodically, with the latest edition laying
out strategy goals for 2013-16.73
With a policy framework in place, efforts turned to implementation of that
framework, including work in the legal realm (Functional Area 2) focused on
74

“harmonization of the current SALW legislation in line with international standards.”

As discussed above, laws pertaining to SALW exist in BiH at all levels of government, a
situation which makes any attempt to understand the legal regulations on arms, extremely
complex. That it further complicates harmonization efforts is perhaps inevitable. Bosnia
and Herzegovina’s laws were mostly aligned with EU and international standards quite
early into the SACBiH program. A 2007 study by the UK-based NGO Saferworld found
that BiH law was in compliance with most EU regulations, though room for strengthening
that compliance remained.75 One area in which BiH has struggled is the lack of state-level
laws on many aspects of SALW—a difficulty identified in the National Strategy, which
notes that proposed legislation would help remedy the problem.76 Several of the pieces of
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legislation mentioned in the Strategy are now law. In areas such as licensing import and
export of weapons and brokering (Law on the Import and Export of Arms and Military
Equipment and Control of the Import and Export of Dual-Use Items) and controlling
movement of SALW (Law on the Control of the Movement of Weapons and Military
Equipment), Bosnia and Herzegovina’s legislation now complies with EU and
international standards.77
However, the efforts to adopt a state-level Law on Arms or Law on Weapons
(dealing with various aspects of civilian possession and control) have repeatedly failed.
While the international obligations all allow BiH to choose its own level of civilian
weapons control, the difficulties of harmonization across sub-national level laws have
plagued legislators and international actors alike. UNDP’s 2010/2011 Small Arms Survey
of BiH details the situation:
The efforts made by the Ministry of Security of BiH in 2008 to regulate legislation
at the state level were in vain due to insufficient political support. The Council of
Ministers of BiH adopted the draft Law on Arms, which governs the provision,
storage, collection, repair, production, marking and trafficking of weapons and
ammunition as well as the maintenance of civilian shooting ranges and the
formulation of sanctions at the state level; however, the proposal was denied. The
afore mentioned draft law would, for the first time, have regulated, in a uniform
and efficient manner, this significant domain at the national level and at the same
time would have harmonised legislation with European Union standards. Since
this was not accomplished this domain remained within the competency of the
entities and Brcko District, with many legal variations.
More precisely, civilian licensing in RS is governed by the Law on Weapons
and Ammunition (March 2007), in the Federation of BiH by the laws enacted at
77
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the cantonal level and in Brcko District by the Brcko District Law on Weapons and
Ammunition of the Brcko District of Bosnia and Herzegovina.78
Thus rather than a state-level control civilian weapons ownership remains regulated at the
Entity and Canton level. In this way, Bosnia and Herzegovina’s unique political and
constitutional framework continues to lead to fragmentation within the country’s arms
laws—a situation that distinguishes it from its neighbors’ more centralized legal systems.

Other	
  SACBiH	
  Accomplishments	
  and	
  Challenges	
  –	
  Addressing	
  Program	
  Goals	
  
To begin to answer whether SACBiH has been effective we ask: To what extent has
it been successful in advancing its proximate goals (“components”)? Those components are
capacity building for SALW control in BiH, SALW destruction, and ammunition disposal.
What have been the program’s accomplishments in these areas and what challenges has it
faced? What has been its legacy, and what work is left for future efforts? As we will see,
there has been substantial progress towards the program goals, but also substantial
roadblocks.
Component	
  1:	
  Enhanced	
  Institutional	
  Capacity	
  for	
  SALW	
  Control	
  
The capacity-building component of SACBiH focused on “strengthening” the
National Coordination Board for SALW Control, including assisting in the
implementation of the Strategy and Action Plan. Functional Area (FA) 1, state border
control, has been improved through the development of an Integrated Border
78

Ibid, 48.

174

Management (IBM) Strategy and is also benefited by the development of a weapons registry
system (discussed below).79 The IBM Strategy follows the EU Guidelines Integrated Border
Management in the Western Balkans, which guides countries to develop a country-specific
Strategy and Action Plan on IBM.80 The BiH Border Police are a state-level institution and
were established in 2007, taking over the role of the previous State Border Service.81 They
have received international assistance from a variety of donors in the form of training and
82

capacity building, as well as donations of equipment.

However, effective policing of the

borders remains difficult, especially along the border with Serbia.83 Functional Area 2 on
legislation and regulations aims for “harmonization of the current SALW legislation in line
with international standards” 84—a goal that has been substantially accomplished, as
discussed above.
Functional Area 3—data gathering and information analysis on SALW—includes
several action points. The first action point, “Risk assessment regarding SALW and its
impact on society,” has been addressed by the various studies UNDP commissioned both
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before the launch of SACBiH and during its tenure (e.g., the 2010/2011 Small Arms
Survey which follows up on the findings of the 2004 Survey). Moreover, UNDP
commissioned a National Risk Assessment, not specific to SALW, which “identifies
disasters and accidents and analyses vulnerability, exposure and impact on people,
property, environment, infrastructure and the community.”85 A second action point for
Functional Area 3 requires “reporting on SALW to relevant international organizations”—
something that BiH has been quite scrupulous about as evidenced by its regular reports to
the UN Programme of Action.86 The third action point—monitoring and evaluation—has
been addressed by UNDP to a limited degree with regard to its own programming, but
does not seem to exist on a broader scale. FA 3 also includes two sub-areas: (A) “Collecting,
analysis and evaluation of knowledge and information about possible illicit trade in
SALW” and (B) “keeping records on SALW.”87 Some degree of progress in Area A is
visible through a variety of high profile cases of arrests of arms smugglers, though this data
is of course highly anecdotal.88 More recently, BiH has begun to work with EUROPOL in
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a cooperative effort to crack down on arms trafficking, which remains a problem.89 Area B
has been the subject of substantial struggle because it requires establishing a central registry
of weapons possession in BiH—an undertaking that brings up volatile issues of State versus
Entity level authority.90 Nonetheless progress has been made as UNDP did succeed at
developing software and procuring equipment for BiH’s central registry.91
In terms of FA 4, SALW awareness-raising, UNDP has run a number of publicity
campaigns (posters, videos, television spots, websites, etc.) advertising the dangers of illegal
weapons possession.92 Functional Area 5, collection of SALW weapons and ammunition,
calls for developing a plan for a collection campaign. However, no major nation-wide
civilian weapons collection campaigns were held in the BiH during the SACBiH years,
although some weapons were collected through NATO’s Operation Harvest, and illegal
weapons are also “harvested” through various police activities.93 FA 6, destruction of
SALW arms and ammunition (requiring both identification/development of destruction
capacity and implementation of destruction) has seen progress but will be discussed in
more detail below since these are each separate components of the SACBiH program goals.
FA 7, stockpile management and control calls for “secure storage” of weapons and
89
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ammunition stockpiles. While the data about surplus stockpiles makes it clear that BiH’s
stockpile security requires costly resources, there is little public information available on
how stockpile security is managed. A 2010 study commissioned by UNDP on just three
outdated storage facilities analyzed what would be necessary to first make them operational
for securing ammunition and explosives, and second bring them up to NATO standards.94
The projected costs, as might be expected, were quite high. Finally, FA 8, international and
regional cooperation on SALW issues, requires “Participation in regional initiatives
regarding SALW issue, Accession to protocols and resolutions that regulate the field of
SALW control, Data and information exchange.” As addressed above, BiH fulfills this goal
through participation in all regional and international fora on SALW including joining
Vienna Firearms Protocol and the UN Programme of Action, and complying with EU and
OSCE regulations as well as participation in RASR and RACVIAC initiatives in the
Balkan sub-region.
In addition to implementing the National Strategy and Action Plan, the capacitybuilding component of SACBiH also aimed to facilitate “informed policy-making and
parliamentary procedures” on SALW. In addition to previously mentioned activities
included in this framework (e.g., supporting the development of a central registry for
SALW), SACBiH has provided training for public officials on SALW control:
94
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UNDP BiH in partnership with the Joint Committee for Defence and Security of
the Parliamentary Assembly of Bosnia and Herzegovina organizes annual
workshops on implementation of the national strategy for SALW control and
ammunition destruction process in BiH. The main aim of the workshops is to
provide the overall review of the progress made in the implementation of the
SALW strategy including the implementation of the Agreement for Transfer of
Military titles from Entity to state, Small Arms Control Project, harmonization of
the SALW legislation and implementation of the Integrated Border Management
Strategy.
In addition the workshop was the forum that initiates dialogues and
discussion between the policy makers from state and entity level on harmonization
of the laws on arms in line with EU Directives and progress of the ammunition
disposal activities. The workshop enables the Joint Defense and Security
Committee to implement civilian oversight functions over security sector and to
address key issues with all relevant stakeholders involved in the process. The
conclusions reached during the workshop are formally adopted at the sessions of
the Committee and forwarded to identify institutions for further actions in line
with the conclusions.95
These annual workshops, along with occasional seminars, help enable “informed policymaking” on SALW, an effort that is further supported by regular work with the SALW
Coordination Board, and assistance in implementing existing legislation. That these efforts
helped to inform policy-making during the SACBiH era is clear, but whether they truly
built capacity for on-going policy-making absent international assistance remains uncertain.
Finally, the capacity-building component also included conducting SALW
Awareness and Safer Community programming. As mentioned above, SALW
Awareness programming was conducted throughout the SACBiH program.
SACBiH also conducted Safer Community pilot programs after substantial study
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which included evaluation of BiH’s 2007 Strategy for Community-Based Policing,
conducting a Statistical Security Survey, partnering with local municipalities,
developing relationships with Citizens Security Forums within each potential pilot
community, and more.96 The Safer Community programs closely integrate the work
UNDP has done in Bosnia and Herzegovina on community-based policing. A 2010
baseline assessment for the pilot programs explains that:
The aim of the pilot project is to improve the efficiency of local communities
in facing security challenges, improve cooperation between local
communities and law enforcement agencies, improving cooperation between
police authorities and citizens, improvement of operability of police
authorities in their work with communities and citizens, and the reduction
of crime rate, violations of public peace and order and antisocial behaviour
in selected local communities.97
Ultimately the five communities selected for the Safer Community Pilot included Sanski
Most, Prijedor, Zenica, Višegrad and Bratunac.98 This includes two municipalities from
the Federation and three from Republika Srpska. The pilot communities do not include
the Brcko District because agreement was not reached with the local government in time.99
To the extent that a goal of SACBiH was simply the implementation of safer community
programming in BiH, that goal as been met. However, it is unclear at present how
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successful those programs were and what lessons-learned can be drawn from them for the
future of safer community programs in BiH.100
Component	
  2:	
  SALW	
  and	
  Associated	
  Systems	
  Destruction	
  
SALW destruction is of course closely related to ammunition disposal (SACBiH’s
component 3), but at the same time is a relatively smaller undertaking in BiH compared to
the tremendous challenge posed by ammunition destruction. Because there have not been
significant weapons collection campaigns (discussed above), the primary source of weapons
slated for destruction are government and military surplus, in addition to illegal weapons
“harvested” by police or military forces.
Much SALW destruction took place early into SACBiH’s tenure. By 2008, 95,000
SALW pieces had been destroyed.101 At that time, the Project Document estimated
another 60,000 “planned for destruction.”102 Ultimately, later destruction fell short of that
number, with the total number of SALW destroyed by the project’s end in 2012
amounting to 125,000 pieces.103 Alongside destruction, some weapons were eliminated
from Armed Forces stockpiles by donation both internal (to Entity Ministries of the
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Interior) and external (to the new Afghan armed forces).104 The state Ministry of Defense
did not engage in new arms sales of surplus weapons, although it did fulfill a small number
of obligations undertaken by its predecessor Entity level Ministries of Defense.105
The destruction accomplishments of SACBiH can be considered substantial. The
destruction of 125,000 weapons that are now permanently out of circulation is a concrete
accomplishment. In addition to eliminating many harvested illegal weapons, these efforts
significantly contributed to the reduction of the surplus inherited by the Armed Forces. In
2004, it was estimated that the new Armed Forces had a surplus of over 370,000
weapons,106 while by 2011 the estimate was down to 99,882 surplus weapons, partially due
to destruction activities.107
Component	
  3:	
  Ammunition	
  Disposal	
  
The problem of surplus ammunition—old, degrading, and volatile—has been a
serious one for post-conflict Bonsia and Herzegovina and has been a high priority for the
SACBiH program. In 2004, before the program was launched, it was estimated that the
Armed Forces possessed “up to 65,000 tons of ammunition in storage, out of which at least
35,000 tons are surplus to requirements, which need to be destroyed very soon given their
unstable condition.”108 By 2008 SACBiH had worked with the Ministry of Defense (MoD)
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to destroy “over 2,700 tons of unstable and surplus ammunition.”109 While that number is
not insignificant, it clearly pales in comparison of the scale of the problem. In fact, at that
time, the latest MoD estimates were of 25,000 tons of surplus ammunition and UNDP
noted that “due to its age, the remainder of the AFBiH ammunition stockpile could
require destruction over the next ten years.”110
The reasons for the excruciatingly slow pace of progress during the early years of
SACBiH are very much tied to the debates surrounding defense reform and the
consolidation of Entity Ministries of Defense into the new state MoD. In 2008, a “5+2
Agenda” set out five objectives and two conditions as necessary prerequisites for closure of
the Office of the High Representative. This agenda includes an issue at the heart of NATO
eligibility concerns and deeply affecting the SACBiH programming: resolution of defense
property. The issue of defense property is one of ownership and is directly tied to the
government structure – disputes continue to arise regarding ownership of defense property
at the Entity versus state level. While the previous defense reform means that weapons and
ammunition stockpiles belong to the national MoD, the status of immovable defense
properties has never been resolved, much to the chagrin of the international
community.111 Thus when UNDP works with the MoD to secure and destroy surplus and
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unstable weapons and ammunition, the question of ownership of the destruction and
storage facilities brings the broader issue of ownership of defense property to the fore.
Some of the destruction facilities, not to mention storage facilities, are in fact immovable
property themselves. Even though the need to address these stockpiles is acknowledged, it
requires complex negotiations to proceed and this bogs down the process; small arms
control programming is caught in the middle of this existential dispute.112
This is not to imply that SACBiH is completely stalled, quite the contrary.
Destruction of ammunition is ongoing, albeit at a slow pace. Moreover, in addition to
working to pick up the pace politically (securing the release of more weapons for
destruction each year), SACBiH has during the same time worked to increase the
destruction capacity in BiH though upgrades of existing facilities and purchases of new
equipment. In 2008, a study commissioned by UNDP examined conditions at 7 different
ammunition disposal sites in BiH, examining their capacities and areas for
improvement.113 The SACBiH Project Document for the later part of SACBiH set a goal
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“to increase BiH’s ammunition destruction and demilitarization capacity from 2,200 tons
to over 6,000 tons per annum.”114 The 2010/11 Small Arms Survey of BiH found that
UNDP did succeed in theory but that actually living up to the destruction capacity remains
a struggle:
Through this donation to supply new equipment BiH increased its capacity for the
destruction of ammunition, mines and other explosive devices from 3,200 tons to
around 6,400 tons per year.
However, looking at the results collectively it is obvious that in past years
BiH has failed to destroy more than 2,000 tons of ammunition, mines and other
explosive devices [per year] as in 2007, while in 2009 and 2010 it was far from
achieving that average.115
As Project Manager Jasmin Porobić explained in an interview, upgrading capacity and
increasing the pace of destruction was critical: “Given the pace—annual pace—of
destruction in last 7 years, the average quantity is around 1,200 tons, so we would need
additional, to say 20 years from now to dispose of all ammunition. There is no such an
organization or a donor that would invest in one program for 20 years, so what we as
UNDP did, we are enhancing capacities of Bosnia-Hercegovina to try to speed up the
process.”116
Thus by SACBiH’s end in 2012, “capacity for ammunition disposal was doubled”
and “over 10,500 tonnes of ammunition” had been disposed of.117 To review briefly, the
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four activities under the ammunition disposal rubric laid out in the 2008 Project
Document were: “development of a demilitarizing planning capability”; “enhancement of
the industrial demilitarization capacities”; “upgrade of the ammunition demolition
grounds”; and “destruction of up to 8,000 tons of ammunition through industrial
demilitarization operations.”118 The importance of the fact that each of these objectives
has been accomplished should not be understated. But the bigger task of disposing of the
remaining identified surplus stockpiles of ammunition before they become even more
volatile remains. In fact, this is a task that SACBiH’s successor program, Project
EXPLODE, continues to grapple with.
In addition during SACBiH’s tenure the new international Convention on Cluster
Munitions (CCM) was developed, signed, and entered into force. While cluster munitions
do not fit under the traditional rubric of SALW, they have been treated together in BiH, in
part because that is where the knowledge and capacity building on ammunition destruction
have focused. Thus, beyond the original project goals with regard to ammunition disposal,
UNDP has also worked with Bosnia and Herzegovina to help the country comply with the
CCM, including destruction of remaining cluster munitions stockpiles—a task which was
completed in 2011.119
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Successes	
  and	
  Challenges:	
  A	
  Practitioner’s	
  Perspective	
  
What does the progress made by SACBiH look like from the perspective of those in
charge of its implementation? In an interview, Jasmin Porobić discussed the successes and
challenges he has seen in his work with UNDP on small arms control in Bosnia and
Herzegovina. The successes are already enumerated above: destroying weapons and
ammunition, working to increase destruction capacity, and implementing the National
Strategy and Action Plan.
The challenges that Porobić has seen faced by SACBiH are multifold. Some
challenges are particular to BiH—to its post-conflict status and to the political stalemates
inherent in Dayton—for example the slow pace of ammunition destruction or the
difficulties in agreeing upon the “appropriate administrative level” to implement the
central arms registry. Porobić noted that despite the supposedly powerful carrots of EU and
NATO accession, political will has often been lacking.120 Other challenges however, may
resonate elsewhere, although colored by their local permutations. For example, he has seen
a disconnect between developing Action Plan items that are good “conceptually” and the
lack of “concrete implementing mechanisms or activities.”121 In his observation, this
problem is driven in part by the fact that the myriad of responsible parties (e.g., in the form
of the Coordination Board) can mean that no one person or agency takes full
120
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responsibility. He further observed that beyond the quantity of weapons and ammunition
destroyed, “I didn’t see any positive developments in [the] last 3-4 years. The trend is
actually negative. There is less willingness to focus on any small arms issue, whatever it
entails, whether it is destruction or it is any other, and I think it is linked to the complex
political environment in Bosnia-Hercegovina.”122 While far from hopeless, the challenges
of the work appeared to weigh on his mind; he noted that activities such as destruction
which should be “fairly easy” to implement, are not so politically.

123

At the time of the interview the SACBiH website heralded a 31% drop in small
arms incidents in BiH since 2008.124 Asked about how to attribute that change, Porobić
spoke about the difficulties of showing causality in human development work:
I can, you know, tell you any kind of diplomatic thing, stories, but, it is very
difficult to link. So we are a development agency, we are, to say, in the hard-core
implementation phase; basically we are getting into the shoes of the institutions of
Bosnia-Hercegovina and implementing things for them. But it is very difficult to
link your activity and amount of money you implemented with the end result. …
So whoever tells you different, I think is just painting the walls in pink
color. Because it takes ages to see the change in the society. Sometimes you can
capture, as we did, and now we are selling it, you know, through all the websites, we
capture the change, like a statistical difference, and then we are saying okay, there is
a positive development.125
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Indeed, Mr. Porobić proceeded to engage the author in an intellectual conversation about
the merits of SALW programming, the application of the armed violence prevention
framework to SALW, and the parameters for and challenges of a hypothetical SALW
collection program in BiH. The themes of this dissertation were of interest to him as he
pondered how to understand the larger aims and effectiveness of the work in which he is
engaged—“how do you measure change in capacities?” he queried.126 Further noting that
accidental misuse (children firing weapons found at home) and criminal activity account
for most armed violence in BiH currently—problems that, while important, are still
occurring in relatively low numbers—he reflected that while SACBiH has been placed
within the new rubric of UNDP armed violence prevention programs the issue here is not
current violence but rather “some kind of prevention of a future reoccurrence, at least for
Bosnia-Hercegovina.”127
Small	
  Arms	
  in	
  Bosnia	
  and	
  Herzegovina	
  after	
  SACBiH	
  

	
  

UNDP Bosnia and Herzegovina continues to deal with the unfinished business of
small arms control after SACBiH ended in 2012. This need not be seen as a failure of the
SACBiH program. As discussed above, during SACBiH it became clear that the time-line
required for destruction was longer than the program itself entailed. Rather than
continuing the project indefinitely, UNDP found donor support for a new, shorter, and
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more focused project to deal with remaining pieces. The project’s successor, Project
EXPLODE (Explosive Ordnance and Remnants of War Destruction), commenced work
immediately after the closure of SACBiH.
While touting the scale of destruction of arms and ammunition accomplished
during SACBiH, the Project EXPLODE website explains that, “there are still over 17,000
tons of military ammunition surpluses in Bosnia and Herzegovina. These are chemically
unstable and represent a high risk of uncontrolled explosion, thus posing a risk to both
civilians living nearby and soldiers guarding the storage sites.”128 Thus, continued
destruction of surplus ammunition stockpiles alongside work on improving storage
facilities is the focus of the new project, which has received 3.8 million Euros in funding
from the EU.129 The project website explains that the areas for “continued action”
include:
1. Expeditious disposal of remaining unstable and hazardous munitions stockpiles;
2. Use of new technologies and application of the International Ammunition
Technical Guidelines and rigorous safety standards;
3. Further improvement of the conditions of weapons and ammunition storage
depots and continued training of military personnel in physical security and
stockpile management.130
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The new project shares much continuity with its predecessor, not only in terms of goals,
but also in terms of management—Jasmin Porobić has continued on as the project manager
for Project EXPLODE.
In addition, since the end of SACBiH Bosnia and Herzegovina has, with support
from UNDP, launched a nation-wide collection campaign, “Choose Life without
Weapons”—which allows for voluntary surrender of civilian weapons. This campaign aims
to begin to address the issue of the hundreds of thousands of illegally held civilian weapons
remaining in the country.131 As a UNDP press-release explains, “the Amnesty Laws were
adopted by Parliaments of the RS, FBiH and Brčko District to support the campaign. Such
approach made possible that the small arms collection campaign is conducted
simultaneously throughout the country.”132 More than 1,500 pieces had been collected
and destroyed at the end of 2013, with the campaign scheduled to continue through the
end of 2014. While, the initial number of weapons collected pales in the shadow of the
estimated numbers of illegally held weapons, it remains to be seen what will happen during
the rest of the collection campaign.
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SACBiH	
  in	
  a	
  Changing	
  Context	
  
UNDP entered the small arms control realm in Bosnia and Herzegovina early, but
it was hardly the only actor in the field, and these actions all took place concurrent with
two decades of development and peace-building work since Dayton. BiH has seen many
changes during that time. Our final two case study criteria asked about the extent to which
the broader societal context has changed concurrent with the intervention, and the extent
to which security and perceptions of security have changed. This section addresses those
criteria by looking at changes in economic and human development, changes in civil
society and international aid, and changes in perceptions of security.
Changes	
  in	
  Economic	
  and	
  Human	
  Development	
  
2003 was the first time that the country of Bosnia and Herzegovina was ranked in
UNDP’s annual Human Development Index (HDI), having had insufficient data available
in prior years. In 2003, BiH was ranked 66th (out of 175) in human development with an
index value of .777, placing it within the category of “medium” human development, and
well below the other ranked former Yugoslav countries Slovenia and Croatia.133 At that
time, the average life expectancy at birth was 73.8 years and the adult literacy rate was
93%.134 In 2003, Bosnia and Herzegovina’s GDP was $9.8 billion (in constant 2005
USD), a number that was already up from $2 billion at the earliest data available, in 1992,
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at the dawn of the conflict.135 Put another way, GDP per capita in 2003 was $2522, up
from $573 in 1992.136 Nonetheless in 2006, the first year for which there is data, the
overall unemployment rate in BiH was 32%, and the youth unemployment rate was an
astoundingly high 62%.137
By 2012, Bosnia and Herzegovina’s GDP had risen to $12 billion, and GDP per
capita was $3359.138 Despite these indicators of economic growth however, the
unemployment rate dropped only to 28%, and the youth unemployment rate remained
63%.139 While comparisons between years are difficult because the index calculations have
changed, HDI data for 2012 found that BiH ranked 81st (out of 186) in human
development with an index value of .735, placing it within the category of “high” human
development under the latest version of the Index.140 Life expectancy at birth is now 75.8
years, with 8.3 mean years of schooling versus 13.4 expected years of schooling (the data
categories which have replaced literacy rate as key indicators within the HDI).141 This
recent HDI placement remains below all other former Yugoslav successor states—Slovenia
and Croatia with “very high” rankings, and Montenegro, Serbia, and FYROM (Macedonia)
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with “high” rankings above that of BiH.142 This ranking is not particularly surprising—BiH
was already less developed than some other Yugoslav federal republics (e.g., Slovenia), and
has been much more affected by the legacy of conflict than the other successor states. It
should also be noted that the lack of a population census since before the war (discussed
above) presents potential inaccuracies to most other indicator data in Bosnia and
Herzegovina—anything that relies on calculations of “per capita” values is necessarily
imprecise.
Changes	
  in	
  Civil	
  Society	
  and	
  the	
  International	
  Aid	
  Context	
  
Civil society has grown and changed in BiH in the years since the conflict, but it
has also struggled to find its place in Bosnia and Herzegovina’s complex governance
structure. In 2001, Roberto Belloni wrote that the international community’s efforts to
encourage civil society growth in BiH had been misapplied:
In Bosnia and Herzegovina (hereafter Bosnia), civil society has become an integral
component of international intervention. Growing amounts of financial, human,
and symbolic resources are being allocated to civil society building programs. The
results, however, are disappointing. The international community's idealized
conception of civil society differs dramatically from the actual conditions in which
Bosnian civic groups and organizations function. By viewing civil society building as
a technical task, as a matter of allocating resources and delivering services, the
international community misunderstands the struggle to overcome nationalist
fragmentation.143
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His findings on early attempts on foster civil society in BiH were disheartening. Later that
same year, in a more hopeful moment for the growth of civil society in the Bosnia and
Herzegovina, “the BiH Parliament passed the State Law on Association and Foundation to
encourage more CSOs to register and become operational in the country through the
provision of a coherent legal framework.”144 Previously existing legislation had been only
at the Entity level.
In the 2003 National Human Development Report for BiH, the UNDP team
explained that while one aspect of civil society—formal organizations or NGOs—has grown
quickly, “Civil society refers to an arena in which formal and informal groups and
associations exist. Thus, the term CSO is used here to refer not only to NGOs but also to
informal citizens’ groups and associations. BiH has yet to experience the emergence of
vibrant citizens’ groups.”145 The rapid growth of the number of existing NGOs has
continued. According to UNDP, “in 2004, the estimated total number of active NGOs was
4,629 out of 9,095 officially registered associations and foundations. That number has
grown to an estimated 12,189 registered NGOs in 2008.”146 Numbers, however, only tell a
partial story. Civil society in Bosnia and Herzegovina has continued to face growing-pains
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as it looks to make a deeper impact. As a report from the UK-based NGO Saferworld
explains,
This report has identified a number of deeper, fundamental drivers of conflict,
which underlie the current situation. … These are all issues which must be
addressed by local actors. CSOs and communities in particular are key to driving
these processes forward in a manner that is locally owned, appropriate and
participatory. However, civil society is not currently fulfilling its potential: many
CSOs are struggling to get support to work on these issues, and compete fiercely for
funds. In addition, the sector is subject to intense political pressure at all levels.147
In findings that concur with the general drift of the Saferworld report, the 2013 Freedom
House Nations in Transit Report argues that “Nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) in
BiH still have minimal influence over political decision-making at any level.”148 The
Report further notes that, “in 2012 most NGOs remained highly dependent on
international or public funding, rendering them vulnerable to political pressure.”149
Certainly the numeric growth of civil society in BiH, while arguably a necessary starting
point, has not been a panacea for the ills of the society. Developing a robust civil society
that lives up to the international expectations or hopes remains a challenging task.
Looking beyond local civil society, international NGOs, foreign governments, and
International Organizations have all joined in the effort to improve security in BiH,
including on issues related to SALW control. UNDP has been a hefty actor in the field,
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but it is hardly the only one, and all the donors appear to be working on the same issues.
To look at two examples, the OSCE has been a contributor to small arms control efforts,
and the US Government has played a role as well. In an interview, two OSCE officials
described their efforts to assure compliance with OSCE norms and principles in the area of
arms control.150 Focusing on physical storage facilities, at the time of the 2011 interview
they were just beginning work on a new request from the government of BiH for assistance
with improving military storage facilities. The US State Department has also provided
limited funding for arms destruction in BiH through the Office of Weapons Removal and
Abatement (PM/WRA). Even before the launch of SACBiH this funding was used to
destroy all existing MANPADS in Bosnia and Herzegovina (around 6,000), an issue that
has been considered a high-priority by the US worldwide.151 While most PM/WRA
assistance to BiH has focused on mine action, in recent years additional funding has been
used to support destruction of weapons and ammunition stockpiles.152 In an interview,
two Embassy officials observed that although in the past destruction had been held back by
factions that wanted to sell excess stockpiles for profit, that argument has mostly been
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won.153 However, they noted that profit motive still comes into play in causing political
roadblocks, for example, in the question of who profits from the residue of destruction
(Entity governments or the MoD). Thus, the issue has again been caught into this political
and existential argument as to the nature of the state. Asked about the plethora of
international actors involved arms destruction in BiH with seemingly overlapping agendas,
they noted that there is a working group for donors to get together to talk and attempt
coordination which includes all the big actors. They agreed, however, that this does not
mean that there isn’t duplication of efforts, and that the process could definitely be
improved.
Changing	
  Perceptions	
  of	
  Security	
  
Perhaps the most important indicator for improvements in human security remains
changes in perceptions of security. Above, we discussed the findings of the 2004 Small
Arms Survey conducted by BICC on behalf of UNDP. Here, we will look at the findings a
half decade later.
The 2010/2011 UNDP SALW Survey relied on a questionnaire, focus groups, and
key informant interviews. Overall, BiH is a relatively secure place today, without high levels
of armed violence. The Survey reflected this reality, finding that most respondents (over
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58%) felt secure in their communities.154 However, the incidence of armed violence did
increase in the years immediately prior to the Survey, and this too was reflected in the
Survey results:
As such, only 2.8% of respondents considered their security to have improved since
the start of the economic crises, while 31.5% of them considered it to have
deteriorated. The majority considered that it had remained the same. The
majority155 of respondents (42.8%) in urban areas thought that the situation has
remained the same, while in suburban areas most respondents thought that it had
deteriorated (34.4%).156
Further, the findings showed that feelings of insecurity have increased since the onset of
the “economic crisis.”157 In addition it found that, “the citizens of Brcko District have
suffered the most intense level of violent assaults, threats and intimidation, namely
15.2%,” compared to lower figures in the Federation or RS.158 When asked who is most
responsible for ensuring citizens’ safety, the vast majority of respondents nation-wide—
78.6%—indicated that police/state authorities held that responsibility, with 8.5% naming
the family unit responsible, and 8.2% placing responsibility on international forces.159
Interestingly, the reliance on police/state authority did not differ significantly among
ethnic groups or regions, which is a change since 2004.
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The Survey also questioned people about reasons for owning weapons, attitudes
towards weapons ownership. When asked why people own weapons, the answers included
personal security, lack of confidence in the police force, holding on to war remnants (e.g.,
demobilized soldiers keeping their weapons), and fear of renewed conflict:
Nearly half of the respondents believed that people most often own a firearm for
the sake of their private safety, while more than a quarter believed that ownership
of a firearm was the result of a low level of confidence in the police; this attitude
was shared by all three of the constituent peoples of BiH. … The second reason
given for the possession of firearms was as a direct consequence of [the] 1992-1995
war. A quarter of respondents considered ‘left-over’ weapons as the main reason for
owning a firearm. … The third reason for possession, according to the opinion of
the respondents, is fear of a new conflict. A fifth of respondents agreed with this
attitude. The fear of a new conflict, as a reason for possession of weapons, was most
pronounced in Brcko District where 64% of respondents shared this opinion.160
These responses suggest that peace-building efforts still have more work to do in rebuilding
confidence both in security providers and in the prospect of future stability before people
are willing to give up their reliance on weapons for security. The questionnaire respondents
and focus groups were also asked about the primary motivations against firearms
ownership. Responses focused on the dangers of firearms:
83% of respondents considered firearms as a threat to family and especially to
children, giving this as the main reason against the possession of firearms in homes.
Unprofessional handling, as a main reason against owning a firearm, was given by
39.3% of respondents and 35.3% saw the main counterargument to possession
within the categorisation of firearms as the menace to society. Only 8.9% answered
that the main reason against possession of a firearm within a household is the
complicated/expensive procedure for obtaining a license. Such an attitude was
somewhat opposite to the attitudes collected through the focus groups, whereby
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more than one-third of participants considered it difficult and expensive to obtain a
license.161
Given the high number of illegally held weapons in BiH (the new Distribution Survey
estimated 749,366 illegally held firearms in civilian hands)162 it is interesting that the
bureaucratic process (based on Bosnia and Herzegovina’s new arms laws) is seen as a
significant barrier to ownership. The larger lesson here, however, is that despite the
traditional arms culture ascribed to the Balkans, and despite the war legacy causing people
to turn to weapons for protection, Bosnian citizens still see firearms as dangerous and as a
security problem rather than a solution.
Finally, the Survey asked about the prospects for a (hypothetical) new collection
campaign. Although the majority of respondents did not believe that weapons collection
programs have been successful in BiH in the past,163 half also “agreed that it is necessary to
continue with these programmes,”164 and “more than half believe that future programmes
would be successful.”165 When asked who should run future collection programs, “49% of
respondents thought that the police forces should be in charge of such programmes, while
local authorities/civil protection were chosen by 19.5%. … 16% expressed their belief that
the armed forces of BiH should be the bearers of this responsibility, while 11% believed
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that international armed forces were the best candidate for this function.”166 UNDP’s
report on the Survey’s findings notes the contrast in these results to those in 2004 when
respondents placed confidence in local authorities over the police.
Field research by Saferworld around the same time period as the UNDP SALW
Survey also used focus groups to examine perceptions of security in BiH. The study found
that “almost all respondents were relatively content with the day-to-day security situation,
which was generally described as ‘satisfactory’. Most respondents felt that the security
situation in their community had even improved over the past four or five years. Financial
insecurity was a far greater concern than physical insecurity for most respondents.”167
Furthermore, ethnic relations were not a cause for immediate concern: “When asked about
inter-ethnic incidents, most respondents replied that they did not feel these were a threat
to their own security, or that it was something that they generally worried about,” although
youth felt more at risk to inter-ethnic incidents than did older respondents.168
However, despite these positive signs, the Saferworld study also found that the
ongoing divisive rhetoric caused worries about potential future conflict recurrence.
According to the study, “many respondents said while they were used to this ‘verbal
political war’, the persistent lack of agreement amongst parties on a political solution for
BiH was viewed as a potential risk factor that could eventually provoke conflict should
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politicians start acting on their inflammatory rhetoric.”169 Moreover, focus groups’
understandings of the political use of divisiveness were negative and distrustful too:
“Respondents believed that ethno-nationalist rhetoric was being used to deliberately
sabotage inter-ethnic trust building and coexistence.”170 These mixed messages show that
while the current security situation is not cause for immediate concern, trust in a peaceful
future continues to be threatened by Bosnia and Herzegovina’s violent past and divisive
present.

Conclusions	
  
This chapter has examined UNDP’s 2005-12 Small Arms Control and Reduction
Programme in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Spanning over a half-dozen years, and costing over
$10 million, the project represented a substantial international commitment to working on
small arms control in the country, especially compared to many shorter-lived efforts in
other regions. Bosnia and Herzegovina’s political context—the lingering discord, the
distinctive post-Dayton political system, and the unique administrative role taken by the
international community through the Office of High Representative—all make this a
particularly interesting case. Some challenges faced by SACBiH—such as those related to
defense reform and State- versus Entity-levels of control—are artifacts of this context. But
other challenges are more general to efforts at building human security in post conflict
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societies (e.g., uncertainty about the recurrence of conflict, and the necessity of building
trust in security institutions). This section will proceed to lay out the direct findings of this
case-study, and while cross-case analysis will be reserved for Chapter 7, “Cross-Case
Analysis: Comparing Small Arms Control Efforts in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, and
Kosovo.”
While it is impossible to isolate the effects of SACBiH from the myriad of other
political changes and international interventions taking place during the same period,
there is still much that can be learned about small arms control efforts from studying the
SACBiH case. Here, we will review how SACBiH program has performed using the criteria
defined at the start, namely, the extent to which a robust policy and legal framework has
been developed; the extent to which local capacity has been developed (the sustainability of
the intervention); the extent to which the proximate goals of the program have been
achieved; the extent to which the broader societal context has changed concurrent with the
intervention; and the extent to which security and perceptions of security have changed.
The first criterion asked about the extent to which a robust policy legal framework
has developed around small arms and light weapons in BiH. With UNDP’s help, Bosnia
and Herzegovina created a National Coordination Board, enacted a National Strategy and
Action Plan for SALW Control in BiH, and has worked towards the implementation of
these documents. In addition, Bosnia and Herzegovina signed onto a wide-range
international and regional legal and political norms on SALW including the UN PoA, the
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Vienna Firearms Protocol, and a variety of OSCE and EU documents. Thus, it committed
to bringing its legal system up to the standards required by these various obligations, and
has worked to do so. There have been a number of difficulties in bringing this about, and
there are still a few places where the laws fall short. Nonetheless, the fact that BiH has
managed to mostly harmonize its arms laws with regional and international standards
despite the situational handicap of the post-Dayton legal and political system is one of the
most promising areas of progress on arms control in time period of the intervention.
Judging the extent to which local capacity has been developed is one of the most
difficult criteria to address. That BiH possesses more local capacity to address SALW
control than at the start of SACBiH is certain. Institutions have been created (e.g., the
Coordination Board), training for public officials has been conducted, and infrastructure—
both physical and electronic—has been built (e.g., the Arms Registry software, improved
physical security at storage sites, and improvements in SALW arms and ammunition
destruction capacity). However, questions remain regarding the sustainability of these
changes when UNDP is no longer available to shepherd them through difficulties. To what
extent has true capacity building has taken place versus progress on accomplishing concrete
goals? As the SACBiH program only recently ended, and its successor program (Project
EXPLODE) is continuing its work, true answers to these questions may not emerge for
some time.
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The next criterion asked about the extent to which the proximate goals of the
program have been achieved. Those goals were enhancing institutional capacity for SALW
control; SALW destruction; and destruction and demilitarization of surplus ammunition.
As discussed above, institutional capacity for SALW control has certainly been enhanced.
Further, this program component sought to oversee the implementation of the National
Action Plan and that has largely been accomplished, though some work remains to be
done. In terms of SALW destruction, 125,000 weapons were destroyed and the surplus
weapons stockpile was dramatically reduced. Destruction and demilitarization of surplus
ammunition have faced the most obstacles as political battles were fought over Entityversus State-level control of destruction facilities and proceeds of the process. The pace of
destruction dragged very slowly for the first several years of the program. However, 10,500
tons of ammunition were disposed of by the program’s end, and the annual destruction
capacity was more than doubled. Destruction activities continue now under the auspices of
Project EXPLODE. Ultimately, despite many difficulties, and although the program left
behind work for its successors, SACBiH made substantial progress on all three program
components.
We turn now to the question of how the broader societal context has changed
concurrent with the intervention. Bosnia and Herzegovina has seen economic growth; both
GDP and GDP per capita have grown dramatically since the conflict, and have continued
to grow during the years of SACBiH. However, despite this growth, BiH has suffered from
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a high unemployment rate, and an extremely high and stagnant youth unemployment rate
since the start of SACBiH. This unemployment epidemic means that much of the
population has not benefited from economic growth, and there has been despair over the
economic future for average Bosnians. During this time, Bosnia and Herzegovina has also
seem moderate growth within UNDP’s Human Development Index, moving from a
“medium” level to a “high” level of human development. Despite this growth, BiH’s
human development score remains at the bottom of the pack compared to the other 5
former Yugoslav republics, although it is higher that Kosovo, which is not officially ranked.
Bosnia and Herzegovina has also experienced significant growth in the number of civil
society organizations; however, civil society has struggled to develop a robust and
independent presence in the country.
Of course, international presence is also an important factor in the societal context
of Bosnia and Herzegovina at the time of the SACBiH program. In fact, a number of
donor states and organizations beyond UNDP have had a presence in the field of small
arms, including the US and the OSCE. The former has been involved in funding
destruction activities, while the later is involved in improving stockpile security; both are
issues that the UNDP program works on directly as well. There appears to be agreement on
goals among the international presence in BiH, but a significant amount of overlapped
efforts. Whether they are more redundant or more complimentary was impossible for this
author to determine.
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Finally, we asked about the extent to which security and perceptions of security
have changed. Studies from UNDP and Saferwold from 2010 provide insight. On the
whole, residents of BiH feel secure in their homes and community, and have more fears
due to economic insecurity than physical insecurity. However, the level of divisive political
rhetoric combined with unresolved issues from the conflict, mean that citizens continue to
worry about the possibility of future recurrence. Reliance on in state/police forces as
providers of security rather than local governance has grown in recent years, yet residents
still cite lack of confidence in the police as a motivator for gun ownership. Holding on to
war weapons, particularly among demobilized soldiers, also remains an important source of
arms ownership. Bosnians mostly agree that more work on collecting illegal weapons needs
to be done, and can be done successfully. This last factor is a potentially hopeful sign for
the current voluntary collection effort, but results remain to be seen.
In conclusion, SACBiH took place during a time of ongoing change in Bosnia and
Herzegovina and continued uncertainty about the future of the divided state. The
continuing challenges of post-conflict work in Bosnia and Herzegovina, though not
exclusive to the realm small arms control, are substantial and can obscure the areas of
significant progress. Yet despite these challenges, SACBiH helped bring the legal regime on
SALW into alignment with BiH’s international and regional obligations, helped develop a
policy framework on SALW, and made substantial progress on all three of its program
components or goals. It left more work on securing SALW in BiH for its successors, and
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left unanswered some big-picture questions about efficacy of its efforts, but it is certain that
BiH is left with smaller surplus stockpiles and more capacity to address those that remain.
Whether the effects of capacity-building are long lasting, and whether the program’s legacy
translates into a larger improvement in human security in BiH (the ultimate objective of
the program) remain unknown.

209

5

SMALL ARMS CONTROL IN CROATIA: A CASE STUDY

Introduction	
  
The case of Croatia as a recipient of UNDP small arms control interventions is
distinguished from the other former Yugoslav cases by Croatia’s higher level of
development and integration with Western Europe. Since the end of the conflict, Croatia
has gone from international aid recipient to donor, and has become a full-fledged member
of first NATO and later the EU. This transformation was in progress when the small arms
interventions took place and influenced the tenor of the small arms work there. Rather
than working to alleviate or avert a crisis, UNDP’s small arms aid aimed to help Croatia
align with the international and regional standards to which it aspired, and to provide
insurance against any potential for future violence or destructiveness posed by arms
stockpiles and illegally held civilian weapons.
This dissertation examines the role and effectiveness of international small arms
interventions in post conflict societies by engaging in focused case studies of UNDP small
arms aid in the former Yugoslavia—in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, and Kosovo.1 In
the dissertation, we explore the effectiveness of the interventions in their local contexts, as
well as the extent to which these localized efforts interact with the wider international and
1

After examining the international and regional regimes on small arms the dissertation seeks to answer the
following questions: How can we evaluate the success of small arms aid? What are the aid programs trying to
address? Are they succeeding? Are they sufficient? And how are they affected by the broader SALW policy
environment? For a more detailed discussion of the research questions, please see Chapter 1, “Introduction.”
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regional regime emerging on small arms and light weapons.2 The Yugoslav cases attracted
extensive resources and depth of commitment from the international community when
compared to other regions. Their combination of shared history and significantly differing
experiences provides abundant material for comparison and contrast (an exercise which
will be left to Chapter 7, “Cross-Case Analysis: Comparing Small Arms Control Efforts in
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, and Kosovo”).
As with the other case studies, the intervention in Croatia was lengthy. The UNDP
small arms program in Croatia ostensibly ran for four years, from 2008-12; however, it was
preceded by several pilot projects starting as early as 2005. As mentioned above, this same
time period has seen many changes in Croatia, a circumstance that complicates attribution
of causal influence to any one program or effort. While cognizant of these difficulties, we
will endeavor to evaluate the effectiveness of the program in terms of its success at
achieving its stated objectives, which focus on improving community policing, safer
community plans, and stockpile reduction and the regulation of SALW. Naturally we
recognize that achieving these proximate goals does not automatically indicate success at
effecting progress towards the broader societal goals of such interventions (e.g., reduction
of armed violence, increase in human security, and perceptions of security, etc.), which is
harder to gauge.

2

These emerging regimes are detailed in Chapter 3, “International and Regional Regimes on Small Arms
and Light Weapons.”
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In order to evaluate the effectiveness of the interventions therefore, we will
examine the social and political setting for the intervention, the legal framework on small
arms, and the ways in which the legal framework affects the security setting and vice versa.
Where possible, the analysis will integrate concrete data on weapons, as well as on human
security indicators. Criteria include the extent to which a robust policy and legal
framework has been developed; the extent to which the other proximate goals of the
program have been achieved; the extent to which local capacity has been developed (the
sustainability of the intervention); the extent to which the broader societal context has
changed concurrent with the intervention; and the extent to which security and
perceptions of security have changed.
This chapter will open by providing a brief socio-political background of Croatia,
immediately followed by background specifically on small arms in Croatia. We will then
proceed to explore the design and objectives of UNDP’s Arms Control, Violence
Prevention and Community Security Program in Croatia. We will then examine the
accomplishments and challenges of the program both in the legal/policy realm and
beyond. Finally, we will examine the changing context in which the program operated,
looking at changes in economic and human development, in civil society and international
aid, and in perceptions of security.
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Socio-‐Political	
  Background	
  of	
  Croatia	
  
This section offers a brief socio-political history of Croatia intended to help readers
contextualize the small arms interventions that took place there. As such it should not be
expected to be comprehensive. Prior to the 20th Century Yugoslav experiment, Croatia
“was long associated with the Habsburg Empires. Croatia, however, had once been an
independent kingdom and always preserved a degree of autonomy, even under foreign
rule.”3 These experiences remain important to Croatian nationalists today and are
enumerated and enshrined in the modern Croatian Constitution.
Nonetheless, Croats joined hands with other South Slavic peoples to form an interethnic state during the interwar years—the Kingdom on Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, later
known as the Kingdom of Yugoslavia—which existed from 1918-41. The bloodiness of
World War II took a heavy toll on the Balkan states, and Croatia itself existed
“independently” with a fascist /collaborative regime during the war.4 Later, when Tito’s
Partisans had won in both their efforts at resistance against the Nazi occupation in much of
the region and civil war against internal competitors, the Socialist Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia (SFRY) was formed; it lasted from 1945-91. During most of that time, Tito
himself held the reigns (1945-80) and helped keep together the multi-ethnic experiment by
controlling any separatist tendencies.
3

Charles and Barbara Jelavich, The Balkans (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1965), 10.
John R. Lampe, Yugoslavia as History: Twice there was a Country, 2nd ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2000), 205-10.
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The SFRY was comprised of six federal republics, of which Croatia was one.5 The
six official “nations” or constituent peoples of the SFRY corresponded with the republics.6
Today, Croatia is one of 6 or 77 successor states of the former Yugoslavia. Each of the
former federal republics is now an independent state. Although Slovenia’s separation from
Milosevic’s Yugoslavia in 1991 was relatively nonviolent, the separations that followed in
its wake were not. Croatia fought a 6-month war for independence against the Yugoslav
National Army (JNA), which ended in a military stalemate and a brokered cease-fire in
January 1992. One of the results of the cease-fire was that it “demilitarized the Serb
enclaves and made them UN Protected Areas” under UNPROFOR (the United Nations
Protection Force).8 This limbo status in the border enclaves remained until 1995, when,
towards the end of the Bosnian war, “the Croatian Army forced [the Serb militias], and
some 160,000 Serbs, to flee into Bosnia or Serbia.”9
Croats, like Serbs and Bosnian Muslims are ethnically of South Slavic origin and
speak the same language (though dialect and orthography vary—the language is written in

5

The other Yugoslav republics were Bosnia and Herzegovina, Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia, and Slovenia.
That is, Bosnian Muslims, Croats, Macedonians, Montenegrins, Serbs, and Slovenes. Other nationalities,
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7
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8
John R. Lampe, Balkans into South Eastern Europe: A Century of War and Transition (New York: Palgrave
Macmillan 2006), 263.
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Latin alphabet in Croatia versus Cyrillic in Serbia).10 However, having existed in the
Habsburg Empire, and under Western influences for many centuries, Croats are Roman
Catholic (as opposed to Eastern Orthodox Serbs or Bosnian Muslims). At the time of the
last reliable Yugoslav census in 1981, Croats comprised 75% of the population in the
territory of Croatia, with 11.5% Serbs. 11 Another 8.2% identified as Yugoslav, an answer
“most commonly selected by offspring of interethnic marriages.”12 By the time of the 2001
Croatian census, Croats constituted 89.6% of the population, with only 4.5% Serbs.

13

No

other ethnic minority broke 1%.14
In recent years, Croatia has increasingly worked to align itself with Western
Europe. Croatia entered NATO’s Membership Action Plan in 2002. In 2008, it began
formal accession talks with the alliance, and Croatia became a full NATO member a year
later, in April 2009.15 Meanwhile, Croatia applied for EU membership in 2003 and
formally became a candidate country in 2004. Negotiations over the 35 “chapters of the
acquis” lasted until 2011, during which time Croatia brought itself up to EU standards.
10
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The accession treaty was then signed in 2011, a referendum passed in Croatia in 2012, and
Croatia finally became an EU member state in July 2013.16 These accession processes
deeply influenced the environment in which UNDP small arms aid to Croatia took place.

Background	
  on	
  Small	
  Arms	
  in	
  Croatia	
  	
  	
  
In this section we will briefly examine the early efforts at small arms control in
Croatia. We will then proceed to review the findings of several studies on small arms and
security in Croatia.
Although UNDP’s involvement in helping to improve Croatia’s small arms control
capacity began in 2005, the United Nations system has been involved in small arms in
Croatia since the end of the conflict. Immediately after the ceasefire agreement, the
UNPROFOR peacekeeping mission “was called to carry out disarmament and
management of arms within certain areas or along cease-fire lines.”17 Later, “in late 1995,
at the same time as the Dayton Accord was at least bringing silence to the guns in Bosnia
and Herzegovina, a separate agreement was being negotiated between Serbs and Croats
over the future of the remaining Serb-occupied part of Croatia.”18 This agreement led to
the creation of UNTAES (the United Nations Transitional Authority in Eastern Slavonia,
16

European Commission, Croatia, 28 June 2013 (accessed April 30, 2014); available from
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/countries/detailed-country-information/croatia/index_en.htm.
17
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18
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Baranja and Western Sirmium) with a mission “to achieve the peaceful reintegration of the
region into the Republic of Croatia.”19 UNTAES was explicitly responsible for
demilitarization, and later developed the idea for and executed a successful weapons buyback plan to remove excess weapons from civilian hands.20
UNDP’s involvement with small arms control efforts in Croatia began with
running a series of pilot projects funded by the EC (European Commission) between 2005
and 2007. In these three pilot projects, the EC provided support to SEESAC (the South
Eastern and Eastern Europe Clearinghouse for the Control of Small Arms and Light
Weapons)21 to address SALW problems throughout the Balkans. Small pilot programs
were thus run in six different countries, of which EUSAC Croatia (EU Small Arms
Control in Croatia) was one. Croatia’s National SALW Control Strategy was developed
under the auspices of EUSAC Croatia, with a draft completed in 2007, though the final
version was not approved until 2009. In 2007, under EUSAC, Croatia also began its
SALW awareness raising and collection campaign, “Less Arms, Less Tragedies” (“Manje
Oruzja, Manje Tragedija”), a program which would ultimately continue for many years
under later UNDP SALW programs. The Less Arms, Less Tragedies program collected over

19
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8,000 illegally held firearms in 2007-08, during EUSAC.22 These EUSAC activities laid
the groundwork for the UNDP programs which followed.
In 2006 SEESAC commissioned a SALW Survey of Croatia as part of a series of
studies throughout the region intended to establish a baseline prior to further
interventions. The survey is comprised of four surveys—a Distribution Survey, an Impact
Survey, a Perception Survey, and a Capacity Survey—with data gathered through household
surveys, discussion groups, and key-informant interviews, as well as document reviews.
The Distribution survey found that “there are approximately 1,322,695 weapons in
the Republic of Croatia of which an estimated 969,160 are in private hands and 353,535
in the hands of state authorities. This number does not include weapons held in industrial
stockpiles.”23 Of the weapons in civilian possession at the time of the survey, 371,702 were
officially registered, while the remaining 597,458 constituted the estimated illegal civilian
weapons based on the household survey questions.24 Authorities believed many of those
weapons to be “banned military styled weapons such as assault rifles and automatic guns
for which civilians cannot obtain a license.”25 The Distribution Survey also highlighted a
significant surplus in SALW held by the Croatian government, noting that, “the MoD and
MUP [Ministry of Interior] between them continue to control approximately 250,000
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surplus weapons in addition to millions of rounds of SALW related ammunition.”26
Croatia was not a major arms producer in Yugoslav times, nor is it today, but it had a foray
into that realm during the war:
Although Croatia has a tradition of producing military goods, it has never reached
the levels of production of Bosnia and Herzegovina or Serbia during Yugoslav
times. At the beginning of the war in 1991, the Republic of Croatia produced
about 7 percent of the Yugoslav military output. Because of the high demand and
the growing defence budget—approximately 15 percent of the national budget—
during the war, Croatian arms production grew to about 62 producers with 10,000
employees in 1993.
After the war, the reduction in defence spending in conjunction with
economic transition, and growing competition with other arms producers, led to a
wide decrease in the country’s arms industry. The military industry is no longer a
significant part of Croatia’s economy.27
The Impact Survey examined significance of these data by looking at the impact of SALW
on Croatian society. While overall crime in Croatia was low relative to other similar-sized
countries, the incidence of armed violence appeared to be rising in the years prior the
survey.28 Information from the Ministry of the Interior (MoI) “shows that the total
number of crimes committed with weapons increased by over 50 percent during the period
2001 to 2004 and remained at that level in 2005. … This coincides with and supports
information provided by journalists and the MoI regarding the recent and substantial
growth of violent crime and casualties due to armed robberies.”29
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The Perception Survey looked at perceptions of guns/gun ownership as well as
perceptions of human security. While a small number of respondents (5.5%) said that their
personal security had improved compared to one year prior, and the vast majority (70%)
thought it had stayed constant, 20% thought it had deteriorated—a response that was more
common in urban than rural areas.30 As elsewhere in the region, with the immediate
conflict behind them, most residents had greater concerns about the economic situation
than about physical security: “focus group participants very much differentiated between
economic security and security related to crime. While participants from war-affected areas
may feel more physically secure than during the war, they now believe that economic
insecurity has become their main problem.”31 Despite the prevalence of economic security
concerns, “the issue of SALW is seen by a majority of respondents as a great concern for
security. Two thirds of all respondents either agree or strongly agree that the availability
and use of guns is of great concern for their community.”32 In response to a survey
question asking “whether respondents feel there are too many weapons in the country: an
overwhelming 78 percent agreed, while only 12 percent disagreed.”33 In terms of
perceptions towards gun ownership, “almost 40 percent of the respondents in the
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household survey are of the opinion that people should never handle a gun.”34 Reasons
for ownership were mixed: “most people assessed that weapons in Croatia are held for the
protection of personal property and family. However, over 40 percent believe that the
weapons are probably left over from the war.”35 These results were considered moderately
promising for the possibilities of a new collection campaign.
The Capacity Survey noted that “with Croatia’s aspired accession to the EU within
the next five years and its eventual goal of NATO membership, the country has aligned its
arms control policy with a number of Western European and international arms control
regimes,” including the UN PoA, the Vienna Firearms Protocol as well as various OSCE
and EU documents on small arms, and participation in regional initiatives such as
SEESAC and RACVIAC. 36 The Capacity Survey examined Croatia’s legislation compared
to its international commitments and found the following:
Croatian legislation on production, customs, and private security providers is
generally in line with EU and international standards. However, the absence of
controls on brokering represents a serious and unaddressed deficiency in the
overall legislative architecture. Furthermore, enhanced transparency in export
decisions would ensure greater confidence in the overall effectiveness of the export
licensing process and is in line with the EU Code of Conduct.37
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The survey also found that capacity for stockpile management and security needed
improvement.38 However, shortcomings in the area of destruction were more failures of
political will than of capacity; the Ministries of Defense and Interior both possessed
destruction facilities but no “overall systematic program for destruction.”39
A 2007 study by UK-based NGO Saferworld specifically examined arms transfer
controls in Croatia. It’s conclusions, similar to those of the SEESAC Capacity Survey,
found that while Croatia had already begun the hard work of aligning with the EU and
international standards to which it aspired, there was this significant work remaining:
Over the last few years Croatia has introduced a number of new laws and
regulations which have gone a significant distance toward bringing the Croatian
system of AME [arms and military equipment] and dual-use transfer controls into
line with EU and US best practice, but there is still some way to go. … There has
been a reluctance to fully embrace EU-equivalent systems of control, which can be
seen by inter alia the unenthusiastic and only partial adoption of the EU Code
criteria, the failure to introduce the EU military list, and the absence of controls on
arms brokers and on intangible transfers of AME.40
These shortcomings highlighted areas for development in SALW control field in Croatia
in the mid 2000s, areas ripe for international assistance that could enable Croatia to meet
the standards required by its EU and NATO ambitions.
Finally, in 2009, at the start of UNDP’s Arms Control, Violence Prevention and
Community Security program in Croatia, UNDP commissioned a National Public
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Opinion Survey on Citizen Perception of Safety and Security in the Republic of Croatia.
The study asked respondents about their perceptions of security in their communities, as
well as their perceptions of security providers (police), finding that
In the past six years, a continuous increase of armed violence has been recorded in
the Republic of Croatia. An increase of young perpetrators, urban violence and
domestic violence is noticeable. Croatian population still perceives crime as one of
the largest concerns today as well as believing that local communities they live in
are less safe compared to 20 years ago.41
The authors hoped that UNDP and the Ministry of the Interior could leverage the findings
of the survey to help inform their efforts at improving community security.

Arms	
  Control,	
  Violence	
  Prevention	
  and	
  Community	
  Security	
  in	
  Croatia:	
  Program	
  
Design	
  and	
  Objectives	
  
The Arms Control, Violence Prevention and Community Security project in
Croatia was initially scheduled to run from 2008 to 2011, although pieces of it were later
extended through 2012. The project was considered a second phase, following up on the
work of its EUSAC predecessors (discussed above). Donors for the project included the
European Union, Germany, Norway, the UK, the Republic of Korea, and UNDP itself.
UNDP’s local implementing partners for the project included the Ministry of the Interior,
Ministry of Defense, Ministry of Economy, Ministry of Justice, and Ministry of Foreign
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Affairs. Focusing on arms control, violence prevention, and community security, the
project’s stated objectives were “a reduction in armed violence and an increase in the
state’s capacity to provide safety and security.”42
The project’s scope and strategy have continually evolved over the course of UNDP
involvement in SALW control in Croatia. The bulk of the programming has fallen under
the umbrella of Croatia’s Destruction for Development (DfD) program. Initially conceived
of as an extensive program to support the Croatian Ministry of Interior’s CommunityBased Policy Strategy, the DfD project was to be funded largely by Croatia itself (with over
$3 million), with supplementary funding from UNDP Croatia and BCPR (UNDP’s Bureau
for Crisis Prevention and Recovery).43 However, when the sources of the Croatian
government funding dried up, the project proceeded with significantly reduced resources
of around $500,000 from UNDP.44
With an intended outcome of improving human and state security in Croatia,45 the
project’s 2008-11 strategy focused on three output areas: “Community Policing
Institutional Support, Education & Visibility”; “Safer Communities Plans”; and “Violence

42

UNDP, Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery, Croatia – Arms Control, Violence Prevention and
Community Security (accessed July 16, 2010); available from
http://www.undp.org/cpr/content/slideshows/Map/avmasa/briefs/avmasa_croatia.html.
43
UNDP, Project Document: Destruction for Development: Engaging Communities in Fighting Crime in Support of the
Ministry of Interior’s Community-Based Policing Strategy (Zagreb: UNDP, 2008), 3.
44
UNDP Croatia, Human Security Projects (accessed March 20, 2012); available from
http://www.undp.hr/show.jsp?page=86220.
45
UNDP, Project Document: Destruction for Development, 2.

224

& Firearms Awareness Raising, & Arms collection.”46 The emphasis on community-based
policing (Output 1) was designed to support and implement strategies of the MoI—
specifically a Community Policing Strategy that was passed in 2002. The program intended
to improve institutional support for Community Policing, provide for “education in key
skills of Community Policing,” and increase the visibility of Community Policing.47 Safer
Community Plans (Output 2) are a cornerstone of SALW programming throughout the
region. In Croatia they center on local Crime Prevention Councils which bring together
“police, local government and service providers … to tackle problems of anti-social behavior
and crime, and work toward improved service provision” and are “an effective means of
empowering local communities to better understand the root causes of fear and better
equip themselves to work collectively to tackle armed violence.”48 UNDP had previously
worked with the Ministry of Interior on four successful Safer Community pilot projects
starting in 2006 in “relatively peaceful communities where quick-wins were possible due to
a very high level of community participation and active and motivated community
police.”49 Under DfD they proposed to “implement a further 40 projects in more
challenging and violence-prone municipalities and Counties of Croatia.”50 Finally, the
firearms awareness raising and arms collection component (Output 3) included a focus on
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addressing armed domestic violence and continued support for the Less Arms, Less Tragedies
voluntary collection campaign which began under EUSAC.
Beyond this main Destruction for Development project, a variety of additional
projects have complemented it, extending its length and scope. Most significantly, a
supplemental small arms control project in 2010 focused on implementation of the
National SALW Strategy (which earlier UNDP assistance had helped develop) with
additional support for the Less Arms, Less Tragedies campaign, and support for technical
assistance and capacity-building for continued destruction of surplus SALW stockpiles and
for arms export controls.51 In addition, while the bulk of the Destruction for
Development program funding wound up in 2011, a DfD project supporting crime
prevention work continued through 2012.52 Likewise, new EU support to SEESAC
regional arms control activities continued providing additional assistance to UNDP SALW
activities in Croatia from 2010-12 including stockpile security, and weapons destruction
and collection.53

Developing	
  a	
  Legal	
  and	
  Policy	
  Framework	
  on	
  Small	
  Arms	
  in	
  Croatia	
  
As one of three former Yugoslav states to join the UN in May 1992, Croatia has
now spent over two decades as an independent country recognized by the international
51

UNDP, Project Document: SALW Control in Croatia: Supporting the implementation of the National SALW
Control Strategy (Zagreb: UNDP, 2010), 6.
52
UNDP Croatia, Human Security Projects.
53
Ibid.

226

community. It has since acquired a variety of international and regional obligations on
SALW, a circumstance that was further advanced by its efforts to join NATO and the EU.
By the start of UNDP’s involvement in SALW control in Croatia via EUSAC, Croatia had
already committed to the UN Programme of Action (PoA), the Vienna Firearms Protocol,
the Wassenaar Arrangement, an array of EU and OSCE documents, and the Stability Pact
SALW Regional Implementation Plan.54 Making sure that Croatia was doing everything
possible to meet those obligations and thus align itself as a NATO and EU candidate
became important goals for SALW efforts in the country.
Croatia began addressing issues of SALW regulation very early in its independent
history. In 1992, it passed a Weapons Law regulating “acquisition, holding, carrying,
collecting, manufacturing, repairing, modification, trade and transportation of weapons
and ammunition.”55 Moreover, this law did not stagnate, but rather was amended regularly
thereafter. Other laws affecting SALW control were passed a decade later, including the
2002 Law on Manufacturing, Overhaul, and Trade in Armaments and Military Equipment
and the 2002 Decree on the Right to Carry and Manner of using Firearms of the Military
Security Agency Officers.
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UNDP’s priority for SALW control efforts originally centered on creating a
National SALW Commission and developing a National Strategy and Action Plan—a
common thread for SALW control efforts throughout the region. The Strategy and Action
Plan—initially developed under EUSAC and officially approved in 2009— provides a policy
framework for SALW control efforts in the country. The document begins by laying out
the current status of SALW control in the country defining a variety of “operational
objectives” for the Strategy. It then breaks down 15 “functional areas” where further action
is necessary: (1) establishment of a National Commission; (2) “coordinating activities
envisioned by the Action Plan”; (3) “combating illicit trafficking and possession”; (4)
“control of the acquisition, holding, carrying, trade, repair, modification and manufacture
of weapons and ammunition and control of civilian firing ranges”; (5) border control; (6)
legislative alignment with EU and international standards; (7) penal policy; (8) improving
the “information system”; (9) risk assessment on SALW impact; (10) awareness raising; (11)
SALW collection and destruction; (12) SALW stockpile management; (13) submitting
reports as required by international obligations; (14) import/export issues; and (15)
regional and international cooperation.56 The Action Plan proceeds to list which ministry
should take the lead in each functional area, detail the requirements for each item, and
break down concrete tasks.
56
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With this policy framework in place, efforts turned towards the practical
implementation of its goals. Goals such as alignment with international and regional
obligations were met fairly early. Croatia designated a national point of contact for the PoA
as early as 2003, and has submitted PoA reports regularly since then. Croatia also began
submitting reports on SALW trade to the UN Conventional Arms Register in 2007, the
first year that information on SALW was formally collected,57 and has continued to do so
in 2008, 2011, and 2012 (the most recent year for which data is available).
Fully aligning the legal system with EU standards was undertaken seriously as it was
considered part of the EU accession process. In 2007 (during EUSAC’s tenure),
Saferworld’s study found that, with important exceptions (e.g., lack of brokering controls,
need for greater transparency in reporting on SALW, etc.), Croatia’s arms transfer policy
was already substantially compliant with EU standards.58 By the following year (2008)
Croatia had introduced brokering controls in the Law on Export and Import of Military
and Non-Military Lethal Goods, and it officially aligned with the EU’s Common Position
on brokering in 2009.59 The 2008 law also addressed several other concerns from the
Saferworld Report—for example by requiring the production of annual reports on import
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and export of lethal goods.60 The first of these reports was published in 2010 covering
activities during the year 2009. Slowly but surely Croatia moved to address its
shortcomings and align with EU standards with little international assistance required, a
distinct difference from the other cases study countries in the region.

Other	
  Accomplishments	
  and	
  Challenges	
  of	
  the	
  Croatia	
  Small	
  Arms	
  Program	
  –	
  
Addressing	
  Program	
  Goals	
  
We will proceed to examine the question of whether and to what extent UNDP’s
DfD and SALW programming in Croatia was effective. As we have seen above, while
UNDP did help develop Croatia’s policy framework on SALW in the form of the National
Strategy and Action Plan, its focus in the country has not been in the legal realm. Here we
will look at how the program has fared on achieving its proximate goals or “outputs”:
community policing, safer community plans, and firearms and violence reduction. What
have been the program’s biggest accomplishments, and what have been its toughest
challenges?
Output	
  1:	
  Community	
  Policing	
  
The Destruction for Development program sought to improve community policing
in Croatia by supporting and strengthening the MoI’s 2002 Community Policing Strategy.
An early progress report found that the pilot Safer Community Programs (discussed further
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below) had delivered “an almost 50% increase in communication between youth and
community police officers.”61 Over the next two years, despite reductions in the originally
anticipated funding level, the DfD program concluded a number of activities designed to
enhance community policing. First, in 2009 UNDP joined with the MoI to conduct a
Public Perception Survey on Safety and Security in Croatia (results discussed above), which
helped set the tenor for the project by establishing a baseline for public perceptions of the
police force.
The Project also worked to provide new tools for community policing—for example
developing a “crime database for community police officers,”62 developing a manual for
prevention and suppression of Domestic Violence,63 and purchasing SPSS software for the
MoI to allow it “to internally perform detailed analysis of surveys data allowing detailed
planning of initiatives for crime prevention and the improvement of the public perception
of security.”64 A pilot version of the newly developed Community Policing Information
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System (CPIS)—the crime database—launched in 2010.65 UNDP also worked with the MoI
on revising the community policing curriculum in the country.66
Finally, the Project provided training opportunities. In 2009, 60 police officers and
20 administrators attended a seminar on community policing.67 In 2010, “52 newly
appointed crime prevention officers” attended a training seminar at RACVIAC.68 A
UNDP Progress Report elaborated:
In the coming months, the crime prevention officers will be in charge of creating
and implementing prevention activities, projects and programmes related to
prevention of crime and violence including implementation of the arms collection
campaign ‘Less Weapons, Less Tragedies’ within their newly established prevention
units and sections.69
These and other training sessions were designed to provide officers with know-how to
implement community policing principles and to allow them to share their experiences
with colleagues.
Output	
  2:	
  Safer	
  Community	
  Plans	
  
The second goal or output for the DfD program—Safer Community Plans—is of
course closely related to the first; community-based policing and Safer Community Plans
go hand-in-hand. As noted above, after picking “quick wins” for the pilot programs, the
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Program intended to address more complex communities in implementing Safer
Community Plans in Croatia. The four pilot sites70 were quite successful—improving
perceptions of security and communication between police and the public in the pilot
communities.71 However, the broader launch of Safer Community Plans was soon
threatened by the withdrawal of the planned government funding for the DfD project. As
an early progress report explained,
It was originally envisioned that the government contribution to DfD would cover
100% of activity costs for Safer Community Plans. Since the government
contribution was not yet received, BCPR funds were reallocated among DfD
activities to cover Safer Community activities in 2009 in order to maintain these
important project activities. In addition, resources mobilized through the MDGF
programme [the Millennium Development Goal Achievement Fund] will also be
used to cover Safer Community Plan activities.72
By securing MDGF funding, and prioritizing Safer Community activities above other DfD
action areas, the Program was able to continue to pursue its goals and begin its work on
Safer Community Plans, albeit on a smaller scale than the 40 communities originally
envisioned in the Project Document.
Safer Community Plans in Croatia centered on the creation and empowerment of
local Crime Prevention Councils (CPCs), which in turn develop plans to improve safety in
their communities. After helping to develop the local CPCs, UNDP’s role was to assist in
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the implementation of localized projects envisioned by the CPC to improve perceptions of
local security. Activities conducted under the aegis of the Safer Community Plans were
varied and included improvements to bus stops, lightening in public areas, renovations of
youth centers and playgrounds, construction of a helipad for a local fire department, and
more.73 By the 2009 mid-year Progress Report, five projects had been at least partially
implemented in different communities.74 The year-end Progress Report for 2010 detailed
75

further Safer Community Programs ongoing in 8 communities, though there is some
overlap in communities from the earlier report. 76 Further, the final project evaluation
noted that by 2014 there were “211 CPCs in Croatia, although there is a general
understanding that the vast majority of these have not been active.”77 The evaluation
concluded that the CPCs and the overall crime prevention system developed in Croatia are
important but are also vulnerable, and that further funding and support is needed to make
them sustainable.78 It adds that, “While the MoI has been an initiator and key driving
force behind establishing local CPCs, there is wide agreement that local self-government
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units should take ownership thus being more engaged into the safety issues in their
communities.”79
In an interview, Hans Risser, who was formerly the UNDP Senior Advisor and
Program Manager for the DfD program, discussed the realities of Safer Community
Programming in Croatia, and throughout the Balkan region, noting that because of the
relatively low crime rate and the high premium people place on economic security, the
CPCs would rarely focus on firearms or violent crime, rather focusing on road safety, youth
indiscretions, etc.80 He argued that this reality does not undermine the utility of Safer
Community Plans as part of a larger UNDP Armed Violence Prevention approach, because
it is building a tool for the community:
And so any useful tool for the community to actually come together in a
participatory manner representative of the whole community and do something
that benefits the entire community is very useful, whether their issues coming out
of it are crime, youth drinking in the streets, or about road safety, or firearms. …
And I think in the case of Croatia, even though they may not have a high level of
violence now, I think if they were, for whatever reason, in the future to have it, I
think if those Crime Prevention Councils are still in place, they will have an added
advantage of trying to overcome those issues.81
Thus the hope is that the Crime Prevention Councils can play a truly preventive role in
avoiding a spiral into violence as well as addressing any violence that does arise. In the
meantime, Safer Community Plans in Croatia are empowering local communities to
79

Ibid.
Hans Risser, Former Senior Advisor and Programme Manager for UNDP Croatia, interview by author,
Skype, November 1, 2011.
81
Ibid.
80

235

address their own safety concerns, be they big or small. Of course, the effectiveness of this
approach can only be tested over time.
Output	
  3:	
  Firearms	
  and	
  violence	
  
The third component of the DfD Program, as well as the subject of supplemental
programming, focused on firearms, armed violence, and SALW control. These efforts
included weapons collection (voluntary surrender), destruction of surplus stockpiles, and
capacity building activities to further the implementation of the National Strategy.
The Less Arms Less Tragedies collection campaign began in 2007 under EUSAC
and continued under the Destruction for Development program, collecting firearms,
explosives, and ammunition held by civilians. It involved awareness raising campaigns
about the dangers of SALW as well as local collection events held throughout the country:
From September 2007 to January 2011, citizens voluntary surrendered 1972
prohibited automatic firearms, 3393 category B firearms (i.e. firearms that can be
legally owned with a valid license), 49,974 explosive weapons (i.a. grenades, RPGs,
mines, etc.), 1,820,335 rounds of ammunition and 1867.25 kg of bulk explosives.
… The ‘Less Weapons, Less Tragedies’ campaign events continued to raise citizens’
awareness of the dangers of SALW and used a more proactive approach through
local media and local Crime Prevention Councils to encourage the voluntary
surrender of weapons.82
The collection campaign continued after the end of DfD with funding from the EU, and
ultimately ended in December 2011.83 Estimates of the total number of weapons collected
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vary—a SEESAC news report on the organization’s website said that “citizens of Croatia
voluntarily surrendered over 29,000 explosive devices, 2,705 SALW, over 900 kg of
explosive and more than 8 million pieces of ammunition,” but these numbers do not
appear to align with the earlier numbers.84 The final program evaluation from UNDP
stated, “From January 2007 to the end of July 2013, 8,361 pieces of SALW, 2,774,171 kg
of explosive, 78,411 pieces of explosive ordnances and 3,536,841 rounds of ammunition
85

were collected.”

Regardless of the estimate used, the number of weapons and

ammunition collected, while apparently substantial, represents a tiny fraction of the
estimated 597,000 illegally held civilian weapons in SEESAC’s 2006 SALW Survey of
Croatia. Given that both the collection statistics and the number of illegally held weapons
are both estimates, precision cannot be expected. However, these numbers do paint a
picture of what a long-ranging collection campaign was—and was not—able to accomplish.
SALW destruction activities in Croatia included surrendered or confiscated civilian
weapons as well as government-held stockpiles of surplus weapons and ammunition.
Ultimately extended as well, the destruction program ended in December 2012. At that
point, over 30,000 pieces had been destroyed.86 This represents a small, though
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significant, portion of the 250,000 surplus MoD and MoI weapons identified in the 2006
Survey.
UNDP also engaged in SALW technical assistance and capacity building activities
in Croatia. As a relatively developed country, a NATO and EU candidate country, and
later member state, Croatia already possessed significant governmental capacity at the time
of the UNDP intervention. As a result, capacity-building activities tended to address
particular needs for assistance in implementation of the National Strategy as they arose,
based on requests from the National SALW Commission. For example, the year-end 2010
Progress Report cites UNDP assistance to “enhance capacities for SALW destruction in
Croatia” by procuring equipment for “MOD’s Technical Overhaul Facility (Remontni
Zavod) in Zagreb.”87 Equipment purchased included mobile plasma torches, a grinding
machine, and an engraving machine.88 Another example of capacity-building work is
UNDP’s assistance to the government of Croatia in developing the annual report on
imports and exports required by the new Law on Export and Import of Military and NonMilitary Lethal Goods:
In agreement with the National SALW Commission, the UNDP provided technical
assistance to the Ministry of Economy’s Department for Weapons and Licenses for
the production of the Republic of Croatia’s first ever annual report on the import
and export of military goods and non-military lethal goods. Support to the Ministry
of Economies’ Weapons and Licensing Department was closely coordinated with
SEESAC and the regional information exchange process on arms exports. Support
87
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from the UNDP was used to develop, translate and print the 2009 arms export
report. …89
These one-off examples of capacity-development distinguish the program in Croatia from
other programs in the region that involved longer-term and deeper work in technical
assistance and capacity-building.
The greater capacity of Croatia’s government in successfully addressing SALW
control issues was acknowledged in the final program evaluation, which touted: “There is a
substantial expertise gathered within the MoI’s Anti-Explosive Unit in the field of arms
control and reduction, which has been shared with countries in the region … The MoI’s
Anti Explosive Unit has a great potential of becoming a significant know-how provider on
issues related to arms destruction and control to the countries in the region and wider.”90
The report recommended that UNDP consider further support to help this knowledge
sharing proceed.
Finally, the Project Document for the DfD project also envisioned work to reduce
gender-based violence—especially domestic violence—as an aspect of armed violence
reduction (AVR).91 The Project did of course work on the development of the Manual for
Prevention and Suppression of Domestic Violence. However, the word gender does not
appear in the 2009/2010 progress reports, and domestic violence is discussed in program
89
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goals and future activities, but does not list any further accomplishments. It seems plausible
that this is one more example fall-out from the reduction in the originally proposed
funding for the program, but that is not addressed in the reports. The final program
evaluation does add that a significant awareness-raising campaign took place in this arena:
Certain project activities had a direct impact on women and youth. This was
particularly well illustrated in the awareness raising campaign ‘Living Life without
Violence’ which was centered around domestic violence issues. It has been
commonly agreed by all stakeholders that the campaign did much to sensitize
92
women, youth, as well as general public on the prevention of domestic violence.
Beyond this campaign, however, the evaluation found that “gender and ethic diversity have
been deployed as horizontal issues rather than directly espoused in the projects.”93 It
concluded that, “gender and ethnic diversity mainstreaming can only be assessed as
moderately successful.”94

Successes	
  and	
  Challenges:	
  A	
  Practitioner’s	
  Perspective	
  
What have been the successes and challenges of UNDP’s small arms control work
in Croatia from the perspective of those charged with its implementation? In an interview
Hans Risser discussed his experiences in Croatia and his outlook on the achievements and
difficulties contained therein.
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In pondering the role of armed violence reduction programs in places like Croatia
where the crime rate is relatively low, Risser discussed the lethality of the weapons and
other war materiel remaining in circulation:
In fact, what we’ve always said is, it’s true, on a per capita basis, if you look at the
crime levels on a per capita basis it’s one of the safest in the region, but having said
that … the firearms—illegal, illicit firearms—that you don’t find in Western Europe,
like hand grenades, and Kalashnikovs that are left over from the war are still very
easily accessible, and can still be found. So the question is not, per capita the
violence doesn’t happen very often, but when violence does happen, as in the case
of Croatia, the lethality of those specific incidences can be much higher.95
He later reiterated this point, explaining, “I mean, in the Balkans if you’re gonna go to a
gang fight you don’t just take a pistol, I mean, you take, you know, a Kalashnikov with
hand grenades and an RPG or something like that.”96 This elevated availability of highcasualty weapons in the region can be seen as a substantial risk, one that AVR programs
help address.
Asked to discuss the challenges of the program, Risser explained: “I think that the
biggest difficulty, as I think you’ll find with most of the projects, is political will and getting
the ministries to work together. I think that’s our biggest challenge.”97 In the case of
Croatia, he found that the Ministry of the Interior was very ready to cooperate on joint
ventures in SALW control with UNDP, while the Ministry of Defense, despite possessing
large surplus stockpiles, was much less forthcoming. Speculating that a desire to
95
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demonstrate independence likely caused the MoD to work less closely with UNDP, he
noted that, “they’re a very capable bunch with a lot more resources than other ministries of
defense in the region. They do have some issues that they need to deal with—dealing with
stockpile management and also dealing with the surplus weapons—and they’re intent on
taking care of that, essentially without much assistance.”98 He further noted that Croatia,
unlike many other countries with similar stockpile and surplus weapons issues, has
substantial resources—both financial and in terms of government infrastructure—to address
those issues, and as a new NATO member and EU candidate at the time of the
intervention, it likely wanted to appear strong. He elaborated:
The story that I think they really want to sell more is that they’re moving away from
being a recipient of the international community aid and assistance to being a
provider of international aid and assistance. So perhaps the frustration I had
dealing with those—that Ministry—was just because it was just sort of, you know, the
door closing on that period and opening a new period …99
This circumstance meant that the MoD was more likely to choose to go it alone, even if
that meant a given task would take longer to accomplish than it would with more
international resources.
In contrast, Risser counted the work done by UNDP with the Ministry of the
Interior—which was “very cooperative”—as one of the greatest successes of the program:
The most success that UNDP in Croatia had in the small arms field was working
directly with the Ministry of Interior on the weapons collection programs, but also
98
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you’ll find that now, in the EU funding we’re doing stockpile management for the
police so that they can better secure their weapons, also helping the EOD – the
police bomb squad – so that they can have a safer response and more better
equipped response to when they get called out through the weapons collection to
deal with explosive weapons that are dropped off. And, so that was one area where
I think they had a real success. 100
Further, Risser noted that Croatia has been quite successful at implementing their
National Strategy and Action Plan with only limited international assistance. In his
experience, the National Commission SALW (led by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and
European Integration) met regularly and came up with strategies, and the government
provided financial resources for implementation, requesting UNDP help only as the need
arose. He attributed this circumstance both to the capability of the Croatian government as
well as to the successful motivation provided by the EU accession process. Lastly, on the
subject of successes, he added that Croatia’s publishing of its first annual import/export
report was a triumph, if a struggle to achieve: “We also did [have] some successes with the
issues around licensing and transparency of arms exports and imports, but again that took
a very long time. …”101 The challenge here was a lack of transparency and political will
rather than capacity, and it was eventually overcome.
Finally, Risser also discussed the importance of monitoring and evaluation in AVR
projects, and the difficulty in obtaining sufficient funding to do so. Noting that in Croatia
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UNDP did engage in significant data collection efforts—GIS mapping of crime, collecting
data on armed violence, and conducting the security perceptions survey—Risser concluded:
Unfortunately all those things—the monitoring and evaluation, and baseline
surveys, and other surveys, and—all of those things cost a lot of money, and that was
one thing we’ve always struggled with is finding the donors who would like to pay
for that. That’s always a big challenge. And so it’s difficult to do it.102
He argued that a follow-up to the SEESAC baseline survey would be critical to truly see
how the project had fared, but that it had been impossible to secure funding for such an
undertaking during his tenure.

Croatia	
  Small	
  Arms	
  Programming	
  in	
  a	
  Changing	
  Context	
  
Our final case study criteria ask us to address the extent to which the broader
societal context has changed concurrent with the intervention, and the extent to which
security and perceptions of security have changed. This section therefore examines changes
in economic and human development, changes in civil society and international aid, and
changes in perceptions of security during this time frame.
UNDP’s small arms control intervention in Croatia was relatively lengthy. Early
into the DfD program, it saw Croatia gain NATO member status, and towards its end, it
saw Croatia become an EU member state—the ultimate status symbol in Croatia’s journey
from post-conflict aid recipient to a developed Western country. Many changes—both large
and small—took place in Croatia during this journey.
102
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Changes	
  in	
  Economic	
  and	
  Human	
  Development	
  
In 1997, the first year for which there was sufficient data to merit ranking, Croatia
ranked 77th out of 175 countries in UNDP’s annual Human Development Index.103 With
an index value of 0.760, this ranking placed Croatia along with countries of “medium
human development.”104 Compared to the two other ranked former Yugoslav countries,
this was well below the high ranking of Slovenia, and slightly above the Former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia (FYROM).105 At that time, life expectancy in Croatia was 71.3
years, and the adult literacy rate was 97%.106 In 1997, Croatia’s GDP was $34.4 billion (in
constant 2005 USD), or $7,528 per capita.107 That same year, Croatia’s overall
unemployment rate was 9.9% (based on ILO models), and the youth unemployment rate
was 25.1%.108
By 2005, the year that EUSAC launched, the Human Development Report ranked
Croatia as 44th out of 177 states, with an HDI value of 0.841.109 This placed it as a
country of “high” human development, still well below Slovenia and well above the other
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ranked former Yugoslav states—FYROM and Bosnia and Herzegovina.110 That year,
Croatia’s GDP measured at $44.8 billion, or $10,090 per capita.111 At the same time,
Croatia’s total unemployment had grown to 12.6%, with the youth unemployment rate at
32.4%.112
Finally, by 2012, at the end of UNDP’s small arms programing in the country, and
according the most recent data available, Croatia was ranked 47th in human development,
with an HDI score of 0.805, which the latest version of the Index categorizes as “very high”
human development.113 This ranking retained Croatia’s development status above most
other ranked former Yugoslav countries—Montenegro, Serbia, FYROM, and Bosnia and
Herzegovina114—only Slovenia remained significantly ahead.115 Likewise, by 2012, life
expectancy in Croatia had risen to 76.8 years.116 At the same time, Croatia’s GDP in 2012
was $44.9 billion, with GDP per capita coming in at $10,532.117 These numbers indicate
that while Croatia’s economy continued to grow, the growth did slow down compared to
earlier years. Moreover, the unemployment rate continued to rise significantly—total
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unemployment reached 15.8% in 2012, with a youth unemployment rate of 44.2%.118
These numbers, while far from the highest in the region, are high enough to demonstrate
significant struggles within the Croatian economy in recent years, despite the continued
growth.
Changes	
  in	
  Civil	
  Society	
  and	
  the	
  International	
  Aid	
  Context	
  
Concurrent with its economic growth and development and efforts to join Western
society via NATO and the EU, Croatia experienced a growth in civil society. In 2001, a
half-decade after the end of the conflict, UNDP Croatia’s National Human Development
Report discussed the rise of civil society organizations in Croatia during the war and their
fate thereafter:
Citizens’ civil engagement in solving both individual and community problems has
not been a common practice among the vast majority of citizens in Croatia. Most
citizens consider the government/state responsible for solving their problems. …
Civil society in Croatia was substantially established during the Homeland War of
1991-1995, encouraged by foreign organizations and donors. Civil society
organisations, mostly associations, played a significant role in solving war-related
problems, assisting in overcoming crises related to refugees and displaced persons,
as well as providing for war victims. At that time a sense of solidarity among the
citizens remained considerably high. Several research projects have found that in
the mid 1990s this solidarity began to decline and citizens formerly engaged in civil
organisations began to withdraw.119
Subsequent national human development reports do not explore the issue of civil society
directly; however, they do look at links between governance and civil society with regard to
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specific issue areas—youth (2004), people living with HIV/AIDS (2006), and
climate/environment (2008)—all of which demonstrate growing government efforts to
engage with civil society.
Freedom House’s annual Nations in Transit report on democratic governance has
also tracked the growth civil society in Croatia over the past decade. The 2013 report
ranked Croatia’s civil society at 2.50 on a 1 to 7 scale, where 1 represents the most progress
120

towards democratization.

This positive score continues to show improvement over

earlier years—having decreased from 3.00 in 2004.121 The report finds that, “Croatia’s
citizens increasingly respect and appreciate the civic sector’s ability to advocate for their
needs and interests. Reflecting two competing movements within society, civic sector
organizations remain sharply divided between progressive and more conservative
ideologies.”122 It further documents that “declared membership in NGOs has doubled to
19 percent since 2007, with an additional 10 percent describing themselves as ‘active
volunteers.’”123 The report does find that the biggest challenge faced by civil society is lack
of sufficient financial support. However, despite this problem “with more politically
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charged issues, groups sometimes manage to make a strong impact without much
funding.”124 Thus the outlook for civil society in Croatia appears positive.
In addition to growth in civil society organizations internally, Croatia, like many of
its neighbors, has seen an influx of international assistance from NGOs, international
organizations, and individual donor countries. UNDP has hardly been the only actor on
the scene, even in the realm of small arms control. To look at only one small example, the
US State Department’s Office of Weapons Removal and Abatement (PM/WRA) provided
assistance to Croatia for many years for demining efforts as well as the destruction of 929
MANPADS.125 More recently, in 2011, PM/WRA spent $1 million to “in support of
Croatia as it safely disposes of its remaining inventory of 71 out-of-date man-portable air
defense systems (MANPADS) and improves the physical security and stockpile
management of its arms and munitions depots.”126 The funds were also intended to help
fund disposal of surplus ammunition. These efforts align closely with those of UNDP in
improving stockpile security and reducing surplus weapons and ammunition stockpiles.
Likewise, in earlier years Croatia received OSCE support for its small arms control
efforts. In 2006 Croatia hosted a regional “OSCE workshop on controlling the sale and

124

Ibid.
United States Department of State, Bureau of Political-Military Affairs, United States Helps Croatia Improve
Arms Stockpile Security and Destroy Excess MANPADS (accessed February 28, 2012); available from
http://www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2011/11/177958.htm.
126
Ibid.
125

249

export (brokering) of sale of small arms and light weapons” at RACVIAC.127 More
recently, of course, Croatia has moved away from the aid-recipient category altogether, as it
became a full-fledged member of various regional and international organizations. In 2011
the OSCE closed its Zagreb mission—which had opened in 1996 just after the end of the
conflict—signaling that Croatia was no longer a significant recipient of its aid.128
Changing	
  Perceptions	
  of	
  Security	
  
Finally, no examination of the changing context in which small arms control
programs operated would be complete without exploration of changes in security and
perceptions of security. Unfortunately, there is a lack of quality data on this front. The
2006 SEESAC Small Arms Survey of Croatia, and UNDP’s 2009 National Public Opinion
Survey on Citizen Perception of Safety and Security in the Republic of Croatia remain the
most recent data collection efforts. A follow-up survey towards the end of the DfD program
would have been highly desirable, but did not take place. As UNDP repeatedly
acknowledged in its DfD progress reports—the drastic funding cuts for the program had a
significant impact in this area as data collection efforts were sacrificed in order to provide
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funding for Safer Community Plans.129 Further, as discussed above, UNDP was unable to
secure outside funding for such monitoring and evaluation activities.130
Despite these shortcomings, we can look at a few indicators for security that are
available—especially data on gun-related deaths.131 The World Health Organization collects
data on causes of mortality around the world. This dataset includes records on “injuries” as
a cause of death, a category that includes, but is not limited to firearms injuries. In the
category of “Distribution of causes of death among children aged <5 years (%) – Injuries”
we see that most recently, in 2010, 8% of young children’s deaths in Croatia were due to
injuries.132 This percentage has fluctuated between 3% and 10% since 2000, the first year
for which data are available.133 Perhaps more directly relevant: the UN Office on Drugs
and Crime (UNODC) collects homicide statistics. UNODC data shows that the overall
homicide rate in Croatia has steadily decreased from 3.6 homicides per 100,000
population in 1995 (the earliest data), to 1.1 homicides per 100,000 population in 2011.134
These numbers are on par with or below homicide rates in Western and Northern
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Europe.135 Both the number and percentage of homicides by firearms have also been
decreasing in Croatia. In 2003 (the earliest data), firearms accounted for 78.3% of
Croatian homicides.136 However, that number appears to have been an outlier—the highest
percentage in subsequent years was 50% in 2006.137 More recently, in 2009 firearms only
accounted for 34.7% of homicides in Croatia, although it remains to be seen whether that
low number is indicative of a trend.138 These data indicate, not surprisingly, that firearms
are not currently a daily security threat for the Croatian population, despite their
widespread prevalence.
Other crime data collected by UNODC include theft, motor vehicle theft, burglary,
robbery, assault, sexual violence, and kidnapping.139 While not directly relevant to this
study, all of these data points can serve as indicators of human security in a country. On all
fronts, the data indicate low crime rates in Croatia compared to most of its Northern and
Western European neighbors in the EU. That said, rates of theft, burglary, and robbery,
while remaining low, have increased in recent years, a fact which may affect Croatians’
perceptions of security.
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Overall, the data available indicate that Croatians have reason to feel relatively
secure. However, these data—without access to a perception survey to accompany them—
continue to provide an incomplete picture of overall perceptions of security in the country.

Conclusions	
  
This chapter has examined UNDP’s armed violence prevention and small arms
control programming in Croatia from 2008-12, primarily through its Destruction for
Development program, as well as other supplemental programs. The program in Croatia
was more limited than others in the region, in part because Croatia did not need the same
level of assistance. Moreover, the program took place amidst a turning point for Croatia as
it moved from post-conflict aid recipient to a full member of NATO and EU. This context
necessarily affected the program in ways both supporting and hindering its progress as the
government balanced desires to meet international and regional standards (and thus
supporting the program’s goals) with desires to appear independent (and thus eschewing
aid). Further, the program began ambitiously but was curtailed as the anticipated funding
from the Croatian government dried up. The lessons learned in Croatia may provide
insight into the successes and challenges of small arms control programming in societies on
the brink of transformation from aid recipient to donor. This section will focus on the
findings of the Croatian case study; Chapter 7, “Cross-Case Analysis,” will compare those
findings to those of the Bosnia and Herzegovina and Kosovo cases.
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It would of course be impossible for us to isolate the effects of UNDP’s small arms
programing in such a dynamic environment, but there is still much we can learn about the
program’s effectiveness. Here we will review how the program has performed against the
criteria laid out at the start of the chapter: the extent to which a robust policy and legal
framework has been developed; the extent to which the proximate goals of the program
have been achieved; the extent to which local capacity has been developed; the extent to
which the broader societal context has changed concurrent with the intervention; and the
extent to which security and perceptions of security have changed.
Croatia had already begun to improve the legal and policy framework for small
arms and light weapons (our first criterion) before the start of the program: UNDP was
intimately involved in helping to develop the National Strategy and Action Plan on SALW
during the EUSAC pilot programs that preceded. The Strategy was finally adopted in
2009, early into the Destruction for Development Program. Likewise, Croatia’s laws were
largely in compliance with EU and other regional standards fairly early on. The Program
was therefore more concerned with implementation and capacity building than with
building the policy framework per se.
How did well the program perform addressing its proximate goals or “outputs”—
community policing, safer community plans, and firearms and violence—our second
criterion? Progress was made on all three fronts, though less than originally envisioned, as
is to be expected given the funding short-fall. In terms of community policing—a safety
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perceptions survey was conducted, and trainings were held to educated police officers
about community-based policing. Safer community plans were implemented beyond the
original pilot communities, though fewer than originally planned. These plans did not
address grand strategic issues, but rather set up the mechanisms for communities to
address their own safety concerns, however small they may seem. In terms of firearms, the
Less Arms, Less Tragedies voluntary collection campaign, begun under EUSAC, continued
collecting weapons with success, although its intake represents only a tiny fraction of the
estimated number of illegally held weapons. Likewise, the program also assisted with the
destruction of some 30,000 surplus stockpiles—only a small part of the declared surplus.
The program engaged in some limited capacity building with regards to small arms control
as well. The one area that was barely touched on was domestic violence—which the original
program had intended to address it as part of the firearms and violence output area—
although it did develop a manual on prevention of domestic violence as well as engaging in
some awareness-raising. Overall, despite an unexpectedly small budget, the program made
noticeable—if not stellar—progress in all three of its output areas.
The next criterion—the extent to which local capacity has been developed—aims to
understand the sustainability of the intervention. Certainly, UNDP engaged in capacitybuilding activities in all of the program output areas: providing new tools and training
opportunities for community-based policing; developing Crime Prevention Councils in
Safer Community sites; purchasing weapons and ammunition destruction equipment; and
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helping to develop the first annual import/export report on arms and other lethal goods.
Each of these activities provided some sustainable tool or skill that can be used by Croatian
officials in the future. The Croatian government, as evidenced by its success in joining
Western institutions, is already rather effective and capable, and as such there was perhaps
less need for in depth capacity-building compared to other countries. Thus the efforts in
this regard centered on particular concrete issues which could be addressed with the level
of staff and funding available.
The extent to which the broader societal context has changed concurrent with the
intervention (the next criterion) is large, though it has already been mentioned here. More
prosperous than many of its neighbors, and more ethnically unified than divided Bosnia,
Croatia has developed significantly since the war. It became a NATO member in 2009, and
a EU member in 2013. During the tenure of the DfD program, Croatia continued to see
economic growth and development, although the unemployment rate was also climbing—as
it was throughout the region. UNDP was also not the only actor providing small arms
control aid during this period—as evidence by US assistance with MANPADS destruction.
Our final criterion asked about the extent to which security and perceptions of
security have changed. Unfortunately, we lack sufficient data on changes in perceptions of
security because no perception surveys were conducted towards the program’s end.
However, Croatia was and remains relatively secure—with a low crime rate, including a low
homicide rate. As the Safer Community Programs revealed—Croatians are concerned about
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economic security, road-safety, and youth delinquency, far more than they are concerned
about firearms and conflict. While they believe small arms to be dangerous, and while
illegal weapons are prevalent, they do not present an immediate danger. The danger lies in
the potential for those weapons to find new use in the future.
In conclusion, UNDP small arms programming in Croatia has faced a distinctive
socio-political context compared to its neighbors, and thus has faced a different set of
challenges. In many ways, the challenges of working on SALW are a product of Croatia’s
success. The need in Croatia is certainly lower, but the program has also had to contend
with the perception that a NATO member well on the way to EU accession ought to be
able to take those steps on its own. For example, this attitude may explain the hesitancy of
the Ministry of Defense to cooperate with UNDP on stockpile reduction initiatives, despite
the acknowledged need for limiting surplus stockpiles.
Notwithstanding these challenges, the program had some concrete
accomplishments. One tangible outcome of the small arms program in Croatia has been
the collection campaign, although assessing its significance is difficult. The number of
weapons collected are but a drop in the bucket, but the widespread campaign did gain high
visibility. Other outcomes, such as training police officers in community-based policing
strategies, the development of local Crime Prevention Councils, and progress on
implementing the Nation Strategy on SALW are both harder to measure and potentially
more important. These outcomes have the potential to continue paying dividends in a
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more secure future for Croatia. How effective they are in the long-run will determine how
successful the program has been in improving human security in Croatia.
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6

SMALL ARMS CONTROL IN KOSOVO: A CASE STUDY

Introduction	
  
Kosovo presents an interesting case study of UNDP small arms interventions in the
former Yugoslavia; in many ways its unique geo-political situation has influenced the
program there, presenting both distinct challenges and opportunities for small arms
control. Its complex and evolving international status since the end of the conflict, the
extent to which it has attracted international attention and aid, and the necessity of
creating a completely new system of laws and institutions have all worked together to create
the singular environment in which this small arms intervention has occurred.
To briefly reiterate, this dissertation examines the role and effectiveness of
international small arms interventions in post-conflict societies through focused case
studies of UNDP small arms aid in the former Yugoslavia – specifically, in Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Croatia, and Kosovo.1 The former Yugoslav cases are important ones to
examine because these cases are ones where there was some depth of international
commitment in terms of length and scope of the intervention, and the extent of resources
committed. The countries possess some degree of shared history, and yet had sufficiently
diverging experiences both during and after the Yugoslav era that should allow us to both
1

After examining the international and regional regimes on small arms the dissertation seeks to answer the
following questions: How can we evaluate the success of small arms aid? What are the aid programs trying to
address? Are they succeeding? Are they sufficient? And how are they affected by the broader SALW policy
environment? For a more detailed discussion of the research questions, please see Chapter 1, “Introduction.”
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compare and contrast their experiences. Kosovo, in particular, while having some shared
characteristics with the other cases also represents an exceptional case for the reasons
discussed above.
The dissertation seeks to explore both the effectiveness of the interventions in their
localized contexts and the interaction between these localized interventions and the
broader (international and regional) regime emerging on small arms and light weapons.
Chapter 3 elucidated the applicable international and regional SALW regimes and thus the
present chapter is able to draw upon those regimes as common knowledge. In Kosovo, as
in the other case studies selected, the intervention has focused on the legal and policy
framework surrounding small arms, as well as including public outreach and broader
community-based strategies to address human security concerns. Thus the present chapter
will be similarly focused. 2
Although the small arms intervention in Kosovo has been a relatively lengthy one3,
ultimately we are dealing with a short period in the history of Kosovo. During that same
time period, many other international interventions and socio-political changes have taken

2

In contrast, in many shorter-term small arms projects, especially in immediate post-conflict settings, the
interventions have been primarily collection-based (e.g., DDR—Disarmament, Demobilization and
Reintegration—programs carried out during peacekeeping efforts). However in Kosovo, as will be discussed
later, amnesty and arms collection campaigns have been short-lived and unsuccessful, and constitute only a
minor part of international small arms efforts.
3
The first UNDP foray into small arms in Kosovo began in 2002, and while the program has been revised
and renamed, the work there is only now winding down, over a decade later.
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place in Kosovo.4 Nonetheless, we will attempt to evaluate the effectiveness of the program
in terms of its success at achieving its stated objectives or outputs (discussed in detail
below). These objectives center on efforts to regulate small arms in Kosovo. It is important
to recognize that success at achieving these proximate goals does not necessarily indicate
success at effecting progress towards the larger societal goals of such interventions (e.g.,
reduction of armed violence, increase in human security and perceptions of security, etc.),
which is harder to gauge.
In order to evaluate the effectiveness of the interventions therefore, we will
examine the social and political setting for the intervention, the legal framework on small
arms, and the ways in which the legal framework affects the security setting and vice versa.
Where possible the analysis will integrate concrete data on weapons, as well as on human
security indicators. Criteria include the extent to which a robust legal framework has
developed; the extent to which local capacity has been developed (the sustainability of the
intervention); the extent to which other proximate goals of the program have been
achieved (e.g., “safer community” programs as discussed below); the extent to which the
broader societal context has changed concurrent with the intervention; and the extent to
which security and perceptions of security have changed.
This chapter will begin by presenting a brief socio-political background of Kosovo
itself, followed by background specifically on small arms in Kosovo. We will then proceed
4

This is likewise true of the other cases, though to different extents.
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to explore the design and objectives of UNDP’s Kosovo Small Arms Control Initiative
(KOSSAC), and the work that the program has done both within the legal/policy realm
and beyond. Finally, we will examine the changing context in which KOSSAC operates.
This chapter aims to examine the Kosovo case by itself, whereas subsequent chapters will
engage in cross-case analysis to compare the findings here to those of the Bosnia and
Herzegovina and Croatia case studies.

Socio-‐Political	
  Background	
  of	
  Kosovo	
  
To write a complete, accurate, and unbiased history of Kosovo would be a daunting
task for any social scientist, and it is not the goal here. Rather the intention is to present a
brief summary of the relevant background information, sufficient to allow readers to
contextualize the small arms control interventions taking place there. Before beginning, a
brief note on linguistics: places with contentious political status often have contentious
naming and linguistic issues as well (the most famous Balkan example being the Former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia—so named because Greece disputes the use of the
historical term Macedonia). Of relevance to this chapter: in Serbian, Kosovo is Kosovo
(Latin scrip) or Косово (Cyrillic); in Albanian (the primary language of the majority of the
population) it is Kososva (or in some circumstances Kosovë). Pristina, the capital city, is
Приштина or Priština in Serbian, Prishtinë or Prishtina in Albanian. Here we will use
Kosovo and Pristina, as they are the standard English language spellings and as such are
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most frequently used by international organizations. The spellings of these or any other
place names should not be taken to have any political agenda.
In terms of demographics, Kosovo is comprised of a majority ethnic Albanian
population, for whom Albanian is their primary language and who are generally secular
Muslims.5 There is a sizeable Serb minority, concentrated in North, who speak the Serbian
language and are members of the Serbian Orthodox Church. These ethnic demographics
have shifted over time. In 1981, the last reliable Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia
(SFRY) census, the population was 77% Albanian, and 13% Serbian, with the remaining
belonging to the “other” category.6 The Albanian population boycotted the 1991 census,
but estimates are of 82% Albanian, and 10% Serbian, and 83% Albanian, 10% Serbian by
1998.7 The size of the Serbian population has shrunk further since the war and the
introduction of UN/NATO and now local rule, with current estimates of 92% Albanians,
8% other (most of whom are still Serbian), but data is scarce.8
Under the SFRY, the country was divided into six federal republics—Slovenia,
Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia, Montenegro, and Macedonia—each of which is
now a successor state. Within Serbia itself, besides Serbia-proper, there were two so-called

5

Most Albanians converted to Islam when the area was under Ottoman rule.
Helge Brunborg, Report on the Size and Ethnic Composition of Kosovo (Oslo, Norway: Expert Report to the
ICTY, 14 August 2002): 10. Accessed April 4, 2013; available from
http://www.icty.org/x/file/About/OTP/War_Demographics/en/milosevic_kosovo_020814.pdf.
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Ibid, 1-2.
8
CIA, World Fact Book: Kosovo, March 29, 2013 (accessed April 4, 2013); available from
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/kv.html.
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autonomous regions—Kosovo and Vojvodina—although the degree of autonomy from
Serbia varied over time. After the wars of succession that took place in the first half of the
1990s, Serbia and Montenegro initially maintained an alliance as the rump Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY).9 In 1999, conflict in Kosovo between the Kosovo Liberation
Army (KLA) and FRY army and administration resulted in NATO military intervention.
When the war ended a few months later, the UN, under the authority of Security Council
Resolution 1244 (UNSCR 1244), directly took over a transitional administration of
Kosovo via UNMIK (the United Nations Interim Administration in Kosovo), and
supported by peacekeepers in the form of NATO’s Kosovo Force (KFOR).10 While the
final status was left unresolved, Kosovo was effectively severed from Serbian governance
during this period; Provisional Institutions of Self-Government were later developed.
In 2008, the Republic of Kosovo declared its independence, although that
declaration is not accepted by Serbia. A 2010 advisory opinion by the International Court
of Justice (ICJ) found that the declaration was not a violation of international law.11 This
ruling merely means that the declaration is not illegal, but does not clarify the status of the
Republic of Kosovo or definitively declare it to be a state. In fact, while the US, most

9

The FRY, later renamed Serbia and Montenegro, finally dissolved into two separate countries in 2006
following a referendum in Montenegro.
10
United Nations Security Council, Resolution 1244, 10 June 1999, S/RES/1244 (accessed April 4, 2013);
available from http://daccess-ods.un.org/TMP/3543064.29624558.html.
11
ICJ, Accordance with International Law of the Unilateral Declaration of Independence in Respect of Kosovo,
Advisory Opinion, No. 141, 22 July 2010 (accessed October 14, 2010); available from http://www.icjcij.org/docket/files/141/15987.pdf.
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European Union member states, and a total of 99 UN member states have recognized it,
and Kosovo is a member of the IMF and World Bank, it still has not been accepted as a
United Nations member state, and thus operates within a political and legal grey-area.
The degree of autonomy Kosovo was able to exercise within the SFRY varied over
time, and the collapse of Yugoslavia changed its circumstances still further. In 1974,
constitutional reforms significantly increased autonomy in the province, though those
benefits did come with a price—the harsh repression of Kosovar Albanian protesters at the
time.12 However, “Even before the collapse of communism, Solbodon Milosevic began to
assert Serb power in Kosovo and Vojvodina.”13 In fact, “Serbia’s Slobodan Milošević …
had taken control of his party’s leadership in 1987 on the strength of resisting the
autonomy that the 1974 constitution had given the Albanian ethnic majority in Kosovo.”14
The repression in Kosovo worsened over the succeeding years, eventually undermining the
peaceful resistance of Ibrahim Rugova’s Democratic League of Kosovo (LDK), and
providing fodder for the militant KLA, whose tactics in turn provoked further repression.15
The international community’s forceful actions against the FRY in 1999, including UN
sanctions and NATO air strikes both in Kosovo and in Serbia proper, were a direct
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John R. Lampe, Balkans into South Eastern Europe: A Century of War and Transition (New York: Palgrave
Macmillan 2006), 229.
13
Mark Mazower, The Balkans: A short history (New York: Modern Library—Random House, 2002), 141.
14
Lampe, 254.
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reaction to the slow response to the situation in Bosnia and Herzegovina earlier in the
decade.
When Milosevic’s FRY was divested from authority over Kosovo, the former
province was left as an international protectorate with a power-vacuum which UNMIK and
KFOR stepped in to fill—taking on roles of security and police forces, as well as executive,
legislative and juristic roles as the governing body. First under direct international rule, and
later under the guidance of international advisors, many old laws were completely scrapped
and new laws were written, new institutions of governance were devised, and new officials
were trained. These circumstances comprise the unique policy and legal environment in
which international small arms control assistance came to operate.

Background	
  on	
  Small	
  Arms	
  in	
  Kosovo	
  	
  
The former Yugoslavia engaged in substantial production of SALW; however,
production fell precipitously during the conflicts, and capacities degraded. Moreover, that
production was not concentrated in Kosovo, so during times of instability it was primarily a
recipient of weapons flows. In the immediate post-conflict era, the numbers of weapons
held (legally and illegally, by civilians and officials) was unclear and appeared to be highly
inaccurate.
Despite the lack of accurate data on weapons, the international community
perceived a small arms threat in the region, and in Kosovo in particular, and set out to
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address it. In an early study of the problem, Ian Davis of Saferworld wrote:
There appear to be three key interrelated dynamics which influence the demand
and supply of SALW in the FRY:
—unresolved conflicts both within the FRY (in Kosovo and Montenegro) and
within neighbouring states (Bosnia-Herzegovina and Macedonia);
—the growth in organised crime, within the FRY and within the Balkans in general;
and
—the culture of violence and illicit gun use, which is often said to dominate much
of Balkan society.16
In the study, Saferworld examined the purported gun culture ascribed at that time to the
region in general, and to Albanians in particular. They argued that gun culture may be
much less a factor (both less extant and less influential) than perceived, and that research
was needed in this area as much had been based on assumptions with questionable
premises.17 Criminal armed violence and political conflict residuals and their effects on
personal and/or communal security were argued to be more influential on levels of gun
ownership than gun culture per se.18
In light of concerns about presumed high levels of weapons distribution in “a
society emerging from conflict and still grappling with deep-rooted and violent social
tensions,” in 2002 UNDP launched the Illicit Small Arms Control (ISAC) program in

16

Ian Davis, Small Arms and Light Weapons in the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia: The Nature of the Problem
(London: Saferworld, 2002), 11.
17
Ibid, 28-30.
18
Ibid.
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Kosovo.19 This program took place in the immediate aftermath of the conflict, and at a
time when Kosovo still functioned as an international protectorate under the auspices of
UNMIK and KFOR. As such, ISAC focused, as many immediate post-conflict programs
do, on a voluntary weapons collection and destruction program, although that was not its
only goal.20 This component of ISAC was part of a Weapons in Exchange for
Development (WED) approach that was popular in UNDP at the time. As a SEESAC
study later explained, this project, along with earlier weapons amnesties in Kosovo, failed
to collect a significant number of weapons:
Since 1999, there have also been a number of amnesties to allow for the voluntary
surrender of SALW. The first two amnesties, jointly organised by KFOR and
UNMIK in 2001 and 2002, were a month long and resulted in the surrender of
777 and 1,391 units of SALW respectively. From February to May 2003, the third
SALW Collection in as many years was held in Kosovo. On this occasion, UNDP
Kosovo’s Illicit Small Arms Control in Kosovo (ISAC) project handled the
awareness-raising and incentive aspects of the campaign, offering economic
development incentives on a competitive basis to participating communities. A toplevel Steering Committee (comprised of the Heads of UNDP, UNMIK Police and
KFOR, and the Kosovo Prime Minister) and a Task Force were established to
oversee and co-ordinate the implementation of the campaign. KFOR was the main
body collecting the SALW at manned collection points, and distributing the
majority of the publicity materials. It was also possible to surrender SALW at local
police stations. Despite these arrangements, the campaign managed to collect only
155 SALW across the whole of Kosovo and the collection initiative is widely
considered to have been a failure.21
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UNDP, UNDP Launches Partnership to Curb Illicit Small Arms in Kosovo (Pristina: UNDP, 2002) accessed July
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There was also one localized amnesty in 2005 that collected no weapons. While cautioning
in general against reliance on absolute numbers as the value of a weapons collection
project, the SEESAC study notes that the Kosovo numbers are particularly low compared
to collection programs that took place elsewhere in the region. It points to insufficient
engagement with and buy-in from “target communities” and civil society, funding and
coordination problems, and the on-going security situation as likely culprits in contributing
22

to the disappointing results.

Similarly, in an interview Astrit Istrefi, a Kosovar working

for Saferworld, opined that for the early amnesties “there was not much local ownership,
there was not much support, and I think most of all there was not much listening to
people here and institutions, but rather coming up with the answers.”23 He saw these
amnesties as part of a top-down approach from international actors who did not develop
trust, and who failed to consult local communities or delve into their motivations for
weapons-possession and conversely for surrendering said weapons.
The legal framework governing small arms in Kosovo during this time period—the
half decade between the end of the war and the start of the KOSSAC program—was
comprised of a variety of international regulations including the following: the UNMIK
Regulation on Licensing of Security Service Providers (2000); the UNMIK Regulation on
the Authorization of Possession of Weapons (2001); the UNMIK regulation establishing

22
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Astrit Istrefi, Saferworld Kosovo Project Coordinator, interview by author, Pristina, Kosovo, June 2, 2011.
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the Provisional Criminal Code (2003); the amended UNMIK Regulation on the
Establishment of Customs and Other Related Services (2005); and the KFOR Standard
Operating Procedure 3009 (“Weapons Policy for Kosovo”) (2005). The Regulation on
Licensing of Security Service Providers includes regulations on the possession of weapons
by licensed private security companies, permits for the staff who carry said weapons, and
requirements to store the weapons in an armory when not in use for official duty.24 The
Regulation on the Authorization of Possession of Weapons deals with civilian ownership
and requires owners to obtain authorization from the UNMIK Police, including possession
of a valid weapons authorization card (WAC), except in the case of Kosovo Protection
Corps25 members, whose weapons authorization card must be issued by KFOR.26 The
Regulation stipulates that “A WAC shall only be issued to a vulnerable person exclusively
for self-defense and/or to his or her duly registered and approved bodyguards exclusively
for the protection of such vulnerable person against the threat or use of deadly force.”27 It
requires that authorized weapons be “fire-tested by UNMIK Police,” that background
checks be utilized, that WACs be valid for no more than one year (renewable). The
24
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Regulation also outlines conditions for seizure of weapons and WACs as well as offences
and penalties for violations. It does not apply to hunting and recreational weapons, which
are regulated separately. Of the extensive provisions of the Provisional Criminal Code of
Kosovo, the relevant aspect is Article 327, which addresses the “unauthorized supply,
transport, production, exchange or sale of weapons” by spelling out a fine or imprisonment
of the perpetrator as well as the confiscation of the weapons in question.28 The amended
Regulation on the Establishment of the Customs and Other Related Services prohibits
import of any weapons or explosives (as defined by the Regulation on the Authorization of
Possession of Weapons) into Kosovo, unless specifically authorized by UNMIK or KFOR.29
Finally, KFOR’s Weapons Policy for Kosovo briefly addresses export controls when it
“states that commanders at all levels have a legal obligation to ensure that weapons and
military articles exported from Kosovo are correctly documented and their end use is
subject to adequate control and account.”30
No examination of the state of small arms in post-conflict Kosovo would be
complete without a review of the findings of the two surveys that were conducted during
this time period. The first report was commissioned by UNDP and conducted by the Small
Arms Survey in 2003 as a baseline assessment investigating the role of SALW in Kosovo for
28
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the ISAC project. The study focused on assessing the number of guns held by various
groups (e.g., law enforcement, militia, and civilians), the extent of cross-border gun
smuggling, gun culture and attitudes, and the effects of firearms. This small arms baseline
assessment relied on household surveys and focus groups as well as other research
techniques. Some key findings included the extent to which respondents thought security
was improving in their area, in which 65% of ethnic Albanians said “improved”, 11% “got
31

worse”, and 22% was the “same.”

In contrast, only 19% of ethnic Serbs said the

situation “improved”, 6% got worse, and 70% was the “same.”32 This result is significant,
though not surprising given the political situation.
In terms of firearms ownership, the survey found that “the total holdings of guns by
civilians in Kosovo can be estimated at between 330,000 and 460,000. Almost all of these
are held illicitly (as of May 2003, only 20,000 hunting weapons were legally held).”33 This
number constitutes the vast majority of locally owned weapons: “The total estimated
holdings of guns by indigenous Kosovans (i.e., including non-civilian holdings such as that
of the KPS) can be estimated at between 350,000 and 480,000 weapons.”34 That said, and
despite outside perceptions to the contrary, “the research conducted for this report suggests
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that gun smuggling is not a major activity on the Kosovo borders, compared both with
other types of smuggling and with gun smuggling in the region generally.”35
Finally, the authors also found reason to question the perception that Albanian
gun culture plays a pervasive role in firearms ownership and use. Despite traditional codes
that relied on guns, and despite the continued prevalence of celebratory gun fire, nearly
half of all respondents (47%) thought that “there are too many guns in society”—a
percentage which was virtually identical for both Serbs and Albanians.36 Moreover, 71% of
respondents felt that having a gun “is dangerous,” while only 20% felt it “helps to protect
their families,” (although these numbers were significantly different for ethnic Serbs, for
whom 40% thought guns protective and 36% dangerous).37
The second survey on SALW in Kosovo was commissioned by SEESAC in 2006,
and conducted by Saferworld, together with local partners The Forum for Civic Initiatives
and the Gani Bobi Research Institute. It is one of several national SALW surveys
commissioned by SEESAC throughout the region at that time, utilizing SEESAC’s SALW
Survey Protocols. The study used a combination of head of household surveys, focus
groups, key informant interviews, media reports, official data, and existing research papers,
and included four major surveys on SALW in Kosovo: the Small Arms Distribution
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Survey, Small Arms Impact Survey, Small Arms Perception Survey, and Small Arms
Capacity Survey. Amongst the key results are those of the Distribution Survey:
This Survey estimates that, as of June 2006, there were nearly 400,000 weapons in
Kosovo. Of these:
– 33,936 firearms were in the legal possession of individual citizens;
– 45,217 firearms were in the hands of official agencies and international private
security companies;
– At least 317,000 firearms were in the illegal possession of individual citizens and
groups.38
These results, while somewhat lower, are fairly consistent with the results of the earlier
survey. The impact survey did not have sufficient data to elucidate general trends over
time; however, a “dramatic increase of firearm-related injuries in 2004 is linked to the
violent riots and ensuing tensions that occurred in that year.”39 In interpreting the results
of the Perception Survey, the authors focused on the significant differential between Serb
and Albanian respondents, with the former feeling less secure, and having less confidence
in the security institutions. They also noted that respondents in general were suspicious,
and thus hesitant to respond to questions about SALW possession. Finally, the Capacity
Survey focused on policy and regulations, which have already been addressed here. All of
these findings have potential bearing on the design and impact of the SALW interventions
discussed in the remainder of this chapter.
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KOSSAC	
  Program	
  Design	
  and	
  Objectives	
  
KOSSAC has comprised a multi-year, multi-phase project with extensive
investment. KOSSAC 1 began in 2006, following on the heels of ISAC. Currently known
as KOSSAC 2, this newer phase was originally designed to run from 2008 to 2010 but has
been extended into 2014, as the project winds down. If ISAC was a “typical collection
project” of the era, KOSSAC set out to help draft legislation and develop a SALW control
capacity “from scratch,” focusing on technical advising and building government capacity.40
Throughout ISAC, as well as during KOSSAC 1, Kosovo remained under
international administration, although increasingly transitioning towards greater
autonomy. As a result, ISAC was able to assist in “the establishment of a regulatory
framework for hunting and recreational weapons,” and KOSSAC 1 “contributed
substantively to the drafting of a comprehensive Law on Arms.”41 Much like the programs
in Bosnia and Herzegovina and Croatia, KOSSAC 1 was also instrumental in the creation
of the SALW Strategy and the establishment of the SALW Commission, which held a first
meeting in 2007. In contrast to other areas of the region, however, in Kosovo the project
(and its successor) had a more extensive involvement in the developing legal framework—a
product of the unique circumstances of Kosovo. These legal/policy developments began
under KOSSAC 1 but came to fruition only after independence, during the early phases of
40
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KOSSAC 2. In addition to these roles, KOSSAC 1’s accomplishments included the
“creation of an inter-ministerial working group on SALW, regular monitoring of media for
SALW incident reports, implementation of a comprehensive field-tested public
communications programme on SALW misuse, and public destruction of over 7000 seized
weapons in tandem with SALW destruction training for Kosovo Police Service (KPS)
personnel.”42
Launched in the same year that the Republic of Kosovo declared independence,
KOSSAC 2 has faced a distinct set of policy and legal circumstances compared with the
earlier programs. In fact, one of the goals of KOSSAC 2 was to enhance capacity during “a
pivotal transition as local security actors assume full responsibility for SALW control.”43
KOSSAC 2 was funded in its earlier phases by Belgium, Denmark, Luxemburg, the
Netherlands, and Sweden, as well as UNDP itself. Implementing partners included the
Kosovo Small Arms Control Commission, the Ministries of Internal Affairs and Justice,
Kosovo Police, and KFOR. The project’s stated objective was “effective SALW control
exercised by Kosovo’s security institutions in line with international standards.”44
UNDP’s Project Document for KOSSAC 2 describes the need for SALW control
work in Kosovo:
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Widespread possession and circulation of small arms and light weapons is both a
legacy of recent armed conflicts and a symptom of the perceived need for continued
self-defence, as well as the most visible indicator of persistent insecurity. The
abundance of SALW in Kosovo aggravates insecurity by reinforcing sometimes
exaggerated threat perceptions, impeding possibilities for dialogue, and
perpetuating cycles of vulnerability and violence. Moreover, the careless use and
storage of weapons is responsible for numerous injuries and fatalities (notably in
the context of “celebratory fire”).45
In order to enhance Kosovo’s SALW control capacity, the program strategy focuses on four
components or project “outputs.” These components include: implementation of Kosovo’s
SALW Control Action Plan; SALW control capacity-building of the Provisional
Institutions of Self-Government / Government of Kosovo; implementing Safer
Communities Plans at twelve sites; and mainstreaming gender-sensitive practices in SALW
efforts.46 The project document also emphasizes coordination with the variety of
international actors present in Kosovo, and cooperation with civil society organizations.
As the KOSSAC project has been extended, its plans have changed to reflect new
realities and needs. Thus, while the four primary objectives (“outputs”) remain the same,
the means used to pursue them have been adjusted. A 2011 Project Revision explains the
following:
Based on the recommendations of the evaluation report and the request of the
Kosovo stakeholders, KOSSAC project will continue for another year working on
the same outputs but with refocused project activities. The Government of Kosovo
will require ongoing technical support for the implementation of the new
legislation relating to weapons, ammunition, explosives and the security sector.
45
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Standing operating procedures, administrative instructions and training still need
to be developed and implemented in line with international standards and
agreements. In addition, the project will engage further into the safer community
development focusing on Pristina and the new multi-ethnic municipality of
Gracanica. Lastly, more concerted activities are planned regarding the
mainstreaming of gender-sensitive practices and policies into SALW control
intervention in view of the unchanged proportion of women victims of armed
violence.
During the next phase of KOSSAC an exit strategy is foreseen in the field
of technical advice and funding of SALW related activities. The project may
develop into a wider security sector governance programme with a strong
component on community safety and human security at local level.47
In fact, while KOSSAC has not yet been fully dismantled, it is winding down and
transitioning its role. In UNDP’s Kosovo Programme Action Plan, outlining the roles for
the organization from 2011 through 2015, KOSSAC is not directly mentioned, while the
section on security sector states,
In security interventions a community safety approach from a human security
perspective at local level with focus on “people-centred” security and a gendersensitive focus will be applied. Specifically, UNDP will scale up community safety
addressing two geographical hot spots for crime in Kosovo with main focus on
armed violence and cross border crime. In addition, the programme will support
implementation of the newly adopted domestic violence law through WSSI
project.48
Furthermore, the KOSSAC project website has added a fifth output to the original four:
“Supporting the Ministry of Internal Affairs to effectively manage the EU requirements
and successfully participate in EU accession process in the field of Public safety and
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security.”49 These most recent changes are consistent with insight provided by KOSSAC
Project Manager and Chief Technical Advisor Alain Lapon, who states that, “efforts are
ongoing to change it into KSAP (Kosovo Security Advice Project) mainly on demand of the
Kosovo stakeholders. This project would then be more focused on supporting Kosovo in its
European integration agenda mainly in Chapter 24 (Justice, freedom and security) of the
EU Acquis.”50 The duration of the KOSSAC program, its substantial investment in
Kosovo, and its evolution over time in accordance with the requests of stakeholders and
the development of the country, all make its implementation and impact worth
investigating.

Developing	
  a	
  Legal	
  and	
  Policy	
  Framework	
  on	
  Small	
  Arms	
  in	
  Kosovo	
  
During ISAC and KOSSAC 1, international agreements on SALW and most other
topics did not apply to Kosovo as it was not independent, but rather an internationallygoverned territory. This subject was addressed in the 2007 Comprehensive Proposal for the
Kosovo Status Settlement (the so-called Ahtisaari Plan), developed by the UN Special
Envoy for Kosovo. Annex VIII of the Plan, dealing with Kosovo’s security sector, stated
that “Kosovo shall comply with UN, OSCE, and EU standards and practices in the field of
security and arms control, as well as other regional security agreements and statements
49
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under the purview of the OSCE.”51 The Plan was ultimately rejected by the parties,
precipitating Kosovo’s unilateral declaration of independence the next year. Although
Kosovo’s status remains contested, and thus it has been unable to formally join
international agreements, since declaring independence it has worked to develop its laws in
compliance with international standards, in accordance with the Ahtisaari Plan. UNDP’s
KOSSAC has provided guidance and technical support in the development of policy and
legislation that meets these standards with regards to small arms.
Alain Lapon of KOSSAC noted in an interview how extraordinary this situation is
in developing a brand new legal framework to be in compliance with so many international
standards from the start, when other developed countries still struggle to meet all their
obligations.52 Of course, attempting to implement international and regional standards
from the outset is a difficult path. In fact, Saferworld’s Astrit Istrefi argued that while the
impact of this policy may be positive in the long run once capacity has been developed, in
the short run the impact is “without hesitation, negative.”53 He opined, “personally I think
that Kosovo should have bad laws, 5 page laws, that [it] can implement, at the beginning.
And then later, yes, of course, amend the laws” to bring them up to higher standards.54
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Kosovo’s SALW Control Strategy was first adopted by the nascent government in
April 2008. The Strategy was the outcome of the work of the Kosovo Commission on
SALW, established the previous year. UNDP (KOSSAC 1) served in the role of technical
advisor to the Commission. The Commission later transitioned its role from developing
the Strategy and Action Plans to ensuring their implementation.55 As mentioned earlier,
one of the major objectives of KOSSAC 2 was to provide technical assistance and advice
during the implementation stage.
The Strategy is designed to comply with the Vienna Firearms Protocol and the UN
Program of Action, as well as with the various OSCE and EU regulations on SALW. It is
organized into 11 “functional areas”: (1) “cross border control”; (2) “legislative framework
and regulatory issues”; (3) “management [of] information and research”; (4) “SALW
awareness and communications strategy”; (5) “collection of weapons, ammunition and
explosive materials”; (6) “destruction of weapons, ammunition and explosive materials”; (7)
“stockpile management”; (8) “capacity development”; (9) “safer community development”;
(10) “linkage to SSR”; and (11) “monitoring and evaluation.”56 Within each functional
area, the Strategy includes concrete steps to be taken and defines the objectives of each of
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these steps. The Strategy and an accompanying Action Plan were revised the following year,
including more details on both objectives and necessary steps for implementation.57
KOSSAC has provided advice and technical assistance both on the drafting of
Kosovo’s laws applicable to small arms control and later on the implementation of those
laws. These laws have replaced and significantly expanded upon the UNMIK regulations as
the law of the land in the Republic of Kosovo. A 2010 evaluation of the KOSSAC program
quoted then-Minister of Interior Affairs Bajram Rexhepi as saying, “KOSSAC is greatly
appreciated within the Ministry of Internal Affairs as their technical expertise is now
needed to support the implementation of the legislation that they assisted in developing.”58
The relevant laws comprising the emerging legal framework on SALW include: the Law on
Weapons (2009); the Law on Weapons, Ammunition, and Relevant Security Equipment
for Authorized State Security Institutions (2010); the Law for the Trade of Strategic Goods
(2010); the Law on Private Security Services (2011); the Law on Civil Use of Explosives
(2011); and the Criminal Code of the Republic of Kosovo (2012).
The first, and most directly applicable of these laws is the Law on Weapons which
“regulates the conditions for natural persons and legal entities to acquire, possess, carry,
store, produce, repair, disable, trade, buy, sell, trace, transport, import, and ship weapons
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within the territory of the Republic of Kosovo and export from the territory of the
Republic of Kosovo.”59 It specifically excludes weapons intended for state security
institutions, which are covered under a subsequent law. The Law defines weapons and
other terms, and categorizes weapons into four categories, A through D, where Category A
weapons are prohibited, and subsequent categories require permits along with meeting
various conditions which are progressively less restrictive. Regulations in the Law cover the
purchase ammunition for permitted weapons as well. The Law is quite restrictive with
regard to civilian weapons possession: “A natural person can only be issued a consent to
acquire a firearm, main part of a firearm, or ammunition for hunting, sport shooting
activity, or collection purposes.”60 Justifications for legal entities to acquire weapons
permits are more varied and include provisions for weapons acquisition for “certified
security workers” (including for protection of persons or assets), those providing firearms
training, hunting and shooting associations, and those conducting “scientific research
regarding animals.”61 The Law also covers such varied subjects as revocation and
confiscation of weapons and permits; duties of legal weapons owners (including upkeep,
storage, and more); record keeping; and punitive measures for violations; as well as
conditions for production, repair, trade, transfer, et cetera.
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The subsequent laws mentioned above round out the regulatory framework on
SALW control in Kosovo, and as such they merit a brief review. The Law on Weapons,
Ammunition, and Relevant Security Equipment for Authorized State Security Institutions
“regulates the production, repair, trade, import, export, marking, evidencing, safety during
stockpiling and transport, and assessment of compliance with the prescribed requirements
of weapons, ammunition and relevant security equipment for the needs of authorized state
62

security institutions except for the needs of the Kosovo Security Force.” The Law for the
Trade of Strategic Goods “regulates the activities of the state institutions of the Republic of
Kosovo in the field of export, import and transition of strategic goods and services, control,
supervision, rights and obligations of parties taking part in the business activities from this
field for the end user.”63 For these purposes strategic goods include both military and dualuse items. The Law on Private Security Services regulates private security companies and
their employees. It contains provisions that, in conjunction with the Law on Weapons,
regulate the carrying and use of firearms by employees of these companies.64 Indeed its
provisions with regard to use of force specify in great detail the steps that must be taken by
licensed security company personnel when using a firearm. The Law on Civil Use of
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Explosives “defines conditions and criteria of production, trade, import, export, transit,
transfer, storage, use and destruction of explosives or fireworks, and also the criteria for
supervision and application of this law with purpose of protection of people, property and
the environment.”65 As such, it does not at first glance appear particularly relevant to
SALW regulation, however, ammunition is covered in the definition of explosives, and
certain provisions of the Law thus work together with the Law on Weapons in regulating
small arms ammunition.
Finally, the Criminal Code of the Republic of Kosovo, which entered into force on
January 1, 2013, replaces the Provisional Criminal Code established by UNMIK in 2003.
The Criminal Code includes use of a weapon as criteria in determining punishment for a
variety of crimes. In addition, Chapter XXX of the Code deals specifically with “weapons
offenses.”66 These include Article 372 on unauthorized import, export, supply, transport,
production, exchange, brokering or sale of weapons or explosive materials; Article 373 on
unlawful obliteration, removal or altering of markings on firearms or ammunition; Article
374 on unauthorized ownership, control or possession of weapons; Article 375 on use of
weapons or dangerous instruments; Article 376 on false weapons permits, consents and
licenses and provision of false information; and Article 377 on manufacturing and
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procuring weapons and instruments designed to commit criminal offenses.67 These
offenses outlined in the Criminal Code round out the regulatory framework applicable to
SALW. Together with the other laws described here it paints a picture of an extensive new
body of law on SALW control that has been developed in Kosovo since its 2008
declaration of independence.

Other	
  KOSSAC	
  Accomplishments	
  and	
  Challenges	
  –	
  Addressing	
  Program	
  Goals	
  
Beyond the development of a legal and policy framework on SALW, how has
KOSSAC advanced its goals (“outputs”)? What have been its accomplishments and
challenges? The goals of KOSSAC remain as follows: the implementation of the SALW
strategy and action plan, capacity building, safer community development, and gendersensitive small arms programming. Progress has been made on each of these fronts to
varying degrees.
Output	
  1:	
  Implementation	
  of	
  SALW	
  Strategy	
  and	
  Action	
  Plan	
  	
  
The most substantial progress has been made in the area of implementation of the
SALW strategy and action plan. Functional Area 2 of the Strategy was the development of
a legislative regulatory framework that includes both primary and secondary legislation
relevant to small arms control. The previous section addressed in great detail the manner
in which this has been accomplished. Here, progress in the other functional areas will be

67

Ibid.

286

briefly reviewed. Cross-border control (Functional Area 1) has seen improvement, assisted
by Kosovo’s recognition by the majority of its neighbors. However, lack of recognition
much less normalization of relations with Serbia is a significant barrier to full border
control. Recent efforts to normalize relations, propelled by Serbia’s desire to be treated as a
EU candidate country, may affect this objective positively, but it is too soon to predict
progress.
Functional Area 3, on information management, is another area with substantial
progress. SACONS (Small Arms Control Software) was developed by UNDP specifically
for Kosovo and tailored to its arms laws.68 This system is relevant for management of the
civilian weapons registration required by the Law on Weapons, for tracking registered
firearms, and for stockpile management (another functional area). In addition, FireCat and
AmmoCat software were developed as catalogues to allow identification of weapons and
ammunition respectively.69 Each has a restricted component for use by government
officials, as well as a public component for civilian use. KOSSAC has also been utilizing a
SEESAC armed violence database,70 and helped to develop an annual crime report to track
SALW-related crime.71 SALW awareness campaigns (Functional Area 4) have been
conducted. Both collection and destruction (Functional Areas 5 and 6, respectively) are on-
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going activities.72 No new voluntary collection campaigns (amnesties) have been conducted
since those that failed in the early post-conflict period; rather, confiscation of illegal
weapons is the primary collection method, and all seized weapons are eventually
destroyed.73 Stockpile management (Functional Area 7) has benefited from the
development of the aforementioned software management systems, but physical
management of storage sites has been a challenge across various iterations of the KOSSAC
project.

74

Capacity development (Functional Area 8) and safer community development
(Functional Area 9) have each seen significant, though not universal, progress. Each will be
addressed individually later as part of the four KOSSAC output goals. Linkage to SSR
(Functional Area 10) has been implemented as day-to-day SALW control activities are
managed in the Department of Public Safety, and the SALW Commission has been
integrated into the national security apparatus.75 Finally, monitoring and evaluation
(Functional Area 11) at least with regard to SALW crime is underway, as discussed under
information management. It is unclear the extent to which monitoring and evaluation of
local SALW control capacity takes place.76

72

Wilkinson, 10.
Lapon, interview.
74
UNDP, Project Revision: Kosovo Small Arms Control Initiative, 5-6.
75
Lapon, interview.
76
M&E of the KOSSAC program itself is not envisioned by the SALW Strategy, being outside its purview.
73

288

Output	
  2:	
  Capacity	
  Building	
  
The second of the KOSSAC goals or outputs focuses on capacity building. Of
course, discussion of capacity building itself cannot be completely divorced from
implementation considerations. In fact, as mentioned above, capacity development is one
of the eleven functional areas of the SALW strategy. KOSSAC technical advisors have been
integrated directly into the Ministry of Internal Affairs, in its Department of Public Safety
(DPS), to help develop the capacity to implement and build upon the legal framework that
was created around SALW. The DPS, and the Ministry itself, did not exist when KOSSAC
was first developed, but rather came about after the Republic proclaimed independence.
The DPS was developed with four internal divisions, each of which has some bearing on
SALW control:
1) the department of weapons and ammunition which will supervise the
implementation of the new law on weapons, the weapons of equipment for special
purposes (weapons for police, correction services, customs and forest guards), and
the law on hunting; 2) the department for private security which will supervise the
implementation of the law on private security industry; 3) the department for
civilian use of explosives which will supervise the law on civilian use of explosives
and 4) the department for community safety which will supervise the
implementation of several strategies including the community safety strategy, the
crime prevention strategy and the school safety strategy.77
It has been the role of KOSSAC to help train and guide the members of the Department
in implementing SALW regulations. In addition to this work, KOSSAC has been involved
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in capacity development for the Kosovo Police, the Kosovo Forensics Agency, and more.78
In each case, the work is designed to improve the ability to implement the newly developed
laws as well as the ability to implement various international obligations (for example,
cooperation with EUROPOL and INTERPOL).79 In addition to all this work within
government institutions, KOSSAC has endeavored to improve capacity by training media
about SALW issues, which is designed to improve accountability and public dialogue. Of
course, another aspect of capacity is implementation of the newly developed laws, and on
this front Astrit Istrefi suggested that Kosovo’s new government—most especially its judicial
system—has struggled with enforcement of the new weapons codes.80
Output	
  3:	
  Safer	
  Community	
  Development	
  
Like capacity building, safer community development constitutes a functional area
of the national SALW strategy, as well as being one of KOSSAC’s four major goals. Safer
community plans are a cornerstone of UNDP SALW efforts throughout the region, and
involve the program staff working with a variety of local communities to assess the dangers
they are facing and develop strategies to improve safety at the local level. This is considered
a “crime prevention approach” designed to “reduce the demand for weapons by taking
away the root causes for crime or for conflicts.”81 The SALW Strategy also envisions safer
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community development as “increasing comprehensive support for SALW Control and
Collection Strategy and active citizenship.”82
Near the start of the KOSSAC 2 project, a report of the Kosovo Early Warning
System survey found:
First, a general feeling of safety and trust in institutions is contradicted by a
perception of local insecurity, which is driven both by a broad range of problems,
and the sense that institutions – whether core security or civilian – are not as
effective as they should be. Kosovo Serbs, who feel least safe in general, agree with
the rest of the population on fundamental concerns with local security. In other
words, it is at the local level, where shared concerns are, that the possibility of
convergence is greatest in this ethnically divided society.
Second, it appears that for lack of improvement in the security situation,
people in Kosovo still think that now is not the time to surrender their weapons.
Yet, this disposition to treat safety as a private matter is accompanied by a stronger
disposition, common across ethnic groups and gender, to join participatory safety
initiatives alternative to policing: turning the individual engagement into civic
activity is a real possibility.83
The study was intended to provide guidance for the community safety programs during the
early stages of their development. Combined with a manual developed by KOSSAC that
outlines the process of developing a safer community plan, these documents paint a picture
of the approach wherein UNDP works with each chosen community to identify objectives.
Ultimately, each Safer Community Plan includes a community profile and “primary
concerns study,” application of the “PARE” (Problem Identification, Analysis, Response
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and Evaluation) approach, and a detailed break-down of objectives, interventions, and
indicators.84
Although the original KOSSAC 2 Project Document called for Safer Community
Plans in twelve municipalities, six have been actualized—in Pejë/ Pec, Shtërpcë /Strpce,
Podujevë/Podujevo, Istog/Istok, Prizren, and Skenderaj/Srbica.85 In these six
municipalities Safer Community Plans have been developed and implemented, and
Community Safety Centers have been created in each. These municipalities include both
Albanian and mixed-identity communities, but lack any Serb-majority communities, a
problem which KOSSAC Project Manager Alain Lapon attributes to insufficient funding
to expand into these areas.86
Output	
  4:	
  Gender-‐Sensitive	
  SALW	
  Programming	
  
The fourth “output” of the original KOSSAC 2 project document focused on
mainstreaming gender-sensitive SALW control approaches. Throughout UNDP the
mainstreaming of gender-sensitive approaches to programming has become a stated goal.
Whether it manages to effect gender-sensitive outcomes, or simply remains a wellintentioned catch-phrase of course varies, and can be hard to quantify. In the case of the
KOSSAC program, there has been some progress, but it has also been clear that the
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program has struggled with effective gender-sensitive programming.
Although gender is not discussed in the Kosovo SALW Strategy, a Parliamentary
Committee on Gender was created.87 KOSSAC also has worked with UNDP Kosovo’s
Women’s Safety and Security Initiative on domestic violence issues, and has included
gender in Safer Community Plans.88 The program also has collected gender-based data in
the database on armed violence in Kosovo.89 Yet the short-comings of this work are the
subject of angst in Wilkinson’s 2010 evaluation of KOSSAC, and the subsequent Project
Revision which explains:
Although during the past three years, overall armed violence has been reduced, the
gender balance, in terms of perpetrators and victims, in incidents has remained
virtually constant throughout the period. The fact that approximately 16% of all
victims are either women or children is of concern and justifies KOSSAC’s
refocused interventions to mainstream gender-sensitive approaches and policies in
armed violence reduction.90
This perceived failure led directly to further efforts at gender-sensitivity in the later years of
KOSSAC. That this mid-course realization infused new energy into gender-based efforts is
indubitable. Unfortunately, there is not enough data available at the present to vouch for
the results.
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Successes	
  and	
  Challenges:	
  A	
  Practitioner’s	
  Perspective	
  
In examining the complexities of a program, it is constructive to consider the
perspective of the practitioners who are implementing it. In an interview, Alain Lapon
discussed the changes he has seen, and the successes and challenges observed during his
years directing KOSSAC. He enumerated a number of positive changes including the
development of a legal framework and Kosovo’s growing involvement with and
commitment to international norms on SALW control. He also expressed a belief that “the
public perception towards arms and need for arms has changed” over the years.91 He
argued that there has been “a shift in [the] type of weapons used in crime”—from
“Kalashnikovs and automatic rifles” in the immediate post-conflict era to “less lethal”
weapons of lower fire-power.92
In terms of challenges, Lapon said KOSSAC has not faced any major surprises, but
many small bumps in the road due to the political context: “So for example what has an
impact on a project is for example there are new elections, or there are the whole
parliament goes down and there is a 6 month recess to elect a new President, and etc, etc.
So it shifts your milestones …”93 These small challenges are each overcome in turn, but
may require a longer time-frame than originally planned. Looking at the Program from a
broader perspective, he explained that, “For me the biggest challenge is the economic crisis
91

Lapon, interview.
Ibid.
93
Ibid.
92

294

and the donor coordination—the donor contributions—for the moment.”94 This is a
challenge that echoes across cases and across development aid projects more generally.

KOSSAC	
  in	
  a	
  Changing	
  Context	
  
Of course, KOSSAC’s successes and challenges did not happen in a vacuum. Since
the end of the conflict, the context of Kosovo has been evolving on both domestic and
international fronts. The development of government institutions, the growth of civil
society, and a decade of calm if not peace, have all emerged at the same time as ongoing
international interventions and development aid from a wide variety of actors, of which
UNDP is one. This section thus addresses our final two case-study criteria: the extent to
which the broader societal context has changed concurrent with the intervention, and the
extent to which security and perceptions of security have changed.
Changes	
  in	
  Economic	
  and	
  Human	
  Development	
  
Efforts to truly understand the changes over time are complicated further by
Kosovo’s unsettled international status. This limbo status has prevented a number of
international organizations from collecting and publishing separate data on Kosovo, at
least until recently. The World Bank has only limited data on KOSOVO; OECD data on
Kosovo is even more limited, with data on Official Development Assistance beginning only
in 2009. UNDP’s annual global Human Development Report (HDR) still does not include
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Kosovo. While cognizant of these limitations, there is still some illuminating information
to examine.
Kosovo’s GDP has grown from $1.8 billion USD in 2000 at the end of the conflict,
to 4.7 billion in 2007—the last year prior to the declaration of independence—and 6.4
billion in 2012—the most recent data available.95 GDP per capita (in constant 2005 USD)
has grown from $1514 in 2000 to $2838 in 2012.96 Although its disputed status precludes
the inclusion of Kosovo in UNDP’s global HDR, there are national human development
reports created by UNDP’s Kosovo office. Each report focuses on a different facet of
human development; most, though not all, also include estimates of Kosovo’s Human
Development Index (HDI) status and other relevant human development indicator data.
The 2002 Kosovo HDR struggled with the lack of quality data, but estimated Kosovo’s
HDI as “between 0.671 and 0.733 (depending on the calculation of GDP per capita).”97
These numbers place it in the mid-range of human development, though the range of the
numbers themselves makes it unclear precisely where Kosovo falls in relation to other
countries.98 This same report found Kosovo facing an unemployment rate of 50 to 55%99
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and a poverty rate of 50.3%.100
By the next Kosovo HDR two years later, the authors were better able to calculate
Kosovo’s HDI, which, at 0.734 placed it at a medium level of human development, though
the lowest of the former Yugoslav states, and of the Balkan region more generally.101
Subsequent reports have continued to place Kosovo at the bottom of the regional pack. As
the 2012 Report explains,
According to the UNDP Human Development Index (HDI), Kosovo ranks 87th in
the world, behind all the rest of Europe. The HDI is the most comprehensive tool
available to assess the capacity of an administration to enlarge the choices and
enhance the capabilities of all its stakeholders equally. It measures the state of the
human experience in three fundamental categories: a long and healthy life, access
to knowledge and a decent living standard. Against these measures, Kosovans will,
on average be born to a shorter life expectancy, less expected years of schooling and
a poorer existence than all of their European counterparts.102
As these results indicate, the rising GDP does not represent the full picture; poverty and
unemployment remain tremendous problems (with the unemployment rate estimated at
43%, and 73% for youth).103 These circumstances are compounded by the lower life
expectancy (70 years, compared to 75.7 in Bosnia and Herzegovina, and 76.6 in Croatia),
and lower levels of education (although Kosovo’s mean years of schooling come out ahead
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of others in the region, despite the expected years of schooling lagging behind).104 Overall
these results demonstrate that while growth has occurred, the extensive international
investment in Kosovo has not been enough to overcome its initial deficits compared to
other Yugoslav successor states.
Changes	
  in	
  Civil	
  Society	
  and	
  the	
  International	
  Aid	
  Context	
  
Another important factor in understanding KOSSAC’s changing context is the
growth of civil society. The 2008 Kosovo Human Development Report focused on the role
of civil society organizations. The Report notes the complexity of Kosovo’s relationship to
civil society, which has differed over the final decade of Yugoslav rule, UN rule, and finally
the newly declared state:
When Kosovo’s autonomous status was revoked in 1989, civil society became part
of the resistance, cooperating closely with the parallel government set up in
defiance of Belgrade and offering alternative health, welfare, and literacy services. …
Civil society faced a radical change after the NATO intervention in 1999, with the
United Nations Mission in Kosovo (UNMIK) focused on peacebuilding and
reconstruction and a flood of foreign donors urging CSOs to play a major role but
also sometimes, subtly or unsubtly, defining the parameters of that role. With the
best of intentions, the sheer volume of support and the rapid pace of change have
created challenges CSOs are still struggling to overcome.105
In addition to these challenges posed by the rapid influx of funds and external actors, civil
society organizations in Kosovo have faced challenges in its relations with the fledgling
government, and with the public. The report explains that, “The government’s vision of
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civil society is positive but not well defined, and cooperation so far has been sporadic and
too dependent on individuals.”106 Public relations are likewise complex for Kosovo’s newly
strengthened civil society:
Public perception of civil society is mixed. One in five Kosovans participates in
some way in a civil society organization, and volunteerism has actually increased
somewhat since 1999. But only about a third of those polled told the Perceptions
of Civil Society in Kosovo Survey that they believed CSOs were open to public
participation, and only about half felt that CSOs represented their personal
interests. CSOs scored relatively low on accountability, and many respondents felt
107
their decisions were driven by donors.
Thus the increased presence of civil society in Kosovo, while certainly positive from the
perspective of development and democratic governance, has not been without its
difficulties.
In a 2011 interview, Astrit Istrefi of Saferworld reflected on the changes in civil
society presence since the end of the conflict, and how that has affected SALW work in
Kosovo. He noted that since the end of the conflict, civil society has grown and
strengthened both quantitatively and qualitatively. Civil society, he said, now “has … much
more developed research and advocacy skills and I think that it’s a complete different civil
society that used to exist in 2001. It was just the beginning … just a short period of time
after the war.”108 At the time, he reflects, the number of civil society organizations was
small, and none were focused exclusively on security, much less SALW. Both of those
106
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issues did garner some attention from organizations interested in rule of law. A decade
later, Istrefi notes, “there are more organizations now that are specialized,” including a
number in the security field.109 In fact, Saferworld, itself an international NGO, entered
the SALW scene in Kosovo and has partnered with local organizations to work on the
issue.
This increase in civil society presence, both home-grown and imported, has
combined with the array of domestic and international actors working on security in
Kosovo to participate in the SALW efforts. In fact, a number of actors outside of UNDP
are working on various aspects of SALW control in Kosovo. The OSCE has also been
working on human security in Kosovo, as have civil society organizations including
Saferworld. While this multiplicity of actors might be expected to produce duplication in
programming, they have made a concerted effort to avoid that pitfall. For example, in
addition to UNDP’s Safer Communities programming, there are similar initiatives that
Saferworld is running to work with local communities, as well as OSCE work. In discussing
this situation, Astrit Istrefi noted that they are coordinating and specifically focusing on
different communities, adding that “I think we are somehow filling gaps … but we are
trying not to duplicate each other.”110 More generally, he said that while coordination was
originally lacking, “I can [now] see that every single institution involved in security or safety
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or small arms is really thinking hard and sharing a lot among themselves and trying to
coordinate as much as possible and cooperate where there are areas of cooperation.”111
KOSSAC’s Alain Lapon also expressed the importance of this cooperation both to
avoid duplicating efforts, and as a part of a broader goal of transparency for the KOSSAC
project. The project’s website, for example, provides much more detail than similar projects
elsewhere in the region; this, he said, was part of a concerted effort: “By expressing,
showing publications, you get also more involvement for the civil society, people are more
aware, media can tap into this, and I think by using the whole approach and the whole
audiences you have more impact at the end. ’Cause it’s a problem—it’s not our problem,
it’s not Alain’s problem, it’s a problem for the society.”112 These substantial efforts—both
by KOSSAC and by other organizations—at transparency, cross-agency cooperation, and
cooperation with civil society, represent an important aspect of the context in which
KOSSAC operates.
Changing	
  Perceptions	
  of	
  Security	
  
Of course, the evolving economic and development climate and changes to civil
society only paint a partial context of the world in which KOSSAC operates. For another,
more directly related perspective, it is instructive to look at the outcomes of Saferworld’s
SALW perception surveys, conducted with varying degrees of assistance from Kosovo’s
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Forum for Civic Initiatives. These surveys have been conducted annually since their first
endeavor in 2007 with an eye toward understanding how perceptions of safety and security
affect demand for weapons possession.113 Key findings of the 2007 survey included a
significant difference in perceptions of security between ethnic Serbs and Albanians; a
majority conviction “that unresolved status of Kosovo could lead to another conflict”; and
a “low level of trust placed by people in Kosovo in security providers.”114 In terms of
SALW possession, the survey again found a “belie[f] that owning a firearm does not or
would not make them or their families safer,”115 while “most people consider fear of future
conflict or instability to be the main reason why people do not hand in their weapons
during weapons amnesties, while tradition also plays a role.”116
In 2008, an increase in respondents indicating estimates of weapons possession in
their communities appeared to correspond with a decrease in those who refused to answer
the question.117 There was an increase in those who expressed an interest in possessing a
weapon if it were legal.118 Perhaps most importantly, while there was a small increase in
responses saying that the main reason to acquire a weapon would be personal or family
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protection, there was a striking downturn in reasons of “to protect my community” and
“fear of conflict/wars” since the 2006 SEESAC baseline survey.119
The 2009 survey results were fairly consistent with previous years. Of note was the
new focus of the report on the potential of a weapons collection campaign, which found
that “Overall, the Kosovo population is pessimistic about the potential impact of a
campaign to collect illegally-owned weapons.”120 It found significant disparity both along
ethnic lines and along urban/rural lines in terms of the amount of confidence in such a
program, as well as which institutions would be considered trustworthy to conduct it.
The next survey, for 2009-10, found prior trends continuing, and shifted focus
more to perceptions of security institutions:
Overall, the picture is largely positive but mixed. A significant proportion of the
population perceive that their security has improved, confirming a year-on-year
positive change since 2006. Trust in security institutions continues to grow,
although there are considerable disparities between different institutions. For
instance, the Kosovo Police (KP) are widely trusted and the EU Rule of Law
Mission in Kosovo (EULEX) is held in generally poor regard across the country.121
Despite the lack of trust in EULEX, the increasing trust in security institutions overall, and
particularly those of the new state, were encouraging signals of progress.
The generally positive trends in the data up to this point were severely challenged
by political turmoil in the following years. With both electoral chaos domestically and
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intensely debated negotiations between Serbia and Kosovo on the international scene, the
uncertainty of Kosovo’s future stability re-emerged as a major concern. The 2011 survey
results reflect this reality:
They show that the political crisis in Kosovo in late 2010 which continues at the
time of writing this report had a devastating effect on local safety and security
perceptions, attitudes towards small arms and light weapons (SALW) and, even
more so, on the trust placed in security and justice providers. Perceptions of day-today public safety and security have slightly deteriorated and an increasing number
of people–particularly young people–would consider acquiring weapons. The
reputation of the Kosovo Police (KP), which was previously held in high regard by
the majority of the population, has particularly suffered in the last year.122
With the political situation remaining tense throughout 2011, the 2012 survey found that
this crisis of faith in security institutions continued to deepen:
Political turmoil over the course of the year – including a lingering electoral crisis
and the eruption of tensions in Northern Kosovo – continued to impact heavily on
people’s views about security and stability and their attitudes towards security and
justice providers. Divides between the Kosovo Government in Prishtinë/Priština
and the Kosovo Serb population in the North have widened, while across all ethnic
groups fears of violent conflict resuming in the next five years have increased.
Meanwhile, confidence in Kosovo’s lead security and justice institutions – the
police, the judiciary, customs sector and, at the international level, the EU Rule of
Law Mission in Kosovo (EULEX) – has remained low.123
The 2012 survey is the most recent data available and it leaves the human security
situation in Kosovo unresolved. Over the course of the surveys, and thus over the course of
KOSSAC’s tenure, there was a generally encouraging trend—although the discrepancies
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between ethnic groups remained worrisome—until the crises of 2010 and 2011. The
internal electoral situation has since stabilized, and there are positive indications with
regard to the talks between Pristina and Belgrade. How those situations progress will likely
have a significant impact on future perceptions of security, trust in institutions of security,
and corresponding reliance on firearms.

Conclusions	
  
This chapter has examined the Kosovo Small Arms Control Initiative, run by
UNDP since 2006. The project, which has, in various iterations, spanned over a half-dozen
years, is significant in its length compared to many short-lived development aid
interventions. Moreover, the distinctive political context of Kosovo itself over this time
period makes the project a unique and interesting case. As we have seen, KOSSAC faced a
number of challenges and opportunities directly related to this context, such as
participating in drafting a completely new policy and legal framework for SALW control.
Yet in other ways the challenges of KOSSAC, though exacerbated by the exceptional
circumstances, were the challenges of building human security in other post-conflict
situations—those of trust in security institutions, uncertainty about the possibility of future
conflict, the need for community-based safety and security plans, and the need for
cooperation with a myriad of other actors. This section will draw out in more detail the
results of this case study while the cross-case analysis chapter (Chapter 7) will delve further
305

into lessons drawn from this case study by comparing the findings here to those of the
Bosnia and Herzegovina and Croatia cases.
This case study, inevitably, is imperfect. One of the difficulties that we must grapple
with is that with so many interventions and changes happening in Kosovo simultaneously
it is impossible to isolate the effects of any one intervention. This is of course a common
difficulty faced by political scientists, aggravated in this case by the sheer magnitude of the
societal changes and international presence. Further, the particulars of the Kosovo case
both aided and harmed the search for data and information. As addressed above, some
information is simply missing because international organizations are or were prevented
from gathering the statistics due to the political status question. Other information,
including the legal texts and policy documents, are highly accessible in part due to
Kosovo’s developing under the international microscope and concerted efforts to
demonstrate conformance with European and international norms. Of course, not all
information accessibility issues are related to Kosovo’s political status. For example,
UNDP’s and Saferworld’s baseline and follow-up surveys provide researchers with an
important glimpse into changes in the status of small arms in Kosovar society over the past
decade, and UNDP Kosovo’s decidedly open and transparent approach has made further
program information accessible as well.
Moreover, despite its imperfections, the case study was worth doing, and there is
much we can learn about the small arms control efforts in Kosovo. We proceed here to
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review how KOSSAC has fared with regard to the criteria laid out earlier. In sum,
development of a robust legal framework has been fully realized, whereas other criteria
(sustainability of the intervention, realization of the proximate goals of the program,
changes in the societal context, and changes in security and perceptions of security) have a
positive bent but mixed results.
The KOSSAC program has accomplished a great deal in helping develop a new
policy and legal framework for small arms in Kosovo that is integrated into the new
governance structures there. When the UN and NATO entered Kosovo in the immediate
post-conflict period they entered a legal and policy vacuum left by the necessity of
discarding the old Yugoslav/Serbian legal system. UNMIK and KFOR created some initial
laws governing small arms as a stop-gap measure, but a true legal framework was developed
only after Kosovo’s 2008 declaration of independence. In 2008, Kosovo, with assistance
from UNDP’s KOSSAC, released its SALW Control Strategy and Action Plan and began
to develop a series of laws to fulfill its goals: the Law on Weapons (2009); the Law on
Weapons, Ammunition, and Relevant Security Equipment for Authorized State Security
Institutions (2010); the Law for the Trade of Strategic Goods (2010); the Law on Private
Security Services (2011); the Law on Civil Use of Explosives (2011); and the Criminal
Code of the Republic of Kosovo (2012). That this complex regime on SALW has been
built from scratch in a few years’ time is a substantial accomplishment. A legal framework
provides a necessary, if insufficient, basis for moving forward: any future efforts to control
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small arms will draw on this system, working to refine and enforce the laws. Moreover,
legal norms can increase perceptions of security and increase confidence in government;
not only must laws exist in order to be enforced, but they may actually increase their own
enforceability by changing the conversation.
The small arms work accomplished in Kosovo both draws heavily upon the regional
and international norms and contributes back to them. For example, the work done by
KOSSAC has helped to bring Kosovo into compliance with the various regimes. Yet
Kosovo is also a model looked to in the development of the ISACS (International Small
Arms Control Standards) that are currently being discussed, because it has recently gone
through the process of implementing the recommendations of the UN Programme of
Action and various EU regulations.
Despite the strengths of the new regime on small arms in Kosovo, some questions
remain about the sustainability and implementation of this broad new framework.
Certainly more government capacity to regulate small arms and enforce the new laws exists
than at the start of the program when the Kosovo government was still in its infancy and
the Department of Public Safety was not yet formed. This Department exists within the
Ministry of Internal Affairs and is now at the center of the SALW enterprise in Kosovo
and has worked closely with UNDP. However, the extent to which the new laws are
enforced and enforceable remains unclear. Moreover, one of the major goals of capacity
building involves a program planning for its own obsolescence and yet that ending has
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been pushed off as the program has been extended several times. That said, the program
does seem to be winding down and it will be up to future studies to determine how
effective its legacy remains post-withdrawal. The fact that the program has changed in
length and scope is not only a liability but also an asset as it has evolved to meet current
needs. Nonetheless, these circumstances do lend credence to the well-known if seldom
implemented recommendation of planning for longer-term projects from the start, a
solution that may not mesh well with donor cycles.
Our third criterion asked about the extent to which KOSSAC has succeeded in
achieving its proximate goals—the stated program outputs—of implementation of Kosovo’s
SALW Control Action Plan, capacity building, Safer Community Plans, and gender
mainstreaming within SALW efforts. Implementation of Kosovo’s SALW Strategy and
Action Plan has been quite extensive with progress made in all 11 of its “functional areas.”
Capacity building we have addressed in the previous paragraph. KOSSAC has
implemented Safer Community Plans in six municipalities (rather than the twelve which
was the original goal), none of which are Serb-majority communities. Finally, the program
has struggled with its goal of addressing gendered violence within the SALW context and is
unable to report significant progress thus far although it has implemented some gendersensitive SALW programming. Thus we can conclude that implementation of the SALW
Control Action Plan has been successful, capacity building and Safer Community Plans
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have been partially successfully (overall positive but with significant short-comings), and
meaningful gender mainstreaming has been largely unsuccessful.
One of our criteria asked about how the broader societal context has changed
concurrent with the intervention. Kosovo has experience continual change over the same
time frame as the small arms intervention in large part because this represents almost the
entirety of its modern history separated from Serbia. Overall, despite occasional political
instability in the new polity and periodic border skirmishes, there has been more stability
than might have been expected at the end of NATO’s bombing campaign. While political
conflict remains, widescale military conflict with Serbia has not resumed and as Serbia flirts
with EU candidacy there is more reason to believe renewal of violent conflict is less likely
over time. Kosovo has been developing both politically (creating new laws and institutions)
and economically (GDP has grown more than 300%). Civil society has also grown
immensely and groups have emerged that focus on security concerns (an umbrella which
includes SALW). Of course, UNDP has not been the only international actor working on
human security in Kosovo; both international organizations and NGOs have been involved
in addressing the issue (e.g., the OSCE and Saferworld both work on small arms in the
area). In fact, in this complex landscape a significant strength of the KOSSAC program
appears to be the level of commitment to coordination with other donors and actors
within the field.
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Our finial criterion, which asked about the extent to which perceptions of security
have changed, is the most complex one to answer, but in the case of Kosovo we can draw
upon the extraordinarily useful annual Saferworld perception surveys. The surveys
demonstrate a strong relationship between both internal and external political security and
security perceptions. When the political system is stable and border skirmishes are at a
minimum, perceptions of security are higher and reliance on personal weapons for security
are lower. While the surveys showed a generally positive trend in terms of perceptions of
security, there was a marked decrease surrounding political crises in 2010-11 which caused
decreased trust in security institutions and renewed interest in SALW possession. If these
trends hold true, while the political and security situation of Kosovo remains fragile,
perceptions of security are likely to continue to fluctuate with the political tide. If trust in
the laws and institutions grows, perceptions of personal security are likely to grow too, and
reliance on (primarily illegal) weapons for necessary protection will decrease. If that were
the case, a weapons amnesty program might meet with more success than any have done
heretofore. However, at this time, that possibility remains in the unknown future.
In conclusion, KOSSAC has had a strong impact during a time of tremendous
change in Kosovo. It has met with substantial though not universal success in achieving its
goals. In implementing the Kosovo SALW Control Strategy and Action Plan it has
overseen a significant success, including the development of a robust legal framework. In
capacity building efforts and developing of Safer Community plans it has had positive but
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not wholly successful results, while gender mainstreaming of small arms control efforts
remains elusive. During this time period Kosovo has grown and developed and a myriad of
changes have occurred in the environment. Security perceptions have improved but remain
tied to the political climate (both domestic and international). In improving human
security in Kosovo, the program can be called successful, though, necessarily, insufficient.
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7

CROSS-CASE ANALYSIS: COMPARING SMALL ARMS CONTROL EFFORTS
IN BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA, CROATIA, AND KOSOVO

Introduction	
  
The previous three chapters of this dissertation have engaged in focused case
studies of UNDP small arms control interventions in the former Yugoslavia—in Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Croatia, and Kosovo. These cases each involved a significant investment of
international time and resources. The combination of their shared history and divergent
historical and post-conflict experiences provides ample ground for comparison. This
chapter will employ cross-case analysis of the findings, drawing parallels and contrasts
between the three cases. This analysis will help us address the questions asked at the outset:
How can we evaluate the success of small arms aid? What are the aid programs trying to
address? Are they succeeding? Are they sufficient? And, how are they affected by the
broader SALW policy environment?1 In order to address these questions each case study
has examined a set of criteria which included the extent to which a robust policy and legal
framework has been developed; the extent to which the other proximate goals of the
program have been achieved; the extent to which local capacity has been developed (the
sustainability of the intervention); the extent to which the broader societal context has
changed concurrent with the intervention; and the extent to which security and
1

For a more detailed discussion of the research questions, please see Chapter 1, “Introduction.”
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perceptions of security have changed. This chapter will compare the findings of those
criteria between the various cases.

Developing	
  a	
  Legal	
  and	
  Policy	
  Framework	
  on	
  Small	
  Arms	
  
UNDP’s small arms control programs have engaged in assistance in developing or
strengthening a legal and policy framework on SALW in each of the case studies. The
extent of the intervention in this arena, as well as its success, varied according to the sociopolitical circumstances of the country. In each case, a national Small Arms Strategy and
Action Plan was adopted early in the program—the development of those Strategies having
been the focus of precursor programs run by UNDP throughout the region. Thus, the
programs studied here set out to implement those strategies, including the goal of bringing
their legal frameworks up to international and regional standards.
In the case of Bosnia and Herzegovina, the country was an admitted UN member
state already theoretically committed to a host of regional and international regimes on
SALW. The possibilities of NATO and UN candidacy were seen as carrots that might
further inspire compliance with these commitments. The Small Arms Control and
Reduction Programme in Bosnia and Herzegovina (SACBiH) therefore worked to help the
country meet its existing commitments. To a large degree it has succeeded at doing so. Its
biggest shortcoming— the absence of a coherent national arms law—is one that is intimately
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tied to the post-Dayton political structure of the country itself, which continues to
reinforce such fragmentation.
In Croatia, already a NATO member state and EU candidate country at the time of
the Destruction for Development (DfD) Program, there was simply less legal work to be
done. Croatia’s arms control laws were substantially in place and inline with international
and regional standards quite early on. Assistance was therefore more targeted to particular
needs, especially in terms of implementation. For example, after a new law was passed
requiring annual reports on import and export of lethal goods, UNDP assisted in the
development of the first such report.
Finally, in Kosovo, because of its peculiar political status, UNDP engaged in
extensive and more direct work on the legal and policy framework. Because it is not a UN
member state, and its country status remains contested, Kosovo cannot technically
subscribe to the various international and regional regimes on SALW, but it has
nonetheless committed to meeting those standards proactively. Because Kosovo existed in
something of legal vacuum when the UN originally entered it, UNMIK regulations initially
served as a stopgap measure. Thus the Kosovo Small Arms Control Initiative (KOSSAC)
helped develop and implement an array of legislation to supplant those regulations,
creating a brand new legal framework on SALW and related issues. The challenge therefore
was not finessing an existing legal system, but rather constructing from scratch a legal
framework complaint with various international and regional standards.
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Addressing	
  other	
  program	
  goals	
  	
  
While the overarching goal of such programs remains armed violence reduction
and improvement of human security, each UNDP small arms control program set out with
its own set of proximate goals aimed at areas such as stockpile reduction and security,
SALW collection programs, developing safer community plans, and capacity development.
Here we will look briefly at how they fared at achieving these goals.
Stockpile	
  security/reduction	
  
Stockpile security and reduction was the centerpiece of the SACBiH program; in
fact SALW destruction and ammunition disposal comprised two of the three SACBiH
program components or goals. This focus is because Bosnia and Herzegovina was left with
a tremendous stockpile of degrading weapons and ammunition after the end of the
conflict. These stockpiles have become increasingly volatile over time, increasing the
urgency of the issue. This issue has long been considered a priority by international
organizations. However, because it is intimately tied into the conflicts in BiH surround
ownership of defense property at the state versus entity level, it has inevitably been bogged
down in politics and progress was slow. Despite these setbacks however, the program did
make substantial progress in increasing the capacity for SALW and ammunition
destruction, and in reducing the size of stockpiles there as well as enhancing security at
storage sites.
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In Croatia stockpile security and reduction formed a smaller facet of the
Destruction for Development program, in part because Croatia’s Ministry of Defense
required and desired less international assistance in this matter, attempting to demonstrate
more competence and independence as Croatia vied for EU membership and transitioned
from an international aid recipient to a donor country. Thus the DfD program provided
some new destruction equipment and technical assistance but did not engage in large-scale
destruction efforts.
In Kosovo, stockpile security and reduction was not a high priority for the
KOSSAC program. Kosovo itself did not have large surplus stockpiles relative to the other
case-study countries, and many issues existed there which commanded action more
urgently. The program did successfully develop SALW management software that
contributed to stockpile management as well as for management of registered civilian
weapons. However, physical management of storage sites remained a challenge.
Collection	
  programs	
  
While NATO’s SFOR engaged in Harvest operations in Bosnia and Herzegovina,
SACBiH did not run any civilian collection campaigns during its tenure. The National
Strategy and Action Plan for SALW Control in BiH did call for the development of a new
collection campaign, but this was never a program component of SACBiH. Nonetheless,
since the program’s official end, UNDP has assisted BiH in launching a new nation-wide
campaign called “Choose Life without Weapons,” the results of which remain to be seen.
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Croatia’s DfD program was the only one of the three case study programs to run a
substantial collection campaign. Croatia’s Less Arms Less Tragedies voluntary collection
campaign began under the program’s predecessor, and continued throughout the DfD
program. While it collected a substantial number of weapons, that number represents only
a very small fraction of the estimated illegally held civilian weapons in the country. Of
course, even with a collection campaign, sheer numbers collected are not the only output—
the extent of successful consciousness-raising throughout the campaign about the dangers
of retaining illegal weapons is naturally much more difficult to quantify.
In Kosovo, collection activities likewise comprise a goal within the National
Strategy and Action Plan. However, in the shadow of several failed voluntary surrender
campaigns in the early post-conflict period, KOSSAC did not engage in any voluntary
collection campaigns.
Safer	
  Community	
  Programs	
  
Safer Community Programs have been a consistent component of UNDP SALW
control efforts throughout the region, the goal of which is to help local communities
develop plans and mechanisms to resolve local safety problems. In the case of Bosnia and
Herzegovina, this effort was not a major focal point for SACBiH and the programs were
rather limited. UNDP assisted BiH in various issues related to improving community-based
policing, and conducted several relevant studies prior to launching the Safer Community
programs. Ultimately, it launched Safer Community pilot programs in five communities
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spread amongst the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina and Republika Srpksa, though
not including the Brcko District. This limited pilot does not, so far, appear to have led to
the implementation of a broader Safer Community programming amongst more
municipalities in BiH.
In Croatia, community-based policing and Safer Community Plans constituted two
of the three major outputs or goals of the DfD program, and the two were intimately
related. The DfD program sought to strengthen community-based policing in Croatia by
supporting implementation of the Ministry of the Interior’s Community Policing Strategy.
During the predecessor program UNDP had worked with Croatia to implement Safer
Community Plans in four pilot communities that were considered to be quick fixes. As
those had been successful, the DfD program planned to launch a variety of Safer
Community Plans in more challenging areas. While the withdrawal of government funding
meant that the original goal of 40 communities was impossible to meet, the program did
ultimately engage in safer community programming in more than 8 additional
communities, addressing a variety of local safety concerns therein.
In Kosovo, Safer Community Development also constituted a major program
output (one of four). The original Project Document planned on Safer Community Plans
in twelve municipalities. However, only six were developed. They included Albanian and
ethnically mixed communities but no Serb majority communities. In these six
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communities, UNDP worked with locals to develop and implement Safer Community
Plans and to create Community Safety Centers in each place.
Capacity	
  Building	
  	
  
In some sense, all UNDP SALW control programs include capacity-building efforts;
as a development agency UNDP endeavors to help enable countries to better serve their
own needs. Nonetheless, the extent to which this is the focus of a program varies. In
Bosnia and Herzegovina, capacity building was the first program component and thus a
major goal for the SACBiH program. This capacity building effort centered on bolstering
the National Coordination Board for SALW Control and assisting in the implementation
of the Strategy and Action Plan. In addition to many efforts in these areas, SACBiH
worked to advance “informed policy-making” on the subject of SALW control (e.g.,
through workshops and seminars for policy makers).
In Croatia, capacity building was a not specific project output. The Croatian
government was already quite capable at the time of the intervention, so the amount of
assistance needed was limited throughout the program, including, but not limited to the
capacity-building arena. Nonetheless, the DfD program did of course engage in capacity
building and technical assistance activities of a more limited nature – often one-off
assistance based on specific requests from the National SALW Commission. Some of this
assistance was as basic as procuring SALW destruction equipment which the Croatian
government would them be able to use for stockpile reduction efforts going forward, while
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other efforts were more involved but still time-limited (e.g., assistance developing the first
annual report on import and export of military goods).
In Kosovo as in BiH, capacity building was considered a distinct program output,
and indeed, in the case of Kosovo with its nascent government, capacity building was no
small undertaking. KOSSAC technical advisors worked in the new Ministry of Internal
Affairs, in its Department of Public Safety (DPS), providing assistance in implementing the
recently developed legal framework. KOSSAC likewise provided capacity building and
technical assistance for the Kosovo Police and the Kosovo Forensics Agency. It even
worked to train media about SALW issues in order to advance accountability and civic
discourse. These particularly extensive efforts at capacity building distinguish the KOSSAC
program from the other cases.

SALW	
  Control	
  in	
  a	
  Dynamic	
  Environment	
  
We must recognize that SALW control programs do not occur in a vacuum. Each
of these interventions took place in post-conflict environments, to differing degrees. These
were countries in transition, and a variety of factors were at play. Nor was UNDP the only
actor in the field of SALW, although it was a major one. While it is difficult if not
impossible to measure all the changes taking place in a dynamic environment, we must at
least try to take them into account. Thus we turn here to the two final case-study criteria:
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the extent to which the broader societal context has changed concurrent with the
interventions; and the extent to which security and perceptions of security have changed.
Changes	
  in	
  Socio-‐Political	
  Context	
  
Within each case study chapter we previously examined both changes in economic
and human development, and changes in civil society and the international aid context.
Each case study society has its distinct socio-political context, despite shared histories under
the former Yugoslavia. These distinct contexts influenced the SALW work in each case.
Bosnia and Herzegovina continues to feel the effects of the war of dissolution and its
ceasefire conditions (the Dayton Peace Accords which provided its modern Constitution
with tripartite governance structure). It has been unable to supersede its divisions in order
to meet the requirements to become an official NATO or EU candidate. Croatia, in
contrast, has developed immensely since the end of the conflict. By the time of the SALW
intervention it was already a NATO member and EU candidate country (and has since
become and EU member state). During this period it was also proudly moving from the
ranks of aid recipient to donor, a transition that affected tenor of the SALW work there.
Meanwhile Kosovo, having declared independence early in 2008, after the KOSSAC
project was already underway, possessed relatively rudimentary legal and governance
structures. It was and is not accepted as UN member state, and its acceptance as a country
within the international community remains controversial. As such, it has been unable to
join international organizations and regimes as a full member. The conflict there also
322

ended much more recently compared to the other case studies.
In terms of development, all three case study societies experienced significant
growth over the course of their post-conflict lives, but also continue to face serious
challenges—especially rampant unemployment among youth (a problem throughout the
region). BiH has experienced economic growth in GDP, with GDP per captia growing at
an even faster rate. In terms of UNDP’s Human Development Index, BiH is now ranked
“high,” although it remains at the bottom of the pack compared to other ranked former
Yugoslav successor states, and life expectancy has experienced a modest growth. Yet, the
unemployment rate was high (28% in 2012), and the youth unemployment rate (63%)
crushingly so. Croatia, meanwhile, experienced significant economic growth in terms of
GDP and GDP per capita. Though the growth was at a slower rate than BiH, Croatia was
and remains a larger and more prosperous economy. Croatia’s “very high” HDI ranking is
only below Slovenia in terms of Yugoslav successor states, and its average life expectancy is
slightly higher than in Bosnia and Herzegovina. However, here too unemployment has
grown to 15.8%, with the youth unemployment rate growing to 44.2% in 2012. In Kosovo,
the poorest of the cases studied, GDP and GDP per capita have grown rapidly since the
end of the conflict, although its economy remains the smallest. Although it is not a UNDP
member state, and thus has no official HDI ranking, UNDP Kosovo has estimated its HDI
in its regular National Human Development Reports. These rankings place Kosovo below
the rest of the former Yugoslav states (including below BiH) and at the bottom of
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European states in general. It experiences lower life expectancy and education levels than
BiH, an indication that it has not yet overcome the difficulties of its recent past. Further,
its unemployment rates are desperately high—estimated at 43%, with a youth
unemployment rate of 73% in 2012.
Another measure of social change is the extent to which a more robust civil society
has developed in the case study territories. Each case study has seen growth in the number
of civil society organizations (CSOs). In post-conflict Bosnia and Herzegovina, the number
of civil society organizations has proliferated but they still do not have a robust presence in
the civic life of the country and appear vulnerable to financial shortfalls and political
pressure. In Croatia, civil society flourished during and immediately after the war, but then
appeared to languish. It has since seen a revival of interest with more organizations
emerging and more people reporting participation in CSOs. Moreover, CSOs have
materialized on both sides of the political spectrum in Croatia. Lastly, in Kosovo, civil
society presence had been part of the resistance during the war and pre-war periods. In the
post-conflict era, international funding poured in, hoping to jump-start a more robust civil
society, and CSOs have sprung up accordingly. They now have a far greater presence in
Kosovo, and their existence is generally supported by the local government, but they area
still struggling to find their place in society and some citizens perceive a lack of
accountability.
All of these societal changes took place amongst an influx of international aid and
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flurry of activity from the UN, EU and a variety of other international and regional
organizations. UNDP was not only actor, even in the field of small arms. This breadth of
international aid efforts compounds the difficulties of any attempt to measure the effects of
any one aid effort. In BiH the OSCE and the US State Department (PM/WRA) have both
provided support for SALW control activities that appear to overlap with those UNDP has
undertaken. Croatia likewise has received State Department funding. In earlier years
Croatia was an OSCE aid recipient, but the organization closed its Zagreb office in 2011.
In Kosovo, the OSCE has been working on human security issues akin to the SALW
efforts of KOSSAC, as have some NGOs such as the UK’s Saferworld. However, in
Kosovo, there were clear efforts among the various organizations to meet regularly to avoid
duplication—transparency and cooperation were taken very seriously amongst the various
actors. In contrast, in BiH there appeared to be a greater confluence of organizations
working on the same problems at the same time—not unknowingly, but perhaps untrusting
of other parties to succeed in the complex political environment.
Changes	
  in	
  Security	
  and	
  Perceptions	
  of	
  Security	
  
An exploration of changes in security or perceptions of security is crucial to
understanding the environment and impact of SALW control efforts. And yet, quality data
on this critical point is difficult to come by. For example, the UNODC (UN Office on
Drugs and Crime) has data for Croatia since 2003, but has no data on Kosovo (because it
is not a UN member state), and its data for BiH is too limited to be useful. In each case,
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SEESAC’s baseline SALW surveys from the mid 2000s provide a useful reference point. In
the case of Bosnia and Herzegovina, a 2010/11 UNDP SALW Survey provides follow-up.
In Croatia, however, there was no follow-up survey towards the project’s end, perhaps due
to funding constraints. Meanwhile, in Kosovo, Saferworld conducted annual SALW
perception surveys—providing a wealth of information over time.
Acknowledging the limits of the available data, therefore, we proceed with this
analysis. Across the region, crime rates are low compared to Western and Northern
Europe, but economic insecurity is prevalent as reflected in the unemployment rates
discussed earlier. In Bosnia and Herzegovina, citizens feel generally secure—with more fears
of economic insecurity than physical insecurity—but continue to worry about recurrence of
violence in the future, a concern that the divided political system does nothing to alleviate.
Even without a perception survey, we can see that in Croatia too, economic security
concerns trump physical ones, as is evidenced by the experience of the Safer Community
Programs there and backed up by crime data. In Kosovo, the rich survey data showed a
clear relationship between political security and perceptions of personal security—boarder
skirmishes with Serbia, or dysfunction in the internal political system negatively impact
perceptions of security. Overall, the surveys there showed a trend of increasingly positive
perceptions of security, but in Kosovo this situation is likely to remain fragile and continue
to fluctuate while its broader political status remains unresolved. In both BiH and Kosovo
the surveys showed some positive encouragement for engaging in future SALW collection
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campaigns, but these will only succeed with the right timing—in the immediate post-conflict
era the lack of trust in future security / fear of resumption of hostilities remained too high,
and even now there is still residual fear due to the political circumstances of each place. In
Croatia, these fears are much further removed as the country travels into its future as an
EU member. Perhaps it is for this reason that it is the only case study country to have
engaged successfully in a civilian collection campaign thus far, though as mentioned above
it too was limited in the number of weapons collected.

Regional	
  SALW	
  Control	
  Efforts	
  from	
  a	
  Practitioner’s	
  Perspective	
  
In each of the case study chapters we also asked what the successes and challenges
of each program looked like from the perspective of the practitioners involved in their
implementation. Here, we will take a step back and ask what those successes and challenges
look like from a cross-case perspective. How do the SALW control efforts in the Balkan
region as a whole fare in the eyes of practitioners?
In a 2011 interview, Diman Dimov, then SEESAC’s Team Leader, reflected on the
changes in the regional SALW control field since SEESAC began. He observed significant
progress in terms of a more robust legal framework throughout the region, more robust
administrative capacity, and increased political will to focus on implementation and
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results.2 Asked about the challenges faced in SEESAC’s work, Dimov answered that the
biggest challenge was “to put all these issues in a holistic approach.” He elaborated,
Because we can say yes, there is a surplus of weapons, let’s destroy them. And you
destroy them. But if you don’t put a methodology how to determine on regular
basis what is surplus of weapons, and if you don’t agree on methodology what to do
with this surplus, and if you don’t put aside funds in the republican budget in
order to support these activities, then the fact that you have destroyed 28,000
weapons doesn’t solve your problem mid-term and long-term, it solves your
problem in the short-term. So the main challenges is always to approach from a
holistic perspective the issue of arms control.3
He also noted that sustainability was a substantial challenge with a number of different
facets including both the need for “civilian or parliamentary oversight” of SALW issues
and the need for financial sustainability. In terms of financial sustainability, he observed
that this entails both national budgets beginning to take responsibility for on-going tasks,
but also dependable donor support for entrenched problems that will take longer than a 2year donor cycle to resolve.
In a 2014 interview, Zack Taylor, Regional Conflict Prevention Adviser at UNDP’s
Centre for Europe and the Commonwealth of Independent States, provided his own
perspective on the successes and challenges of SALW control in the Balkans. In terms of
successes, he reflected on the administrative development and cooperation that has
emerged: “I think the fact that the respective agencies and ministries are transparent, are
cooperating, and are … basically transparent, integrated entities, is a tremendous aid to
2
3

Diman Dimov, SEESAC Team Leader, interview by author, Belgrade, Serbia, June 10, 2011.
Ibid.
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future stability.”4 In addition, he noted the success of public outreach campaigns in
“changing attitudes about their views towards weapons,” perceiving a “fundamental shift”
from weapons as a safety device to a “liability.”5 Finally, in terms of challenges, Taylor
discussed the “narrowness” of SALW interventions, observing that “a lot of these
interventions came about because of funding windows which existed in the EU or the UN
or someplace else, and were conceived of and articulated with regard to those windows, not
with regard to asking a question like ‘how are we best placed to help stabilize Bosnia?’ or
‘what can we do with the Croatian security services to make them less likely to be in a
regional conflict in the future?’”6 Thus the challenge for future SALW programs—in many
ways a challenge for the entire development aid enterprise—is to ask tough questions first
and then attract the necessary funding to follow.

Conclusions	
  
We have engaged here in a cross-case analysis of the role and effectiveness of three
UNDP small arms control programs in the Former Yugoslav territories of Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Croatia, and Kosovo. Figure 7.1 provides an overview of the differences
between the three cases.

4

Zachary Taylor, UNDP Regional Conflict Prevention Adviser, interview by author, Skype, August 8, 2014.
Ibid.
6
Ibid.
5
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BiH

Croatia

Kosovo

Extent of
Program

Extensive investment in
capacity building,
destruction and
stockpile security.

Limited investment due
to both lower need and
funding shortfall. Focus
on safer community
programming.

Extensive investment in
legal/policy arena and
capacity building.

Policy and
Legal
Framework

Assistance needed to
further align with
international standards.

Alignment already mostly
complete.

Assistance needed in building
legal framework from scratch.

Proximate
goals
(program
components)

•

•
•

Enhanced
institutional capacity
for SALW control
SALW destruction
Ammunition
disposal

•
•
•

Community policing
Safer community
plans
Firearms and violence
(includes collection
campaign)

•
•
•
•

Implementation of SALW
Strategy and Action Plan
Capacity Building
Safer Community
Development
Gender-sensitive SALW
programming

Capacity
development

Major program goal.
Significant effort.

Limited. Much capacity
already existing.

Major program goal. Intensive
investment.

Sociopolitical
context

UN Member state.
Lower development than
other former- Yugoslav
successors. NATO
membership action plan
(MAP) status held up
due to political discord
on defense property
issue.

UN Member state.
Highest level of
development of the 3 case
studies. Already NATO
member, and EU
candidate during
program.

Not UN member – limited
international recognition.
Lowest development in
Europe. Intensive
international involvement.

Security and
Perceptions
of Security

Economic insecurity
higher than physical, but
continued worries about
recurrence of violence
due to unresolved areas
of conflict / Dayton
system.

Economic insecurity
higher than physical.
Fewer concerns about
future conflict. Looking
towards European future.

Increased perception of
security over time. Deep
connection between political
security and personal security.
When concerns about
political future are greatest, so
too are concerns about
personal safety. Unresolved
political status remains
problematic. Economic
insecurity also high.

Figure 7.1. Cross-Case Overview
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When UNDP first began engaging in SALW control efforts in these areas through
the SEESAC baseline surveys and EUSAC pilot projects, assistance was provided to all
three in developing national SALW strategies and action plans. These policy instruments
helped frame the future needs in each case. Thus in BiH the program helped raise the legal
framework to international and regional standards, in Croatia most of this work was
complete before the program launched, and in Kosovo a completely new legal framework
on SALW was needed.
The programs each made substantial progress on their major goals or components.
Substantial capacity development took place in BiH and Kosovo. In Croatia that progress
was necessarily limited by the reduced funding for the program, as well as genuinely lesser
need. In all cases political will and socio-political circumstances affected both the successes
and challenges of the programs. For example, in Bosnia and Herzegovina the State versus
Entity level disagreements on ownership of defense property plagued efforts at stockpile
management and destruction, although significant progress was still made.
Economic insecurity is high in the region, especially amongst youth, and this
concern pervades public consciousness, although disquiet remains about possible
recurrence of violence and uncertainty of political status in BiH and Kosovo. These
uncertainties of course affect peoples’ attitudes towards weapons and likelihood of holding
onto war relics.
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Overall then, the programs were effective if not sufficient. SALW control
challenges remain. In particular, stockpile management and reduction of surplus weapons
and ammunition, while addressed by these programs, remain an important regional issue
as stockpiles continue to age. Further, internal laws and policy do not take place in a
vacuum, as the vast international market in illicit arms gives daily proof. Borders are a
barrier, but they are permeable. The use and misuse of SALW in the Balkans will continue
to be affected not only by internal politics and external political status, but by the
international and regional environment in which weapons are built, marketed, and used.
Finally, at the outset we also asked how the case study programs were affected by
the broader SALW policy environment, and visa versa. A series of international and
regional regimes have emerged on SALW in recent years. The UNDP programs studied
here all aimed to bring the countries into compliance with those regimes despite the fact
that many of them are not legally binding. In that task, they have been highly successful.
The former Yugoslav states are highly compliant with international and regional standards
on SALW, including high levels of participation in reporting mechanisms, perhaps more
so than other more highly developed neighbors since the Balkan states have received aid
and invested a concerted effort in this compliance. Thus, at least in this unique postconflict development aid environment, these regimes appear more effective than might be
expected. Moreover these circumstances mean that while UNDP and SEESAC have looked
to international regimes for guidance, they have also been sought out for their experience
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in this area, with SEESAC standards even being looked to in the drafting of the new
International Small Arms Control Standards (ISACS).
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8

CONCLUSION

Overview	
  
The study of the complex issues surrounding the proliferation and misuse of small
arms and light weapons constitutes an emerging area within academic and policy discourse.
This dissertation contributes to that new field, as well as to related discourses on human
security and aid effectiveness. Favored by armies and police forces, insurgents, and
criminals alike, small arms produce a heavy impact both in war and during relative peace.
They have the power to threaten, to maim, and to kill, and in doing so they can impact the
lives of individuals, communities, and nations. Efforts to combat this entrenched problem
are taking place on both the global stage in conversations about laws and norms, and onthe-ground, in primarily post-conflict environments where international aid addressing
small arms control is seen as a means of armed violence prevention.
This dissertation has explored the role of localized small arms control
interventions, and their interaction with the broader small arms policy context, through
case studies of UNDP small arms control aid in the former Yugoslavia. After establishing
the theoretical framework (Chapter 2), we began by examining the emerging framework of
international and regional regimes on SALW (Chapter 3). We then engaged in focused
case studies of UNDP programs in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, and Kosovo
(Chapters 4, 5, and 6, respectively). Finally, we engaged in cross-case analysis comparing the
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findings between those cases (Chapter 7). Here, we conclude with a discussion of the
study’s findings followed by recommendations for policy and for future research.
The former Yugoslav cases were selected because, besides a degree of shared history,
the cases shared a similar level of human development and state stability according to
various indices, and shared extensive investment (defined by weighty financial
commitment, number of donors, and length of intervention) in post-conflict small arms
control efforts. Despite these similarities, each case contained distinct socio-political
circumstances which directly affected the role and impact of any aid efforts there: Bosnia
and Herzegovina with its entrenched post-Dayton political stalemate; Croatia on the verge
of moving from aid recipient to donor and EU member state; and Kosovo still
unrecognized as a UN member state and dealing with a brand new legal and governance
structure amongst existential political uncertainty.
Each case was evaluated against a series of criteria: the extent to which a robust
policy and legal framework has been developed; the extent to which the other proximate
goals of the program have been achieved; the extent to which local capacity has been
developed (the sustainability of the intervention); the extent to which the broader societal
context has changed concurrent with the intervention; and the extent to which security
and perceptions of security have changed. Of course, success at these proximate goals
cannot prove success at the broader achieving the broader societal goals of such small arms
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control interventions—improving human security and reducing both actual and potential
armed violence—but they serve as worthwhile indicators.
Overall, we found that substantial progress has been made in developing robust
legal and policy framework on SALW in each case study territory. The programs also made
significant progress toward their other proximate goals, although each program had its own
struggles. Challenges varied from the state- versus entity-level control of defense property
confounding destruction efforts in BiH, to the lack of full funding for the program in
Croatia, to struggles with extending Safer Community Plans to Serb areas and with
implementing gender-sensitive programing in Kosovo. Local capacity has increased but
remains highly variable among the different case studies. The changes in societal context
were considerable—indeed the extent to which the societies were in flux makes any
attributions of causality difficult. Finally, changes in security and perceptions of security are
most difficult to measure. In Kosovo, we were able to draw on the extensive data available
from annual surveys conducted by Saferworld which demonstrate how changes in
perceptions of security there align with moments of greater or lesser political stability.
However, without similar data for the other case studies, future studies will need to fill the
remaining gaps.
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Findings	
  
At the outset of this dissertation I presented a puzzle: Given that primarily smallscale, geographically limited initiatives have been implemented, while larger, international
or systemic, ones have been allowed to flounder, are the former effective? We know that
policy (macro) without implementation (micro) is insufficient; is implementation without
policy equally insufficient? I proposed to contribute towards a better understanding of that
puzzle by addressing the following underlying questions: How can we evaluate success of
small arms aid? What are the geographically limited initiatives trying to address? Are they
succeeding? Are they sufficient? And, how are they affected by the SALW policy
environment? Here, I will briefly review how the research findings speak to each of these
questions.
How can we evaluate success of small arms aid? I developed a framework for
evaluating the success of these small arms aid programs using the criteria described above.
In part, success can be defined as satisfactory achievement of the proximate program goals
(in the case of UNDP—the goals or outputs outlined in a Project Document). Further, to be
successful, a project should ultimately be sustainable, thus the extent of capacity building
matters as well. However, while necessary, these criteria alone are not sufficient to
demonstrate success. Therefore, we looked also at changes in socio-political context and
available indicators for security and perceptions of security. Finally, there are many further
indicators of armed violence and human security (identified in the Literature Review) that
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could likewise prove useful to evaluating the success of such aid efforts, although they were
not—for a variety of reasons—available for this particular study.
What are the geographically limited initiatives trying to address? Broadly, the
projects fall under the rubric of armed violence prevention. In some way, by attempting to
reduce both the availability of weapons and demand for weapons, they hope to reduce
future recourse to weapons. In the case of the initiatives in the former Yugoslavia, the
territories currently have low crime rates and low levels of armed violence. However, armed
violence in the recent past, combined with remaining unresolved political tensions, mean
that aid donors hope to both mitigate the dangers of volatile stockpiles and to prevent a
reversion to violence in the future. They aim to do so by improving legislative frameworks,
securing and reducing stockpiles, and reducing demand for weapons (though public
awareness raising campaigns as well as through providing Safer Community Plans that give
local communities tools to resolve local issues).
Are they succeeding? UNDP is succeeding at implementing programs that
generally meet their proximate goals: successfully reducing the dangers of volatile
stockpiles, increasing local capacity in both destruction and administrative management,
strengthening regimes, and increasing public awareness. Whether these actions actually
increase perceptions of security, and thus reduce demand for weapons requires further
study. Whether they succeed at helping prevent future recourse to violence is of course
unknown and unknowable.
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Are they sufficient? They are not. Perhaps no individual development aid or peacebuilding effort is ever truly sufficient. Nor are they expected to be a panacea. In this
particular case, or set of cases, we have seen significant internal progress on SALW control
issues. But the issue of SALW control is and cannot be purely an internal matter for the
state—due to the complex cross-border nature of sales and transfers, both legal and illicit,
the actions of other states and actors matter deeply. The extent of a small arms threat in
the Balkans is primarily internal, whether from excess and unstable stockpiles or from
widely distributed illegally held civilian weapons as a result of the conflict. That these
weapons don’t fuel violence there, has been the primarily concern. That they don’t later
fuel violence elsewhere, is likewise important. To the extent that better laws and
enforcement exist, this threat is mitigated. However, it is not enough that these new EU
candidate or hopeful-candidate countries fulfill all the requirements and best-practices of
international and regional regimes on SALW. Who is to require other countries to meet
those standards, or to assist them or motivate them in doing so?
How are they affected by the SALW policy environment? As touched on above,
small arms control aid in the Balkans has been profoundly influenced by the broader
international and regional policy environment. Aid providers have worked closely with
governments to bring laws and policies in line with European and international regimes on
SALW. Not only do the former Yugoslav states regularly submit reports to the UN PoA
and UN Conventional Arms Register, but also they are now inline with most OSCE and
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EU standards and best-practices. They even coordinate with each other on SALW issues
through SEESAC and RACVIAC forums. The lack of legally-binding international norms
on SALW may stymie compliance more generally—in fact, in 2011, the Small Arms Survey
found that “A decade after the adoption of the PoA, it is not clear that the UN small arms
process has changed much at ‘ground level’ in terms of concrete implementation.”1 Yet in
these former Yugoslav cases aid providers have been able to channel aid into meeting and
exceeding these aspirational norms. Further because compliance with international and
regional SALW regimes has been held as a requirement for EU accession, the carrot of
potential EU candidate or member status has been used by aid providers to help motivate
support for their efforts. Thus, in practice, at least in these cases, the international and
regional policy environment is affecting local change through the mechanism of small arms
control aid efforts.
Having addressed each of the underlying questions posed in my problem statement,
how did my thesis fare? I hypothesized that the programs were necessary but not
sufficient—that is to say that their progress was significant but was also hampered by lack of
a robust international legal regime. This was true of course—the programs did make a
substantial impact locally, although that impact will remain incomplete without broader
cross-border protections. Further, there are other efforts needed to help improve

1

Graduate Institute of International Studies, Small Arms Survey 2011: States of Security (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2011), 60.
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perceptions of security and thus reduce demand for weapons locally. However, the nascent
small arms policy environment, internationally and regionally, had a much deeper impact
on the aid programs than I anticipated as providers used the programs to help implement
otherwise unenforceable regimes. This implies a more complex inter-relationship between
localized aid efforts and strategic-level policy and legal regimes than expected.
I further hypothesized that because small arms is a new and understudied field the
programs suffer from a lack of systematic analysis that may hurt their ability to learn and
improve program design over time. This seems to be quite true. As Hans Risser articulated
in an interview, the lack of follow-up surveys assessing distribution of weapons and
perceptions of security after the end of the interventions is highly problematic:
If I could get someone to pay for it, I would love to have new small arms surveys
done in every country in the region that SEESAC has done one of the small arms
surveys … so that we can actually finally see what the impact of these projects were.
At the moment we have baseline surveys but we don’t really have the next survey to
tell us what has changed between the two surveys, which, as you’ll understand, is
critical for really knowing what the impact was.2
And yet, this does not mean that UNDP is at fault. Their level of investment—directly and
through SEESAC—in studies on SALW in the Balkan region is extraordinary. And as an
aid organization, their focus must be on providing aid. Noting that in a world of limited
funding every M&E position takes away from an actual development position, Zack Taylor
reflected that “I think in this area we’ve done a pretty good job of monitoring impact on
2

Hans Risser, Former Senior Advisor and Programme Manager for UNDP Croatia, interview by author,
Skype, November 1, 2011.
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small arms control side because it’s really very concrete stuff.”3 He concluded, “I wouldn’t
invest a lot more in Monitoring and Evaluation. I think the work that, the work that
SEESAC has done is some of the best.”4 The conundrum then, is that even though the aid
providers are not in the position to provide those studies, their aid efforts would benefit
from them. The significant investment in SALW aid in the Balkans can provide lessons for
other SALW aid efforts, and studies like this provide important perspective, but our
knowledge of the programs’ impact will remain incomplete without further impact surveys
and post-facto analysis.

Policy	
  Recommendations	
  
Recommendations here are nominally separated into policy and academic/research
recommendations, but in reality, the two are interrelated, sometimes quite closely. To some
extent, this is simply the reality of policy-oriented research, and research-driven policy.
While preserving this nuance, the recommendations here are divided in an attempt to
provide clarity for those looking for an overview of findings in either field. Policy
recommendations themselves have been further divided to address lessons-learned from
each of the various case study criteria.

3
4

Zachary Taylor, UNDP Regional Conflict Prevention Adviser, interview by author, Skype, August 8, 2014.
Ibid.
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Developing	
  a	
  Legal	
  and	
  Policy	
  Framework	
  on	
  Small	
  Arms	
  
The UNDP programs in the former Yugoslavia demonstrate that SALW control aid
can have a profound impact on developing and strengthening a legal and policy framework
surrounding SALW in recipient countries. This type of aid can and should be
implemented more broadly. Providing assistance in meeting the requirements and best
practices of regional and international regimes can expand the reach of these regimes in
terms of both depth and breadth, facilitating implementation of agreements that would
otherwise languish for lack of enforcement mechanisms.
Addressing	
  other	
  Program	
  Goals	
  

	
  

Each SALW control assistance program is built upon several program components,
which are the proximate goals of the program. Here, we draw lessons-learned and
recommendations regarding these components, which are at the heart of implementation
on the ground.
Stockpile Security/Reduction. Stockpile security and reduction is increasingly
understood to be an important area for SALW control aid, as the dangers of excess and
aging stockpiles becomes increasingly apparent. As we invest in the area, we need to be
prepared to work on buy-in from local governments in terms of the importance of
destruction of aging weapons rather than holding out for the panacea of re-selling old
weapons and ammunition. This is also an area where capacity building is very important as

343

there will always be future need—governments must ultimately be able to both conduct
their own needs assessments and implement physical security and destruction activities.
Collection Programs. Voluntary surrender or collection programs have proved
extremely hard to implement in a violent or post-conflict context, where trust—in neighbors
and in security institutions—is low. We should expect to invest significant resources into
confidence building and awareness-raising before engaging in collection campaigns—people
will not surrender their weapons if they don’t trust the collector.
Moreover, if people don’t trust in their future, they are not going to give up their
weapons, so a first-pass attempt immediately post-conflict should not be expected to be
high yield, nor should it be expected to be the only effort. We should be starting with the
public expectation that this is an activity to re-visit again later in the peace-building process,
as people begin to feel more secure.
Safer Community Programs. Safer Community Plans are a mainstay of UNDP’s
small arms control programming efforts, yet they have struggled with their reach. In
Kosovo, they were unable to extend into Serb areas, in all cases, funding significantly
limited how many communities they reached. If we believe that implementing these
programs can have a significant long-term impact as violence deterrents, then we should be
investing in them more—both in terms of funds and concentration of effort—strategically
placing them in communities with the highest need, but also aiming for further breadth.
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Capacity Building. Capacity building is itself a goal of several of the programs, and
all programs aim to engage in capacity building to various extents. It is well known that this
is an area that requires continued effort to get right. Ultimately, with true capacity
building, aid agencies aim to make themselves redundant, so that recipient the countries
don’t come to rely on external aid to do the hard work of SALW control—from building
national action plans to their implementation. In all cases, there should be a strategy from
the start, addressing what capacity looks like and how to get there.
Gender-mainstreaming. Gender-mainstreaming or gender-sensitive SALW
programming was included as a goal in one case study program, and briefly discussed in the
Project Document of another. But in order to “walk the walk,” the goal must be more
concrete and better defined at the outset. We need to start with better understandings of
the gendered impact of SALW violence, and how we intend to address it, before going in.
Small	
  Arms	
  in	
  a	
  Changing	
  Socio-‐Political	
  Context	
  
Context matters. SALW control efforts do not take place in a vacuum. There will
always be more than one player at work in the field and more than one change happening
in society. This brings an inevitable complexity to any intervention, but we can work to
minimize the chaos that the multiplicity of actors and dynamic socio-political processes can
cause. Meaningful communication can be a weighty tool in mitigating the potential pitfalls.
Many of the people working on SALW in the Balkans know each other both across
organizations within a country, and across countries. They have worked together on prior
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projects. This allows for informal communication and sharing of lessons, but how is this to
be formalized? Post-facto reports within UNDP or other aid providers that distill lessonslearned are useful, but they are not enough. These reports must be shared—with other
organizations working in the same area and with other country-teams within the same
organization. They should be easily catalogued and searchable and, if possible, public.
Otherwise, we risk learning the same lessons over and over again.
Security	
  and	
  Perceptions	
  of	
  Security	
  
Security and perceptions of security can significantly impact demand for weapons.
Perceptions of security depend on big picture political stability (if it’s missing, people will
feel less secure), but not only on that (e.g., small blips in crime rates can have big impact).
In order to reduce demand for weapons, we need to better understand how to improve
perceptions of security. Likewise, in order to learn more about aid effectiveness, and in
order to improve program design, we need to understand better how perceptions of
security change. All of this means that we need more studies—specifically, more perception
surveys. We need to follow up the base-line surveys that SEESAC conducted in the Balkans
a decade ago, with newer surveys that can elucidate what has changed. We need baseline
surveys in other locations where we aim to engage in armed violence reduction. This is an
area where further research can and should impact policy.
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Application	
  of	
  Regional	
  and	
  International	
  Regimes	
  on	
  SALW	
  
In this study we learned that regional and international regimes on SALW can have
a big impact on localized efforts, and those localized efforts can, in turn, help enforce the
high-level regimes. As such, aid organizations can follow the example of UNDP’s efforts in
the Balkans, and use small arms control aid to help build compliance. This in turn, can be
further encouraged within the context of the regimes themselves.
Program	
  Evaluation	
  
In-depth program evaluation can provide significant insights and impact future aid
efforts. To fully understand the impact of a program, we much look beyond its
implementation of its proximate goals to its impact on perceptions of security and demand
for weapons. This means we need more studies like this one, combined with further use of
indicator data on armed violence and program effectiveness. This, in turn, requires access
to data. Aid organizations may not be able to do the evaluation themselves—funding and
resources may preclude this—but they can and should provide access to data and actively
support such efforts, recognizing them as a contribution to their work rather than as
competition or detraction.
Funding	
  
Without additional funding for SALW aid, few of these recommendations are
possible. Funding is the elephant in the room, upon which all aid efforts must rely. Donors
then, need to understand the potential of small arms aid, and provide it with financial
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support. This support should be expected to take place over a number of years. Profound
impact is not going to happen over the course of an 18-month donor cycle; longer
timelines are needed as we invest in long term violence prevention. Donors need also to
understand the importance of underscoring this aid with further research. Baseline and
follow-up surveys may not have the appeal of a quick destruction program, but without
them we are working in the dark.

Research	
  Recommendations	
  
Overall, we need more academic research in the field of small arms and light
weapons to contribute to the development of a robust literature on this topic. Specifically,
we need more research on the topics explored in this dissertation—the impact and
effectiveness of small arms control aid and its interaction with the broader regimes
developing around the issue. A few examples follow:
•

The present study can and should be expanded, integrating further indicator data
and follow-up surveys.

•

This study can be further complemented by similarly rigorous studies of other
UNDP SALW efforts in the former Yugoslavia and the Balkans more generally.
The smaller and earlier efforts in FYROM, Montenegro, and Albania can be readily
assessed. Current efforts in Serbia are too recent for productive study, but should
be kept in mind for future studies.
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•

Studies of SALW control efforts in other regions should be conducted. Studies in
Africa are likely to focus on post-conflict DDR—the most common form of SALW
aid to the region—while those in Latin America may focus more on addressing
SALW control efforts in areas of urban violence.

•

Studies of contemporary SALW control efforts should be revisited with impact
studies 10 years out. Just as peace operations can continue to learn from earlier
efforts as we can better assess impact over time, so too can the field of small arms
control benefit from longitudinal studies.

•

As addressed earlier, we learned here that localized SALW aid efforts and larger
regional and international regimes affect each other’s success. The interaction
between the two deservers further study.

Individually, each of these studies would be useful. Together, they can build a body of
knowledge on aid effectiveness in the area of small arms control, an effort that would in
turn have enormous significance for policy makers and aid donors as they evaluate how to
improve small arms control and reduce armed violence.
Quality research requires funding. Impact and perception surveys require a team of
researchers. Worldwide studies require translators. They also require an investment of time
for researchers to develop expertise in the problems specific to each region. A researcher
with the appropriate skills and knowledge can use those tools to study SALW control in a
variety of contexts, but this requires support. Small arms are not a sexy topic compared to
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Weapons of Mass Destruction, and their study has not generated a huge number of
academics or grants. However, it is essential and we should view these research needs as an
investment in expanding the realm of knowledge in the field of International Relations.

Closing	
  
This study has offered a contribution to the academic and policy discourse on small
arms and light weapons by examining the role played by international aid efforts to help
control SALW in the former Yugoslavia. We have gained a greater understanding of the
potential and pitfalls of small arms control aid, and contributed to theory-building in this
emerging field. Much work remains to be done.
It is worth noting that each of the recommendations proposed here would make
marginal improvements. This is not to undermine their importance. They truly matter.
They will not revolutionize the world, but they each provide an important step towards
gaining fuller knowledge of small arms control processes and improving the
implementation of those processes.
The problems posed by small arms and light weapons are complex, and their
solutions must likewise be multifaceted. SALW are not going to disappear from our lives—
how we in the international and scholarly community learn to grapple with their effects
and reduce the probability of armed violence will continue to be a matter of profound
import.
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