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activities.20 With respect to the 11 organizations active in PoA assistance, five responded that they
generally implement assistance through resources that were earmarked specifically for SALW from
the donor.21 Another organization generally provides assistance from its own internal mechanisms
and resources.22 Seven organizations use a combination of internal and earmarked resources from
donors.23 Table 1 reflects the financial and technical assistance provided by some of the
organizations active in PoA assistance.

Table 1. Types of assistance provided by international organizations

Source: returned questionnaires.

a We did not receive an official response from UNICEF; however, the UNICEF field office in Bosnia and
Herzegovina (BiH) responded to the questionnaire based on its own field projects.

b We did not receive an official response from UNICEF; however, the UNICEF field office in Haiti
responded to the questionnaire based on its own field projects.

As stated above, states funded international organizations with US$ 305 million on 128 occasions.
International organizations have implemented an additional 141 activities with US$ 154 million
from their own resources, which are often supported by donor funding.

Activity International organization

National Commissions, 
coordinating agencies, NPCs

Interpol Sub-Regional Bureau Harare, SEESAC, DDA, UNDP, DPKO, 
UNICEF BiH,a UNICEF Haiti,b UNIFEM, UNREC

Capacity-building and training on 
SALW issues

Interpol Sub-Regional Bureau Harare, SEESAC, DDA, UNDP, UNICEF 
BiH, UNREC

Legislation, regulations and 
administrative procedures

Interpol Sub-Regional Bureau Harare, SEESAC, UNDP, DPKO, 
UNODC, UNREC, WCO

Customs and borders Interpol Sub-Regional Bureau Harare, UNDP, DPKO, UNODC, 
SEESAC, WCO

Law enforcement Interpol Sub-Regional Bureau Harare, UNDP, DPKO, UNICEF Haiti, 
UNODC, UNREC

Addressing brokering Interpol Sub-Regional Bureau Harare, DDA, UNODC

Building and strengthening 
partnerships

Interpol Sub-Regional Bureau Harare, DDA, UNDP, UNICEF Haiti, 
UNIFEM

Promoting dialogue, awareness 
raising, education activities

Interpol Sub-Regional Bureau Harare, SEESAC, DDA, UNDP, UNEP, 
UNICEF BiH, UNICEF Haiti 

Addressing marking and tracing Interpol Sub-Regional Bureau Harare, SEESAC, UNODC, UNREC

Stockpile management Interpol Sub-Regional Bureau Harare, SEESAC, UNDP, UNREC

Record keeping, registration and 
information sharing

Interpol Sub-Regional Bureau Harare, SEESAC, UNDP, UNDP Ghana, 
UNODC, UNREC

Weapons collection Interpol Sub-Regional Bureau Harare, SEESAC, DDA, DPKO, UNDP, 
UNREC

Destruction Interpol Sub-Regional Bureau Harare, SEESAC, DDA, UNDP, DPKO

DDR UNDP, DPKO, UNICEF Haiti, UNIFEM

Children in armed conflict DPKO, UNICEF BiH, UNICEF Haiti, UNREC

Action-oriented research SEESAC, UNDP, UNIDIR, UNIFEM, WHO, UNREC 

Linked issues of organized crime, 
drug trafficking and terrorism

DDA, Interpol Sub-Regional Bureau Harare, UNODC, WCO
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International organizations that concentrated in a specific geographical area have had a strong
impact on the amount of assistance provided to a region financially and in terms of the number of
activities implemented. By the end of 2005, SEESAC had implemented at least 54 different direct
assistance activities (US$ 1 million) in its region, and in its questionnaire response it listed at least
another US$ 1 million to be allocated toward activities that would commence by early 2006.

Assistance via regional organizations

Given that the causes of SALW issues usually extend beyond the immediate territory of the affected
state, a regionally integrated approach is often necessary. A number of regions have existing
instruments to address SALW such as the Nairobi Protocol, the Southern African Development
Community (SADC) Protocol,24 the Organization of American States (OAS) Convention,25 the
Andean Declaration26 and the EU Small Arms Strategy.27 These instruments reflect and address
SALW concerns of a more localized nature and, when legally binding, pose an obligation on states
to implement the established measures. Such instruments put regional organizations in a unique
position between global and local initiatives to address SALW and can act as a motivating force to
address the transnational nature of a number of SALW issues at the local, regional and global levels. 

UNIDIR received questionnaire responses from 10 regional organizations: four of which identify
themselves as having member states that either are in conflict situations or have areas of general
instability;28 three of the 10 act as donors and/or implementing agencies;29 and three responded
that their organization has no role in either implementing or coordinating SALW issues.30

Most regional organizations reported in the questionnaires that they receive funds from donors that
are specifically earmarked for PoA assistance. Overall, donors channelled at least US$ 31 million
through regional organizations in at least 97 different instances. Regional organizations have used
the contributions as well as their own internal resources to implement 31 activities
(US$ 63 million); however, a number of the figures provided were based on projections and the
projects have not been fully implemented.
 

• Regional organizations have most actively engaged in capacity-building and training
activities, which include conducting and hosting workshops, seminars and conferences.

• While not having the resources to provide financial support to their member states to
implement the PoA, regional and subregional organizations in Africa and the Americas have
been actively engaged on PoA issues particularly with respect to hosting, conducting and
providing expertise at conferences and meetings.

• Regional organizations in affected regions consider themselves to be in a strong position for
implementing training activities; and

• The OSCE and NATO have implemented about a quarter of the estimated total number of
destruction activities, which account for 67% of the financial assistance provided for
destruction—just under half of the activities supported by the EU, including approximately
83% of its financial assistance, was allocated toward DDR programmes.

According to one organization that both receives and provides assistance, a number of the
problems that regional organizations face come down to capacity constraints within the
organization itself, which limits the types of activities they can pursue and challenges
implementation on the activities they are conducting.31 One such organization noted that it was
difficult to meet capacity needs to fully service meetings with respect to the translation of
documents and presentations, etc. A major donor organization noted that “greater financial
generosity of donors would be welcome”.32
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UNCOVERING THE CHALLENGES OF ASSISTANCE:
REQUESTS FOR ASSISTANCE AND PERCEIVED SUFFICIENCY

KEY FINDINGS

• Information on PoA assistance is inconsistent among donors, implementing agencies and
affected states.

• States affected by SALW may not be provided details on the activities implemented by
international organizations and NGOs.

• Despite the presence of National Commissions and/or NPCs, the level of inter-departmental
coordination on PoA issues is often low.

• Although the number of requests for assistance appears to be on the rise, affected states lack
the capacity to formulate proposals and lack knowledge of the procedures to request PoA
assistance (for example, how to make requests for assistance and where the requests should
be sent).

• States with a high level of SALW availability and a high level of violence have put forward
the least number of requests for assistance.

• The majority of affected states claim that assistance received to date is insufficient though a
few states believe the assistance received is on track with their priorities. 

• Most donors and implementing agencies that responded to the questionnaire expressed that
some form of coordination mechanism is necessary.

The details of the assistance listed by donors and affected states in their respective questionnaires
vary considerably. In a few cases, donors reported funding assistance to an activity that the
recipient did not report. Conversely, states claimed to have received assistance that donors and
implementing organizations did not list either in their questionnaire responses or in other
alternative reports. In some cases, information provided in the questionnaire differed from the
information reported in the same country’s UN national reports and/or EU annual reports. More
often, the details of the activity such as the monetary value, the year it took place and even the
scope of the project varied even though, to the best of the information available, it was indeed the
same activity. 

One explanation for the discrepancy could be the lack of capacity or infrastructure of some
affected states to maintain records on the assistance received, particularly for those without a
capacitated National Commission. In certain instances, responses could only account for the PoA
assistance that took place since a National Commission was established or the point of contact was
assigned. 

Another possible reason for the discrepancy may be by the lack of consensus for classifying
activities under the PoA. Donor governments were much more likely to classify broader peace and
reconstruction activities as PoA assistance than were affected states. Responses from affected states
concentrated primarily on the direct or technical aspects of PoA activities.33 

While the discrepancy of an activity’s scope can be explained partly by the different interpretations
of PoA assistance, the mismatch in monetary value and/or the dates of project implementation
suggest that there is a lack of communication and/or recording of PoA assistance both between
states and inter-departmentally. A large number of the donors that did not respond fully or at all to
the questionnaire highlighted the difficulty of inter-departmental coordination (in terms of time and
ease) as the main reason. An affected state noted that a lack of support and coordination within its
government departments undermines the capacity and efficiency of its National Commission.34
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Similarly, although many affected states provided details on the assistance they received, when it
came to noting the monetary value some responses stipulated the amount as “unknown” or “no
figure is available to us”, particularly for activities provided by civil society on behalf of donors.
Citing specifically a lack of transparency, one country in Africa stated: 

The request [for assistance] was addressed to [Donor State removed], funds where channeled
to [NGO name removed]. We never knew how much was [received] and neither benefited
from such amount.35 

Transparency is necessary for improving the efficiency of donors, recipients and implementing
agencies to coordinate and cooperate in implementing the activities and to maintain records for
assessing progress. 

COMMUNICATING AND RESPONDING TO REQUESTS FOR ASSISTANCE

A key aspect of PoA assistance is how well affected states communicate their needs and how well
donor states respond to these requests. The PoA calls on states to provide assistance upon request
from affected states. It is, therefore, essential for affected states to initiate the process through
which assistance will be requested and provided. An analysis of requests made and received for
assistance has particular relevance for understanding how donors and affected states communicate
on these issues.

Aside from one donor citing that the details of the requests it received was a confidential issue,
most donors indicated that they did not know the exact number of requests they had received.
Consequently, it was not possible to build a comparison of requests received from the donor
perspective. While in certain instances assistance was received without a formal request being
made, this section summarizes the requests as reported by affected states.

Charts 5 and 6 illustrate the breakdown of requests for assistance made by affected states and the
outcome of those requests.
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While 15% of states that responded to the questionnaire did not know whether or not their country
had ever submitted a request for assistance, almost half (49%) had made at least one request for
PoA assistance since the UN Conference in 2001. However, of the requests made, in
approximately 15% of the cases the requesting states did not know if the project had been
accepted. Furthermore, approximately one-third (31%) of the states that consider themselves to be
negatively affected by SALW have never submitted a request for assistance. 

States provided a variety of reasons to explain the lack of requests made. Several states commented
that they did not know why no requests were made, while others reported that they simply did not
know how to make a request or where to send the request.36 This is particularly relevant as donors
may address different aspects of small arms within their different government ministries or
departments. One state commented that it is not worth making the effort to formulate requests,
despite the need, since priority is given to its neighbouring states, which are or have been at war.
Similarly, two other states asserted that the SALW problems they face do not attract donors,
particularly as they are small states and their concerns may be “smaller” relative to other countries.
In this regard and with respect to the growing recognition of the relationship between SALW and
development, it would be useful to enhance awareness of PoA activities in other forms of
assistance. 

The most frequently cited explanation for the low number of requests for assistance was that states
lacked the capacity to request international assistance. At least 12 states that returned the
questionnaire reported that they have only recently established or are in the process of establishing
the relevant institutional processes such as NPCs and National Action Plans, which they say will
facilitate requests for assistance.37 

The following quotation reflects a number of comments made by states in their returned
questionnaires:

Suffice to indicate that, the Government of the Republic of Namibia has not yet submitted
any requests for assistance or project proposals. However, the country highly requires such
assistance hence having now a National Action Plan on Small Arms and Light Weapons in
place, the government intends to present the National Action Plan (NAP) on SALW to the
International Donors officially, to request for both financial and technical assistance in order to
prevent, combat and eradicate the Illicit Trade, Circulation, Trafficking of Small Arms and Light
Weapons.38

Similarly, the International Criminal Police Organization (Interpol) Sub-Regional Bureau Harare
states that “most countries [in southern Africa] have Action Plans ready for implementation but the
draw back has been the lack of money to finance the implementation of these plans”.39

Having a National Action Plan and a clear sense of the types of activities desired in a state would
significantly help donor governments that are interested in supporting projects. Similarly, as one
donor expressed, a project was conceptualized and ready to begin but was delayed for two years
because the recipient state was not submitting necessary information for the project to begin.40

One possible interpretation of this dilemma is that the expectations of donors on the type and level
of information that affected states can provide may be too high. An option may be for donors to
include a capacity-building component into the preliminary stage of the project itself to help the
affected states gather and record the necessary information. That being said, states that receive or
desire assistance have the primary responsibility to communicate their needs and to help with the
preparations and records of the assistance they receive.

With regard to the information drawn from the returned questionnaires, as Chart 7 illustrates, there
has been a sustained increase in the number of requests being made each year since 2001, with
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the majority of requests coming from states in Africa. Most of the requests made were accepted
(23% were not). Donor governments and international organizations usually rejected projects for
being unclear and lacking a specific objective. One UNDP field office, for instance, received
10 requests for assistance but accepted only four since “the rest were not good, lacking3 capacity,
etc”.41 Other requests may not have been justifiable such as a request for a US$ 3 billion DDR
project for an African country that has since publicly stated its objective to purchase weapons.

Requests for assistance are handled in several ways. With respect to international organizations,
three organizations reported having personnel responsible for receiving and processing requests.42

Three organizations reported that they initiate dialogue with affected states for the activities they
want to support.43 One organization actively solicits requests for assistance from affected states44

and two neither receive nor actively seek requests for assistance.45 The Interpol Sub-Regional
Bureau Harare, as part of the Southern African Regional Police Chiefs Cooperation Organisation’s
Secretariat, spearheads the issue of SALW in the SADC Region “and the entire regional countries
look up to the Bureau to mobilise the necessary resources for the implementation of the SADC
Protocol”.

With respect to regional organizations, the European Commission does not solicit requests for
assistance, but generally receives them through its field offices or directly through its headquarters.
NATO actively solicits requests for assistance, has personnel responsible for requests and initiates
dialogue with affected states for the activities it would like to support. 

Overall, the OSCE, the United Nations Department for Disarmament Affairs (DDA), UNDP and
UN-LiREC all communicated that they only fund projects that have been requested by states. The
requesting states, however, often require organizations to help them design and articulate the
requests. Both DDA and UNIFEM reported using the CASA mechanism for receiving requests.
UNDP in Liberia receives requests from NGOs.

Chart 8 reflects the proportion of requests made according to perceived levels of SALW availability
and violence. As stated previously, states and regional organizations were asked to indicate
whether they perceive themselves (or their member states) as having: (i) conflict or areas of general
insecurity (Conflict); (ii) high levels of SALW availability and violence (High/High); (iii) high level of
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availability but low level of violence (High/Low); (iv) low levels of SALW availability and violence
(Low/Low); or (v) no SALW problem. 

Almost half of all requests originated from either states that classified themselves as having a conflict
situation or general instability (28%) or regional organizations that have member states that are in a
conflict situation or have general instability (18%). Low/Low and High/Low states accounted for a
further 47% of the requests made. Only 5% of requests came from High/High states. 

Since 2002, 44 states46 have referenced in their national reports, some in detail and others more
generally, the types of assistance they would like to receive to implement the PoA. The national
report from the Central African Republic, for instance, provides a table with two columns whereby
the first column lists the activities required and the second column lists the necessary means to
implement each activity.47 The national reports are an ideal forum for states to highlight their main
SALW concerns and the types of assistance they require. As 94 states have received at least some
form of assistance and 73 states have listed in their questionnaire responses the types of assistance
they would like to receive (elaborated on page 22), but only 44 states have used national reports to
communicate the assistance they would like to receive, states are encouraged to make more use of
the national reports to list the assistance they require.

FACILITATING DONOR AND RECIPIENT COMMUNICATION 

Donors, affected states and international and regional organizations frequently expressed in their
responses to the questionnaire the desire for improved coordination of activities.48 At least
12 donors and organizations expressed in the returned questionnaires their desire for a
coordinating mechanism that focuses specifically on matching resources to needs. For some states,
this includes a database. Finland stated that an international clearinghouse mechanism could help
achieve better coordination. Canada and the Netherlands both called for a centralized database
that could permit requesting and assisting parties to input their priorities. Japan stated that it is
supporting the development of the CASA database project, and Australia mentioned that “the Nadi
Framework endorsed by the Pacific Island Forum includes the creation by the Forum Secretariat of
a matrix of Member State needs”.49
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The European Commission stated that it would benefit “from a system (internal or external) to track
down, administrate and assess the requests for better prioritization of the assistance” and that it
would be useful for its member states to include SALW in their national plans for development
assistance.

Many donor states that did not explicitly call for a database, nevertheless, called for an assessment
tool to improve coordination. The United States put forward that “a solid, global assessment of the
needs of states will facilitate donor nations such as the US in resource allocation planning”; South
Africa likewise mentioned that it would appreciate having clear plans of priorities from affected
states and enhanced donor coordination. 

Switzerland and the United Kingdom added that an expert support unit or mechanism could aid
the assistance process. Switzerland called for “a cost-effective small arms support mechanism or
implementation unit to provide independent and professional assistance, information and
analysis”. The United Kingdom expressed the need for “an international corps of experts who
could be called on to respond to requests of assistance in developing small arms programs”.50

According to the World Customs Organization (WCO), a database that could help identify high-risk
consignments could help border control. It also suggests that its customs services might be useful for
implementing SALW measures. The WCO has not yet provided technical assistance directly in this
area, however, it states that:

the assistance community should take into account such role of Customs and invite Customs
officials to the SALW control technical assistance programs organized by them … . If we were
provided funds for such program, we would be able to share our expertise in this important
enforcement technique, which may also result in promoting closer collaboration between
Customs and other national enforcement agencies such as Police.51

Other suggestions on how to improve the assistance process include adopting a more regional
approach,52 integrating gender issues,53 and the creation of an information exchange forum.54 The
Regional Centre on Small Arms and Light Weapons (RECSA) stated that “a regional pool [for]
funding and coordination by donors of their contribution should be emphasised" to improve the
duplication and overlapping of efforts and information exchange. One regional organization from
an affected region stated that the capacity of regional organizations needs to be improved in order
for them to keep their member states abreast of regional SALW issues and to be able to provide
training for their member states. The organization also states that guides to help with fundraising
would also be helpful. 

Other lessons can also be learned from the Resource Mobilization Group on Mine Action, an
initiative of the Government of Norway and from the activities of the Group of Interested States.
Nevertheless, it is clear by the questionnaire responses and discussions at the 2006 United Nations
Conference to Review Progress Made in the Implementation of the Programme of Action the
willingness of donors, affected states and implementing organizations alike to take the issue of
international assistance forward, recognizing that action is necessary to improve not only how
needs for PoA assistance are communicated and received, but also to help states make the optimal
use of the assistance they are providing and receiving.

PERCEIVED SUFFICIENCY OF ASSISTANCE RECEIVED

As noted above, it is beyond the scope of this report to assess the quality or efficacy of assistance
received, which would have to be evaluated on a case-by-case basis or at the very minimum on a
country-by-country or organizational basis. However, measuring the level of satisfaction that states
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have with regard to the assistance they have received is a helpful tool for evaluating the level and
effectiveness of communication between donors and affected states. The questionnaire distributed
to affected states asked whether or not the level of assistance received is sufficient to implement
the PoA and whether the assistance has addressed the top five most important SALW priorities in
their countries.

Charts 9 and 10 reflect the perceptions of affected states regarding the adequacy and relevance of
the assistance they receive. 

The states that described the level of assistance as insufficient are not necessarily the same states
that claimed their SALW priorities have not been met. In some cases, the level of assistance was
recognized as high even though it may not be sufficient to overcome the SALW situation in a state
or may not have addressed the most important concerns of states. 

For instance, in the High/Low category, Indonesia responded that the level of assistance it receives
to implement the PoA is ”very good but problems remain”, however, the assistance received to
date was listed as not addressing the most important priorities in the country. Conversely, both Mali
and Namibia55 responded that the level of assistance that they are receiving has been insufficient
to address the SALW situation, and yet they both confirmed that assistance received to date
addresses the most important SALW priorities in their respective countries. 

Among states that characterized themselves as High/High, one state considered that the assistance
is targeting its most important SALW priorities and that the level of assistance received is good, “but
many problems remain”.56 Six states that perceive themselves to be in conflict indicated that the
assistance received did not meet their most important SALW priorities, and that the assistance to
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implement the PoA has been “insufficient”. Of the three states that perceive themselves to be in
conflict but consider that the assistance received does address their most important SALW
priorities, two rated the assistance as ”good but many problems remain”, while the other claimed
the assistance received to implement the PoA has been ”sufficient”.

ASSISTANCE DESIRED

KEY FINDINGS

• The most frequently cited form of assistance desired is capacity-building followed
closely by assistance to support the activities of National Commissions. 

• With respect to an affected state’s own perception of assistance received and their
future priorities, the thematic issues that have received the least amount of attention
include capacity-building, customs and borders, linked issues and record keeping.

The final goal of the project was to provide states with the opportunity to list the assistance they
desire. The questionnaires asked affected states to nominate the top five priorities of assistance
they would like to receive. Table 2 presents the themes that appeared most frequently among the
top five priorities by region. However, as many of the themes in the PoA overlap, donors are
encouraged not to view the themes in isolation, but rather to strategically address compatible
themes and areas.

Table 2. Priorities by region

Region
Number

of
responses

Themes most commonly rated as a top five priority

1 2 3 4 5

Global 68 Capacity-
building

National 
Commissions

Record keeping Legislation Customs and 
borders

Linked issues

Africa 30 Capacity-
building

National 
Commissions

Legislation Customs and 
borders

Awareness 
raising

Americas 14 Capacity-
building 

Record 
keeping

Collection
Legislation
Linked issues
Record keeping
Marking and
tracing

Asia 6 Capacity-
building

National 
Commissions

Linked issues Partnerships
Law

enforcement
Collection

Europe: 
Stability 
Pact and 
CIS

11 Destruction Legislation Marking and 
tracing

Record keeping
Capacity-

building
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Note: Multiple entries in a cell mean they received the same number of responses.

As indicated by the number of responses, African states account for almost half of the global figure.
Nevertheless, there is a measure of consistency among different regional priorities. Globally,
capacity-building and National Commissions/NPCs emerged as the top two priorities.

As mentioned above, a large number of states cited a lack of knowledge and capacity to submit
requests for assistance. States that already have coordinated national SALW programmes were able
to give more specific assessments of their current priorities, while states that do not have such
national programmes consistently listed capacity-building as one of their priorities. This was also
the case for states that stated a lack of resources within (or for establishing or sustaining) their
National Commissions or coordinating bodies. Despite the growth in the annual number of
requests made between 2001 and 2005 (elaborated on page 15), a significant number of affected
states have never submitted a request. This lack of capacity in national coordination is a key gap
that has been clearly identified by the states in their assessment of their future priorities. 

The Stability Pact and Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) have not prioritized capacity-
building, which may possibly reflect pre-existing capacity and the involvement of regional
organizations and an international organization with a specific geographic focus. The priorities for
these regions are instead destruction, legislation, and marking and tracing. 

Legislation is a priority of Africa, Asia and the Pacific. More visible measures such as stockpile
management, weapons collection and destruction, and marking and tracing do not feature in the
priorities of Africa and Asia and the Pacific. This may be due to a number of reasons such as
collection and destruction being included in a number of DDR programmes, which take place
largely in Africa (although almost half of the DDR assistance focuses only on reintegration
activities).57 Another possible explanation may be that without national capacity to address SALW,
states cannot enforce legislation and the benefits of collection and destruction would be only short
term.

Pacific 3 Linked issues Customs and 
borders

Legislation

Capacity-
building

Law 
enforcement

National 
Commissions

Partnerships
Record keeping

Stockpiles

Middle 
East

4 National 
Commissions

Linked issues
Collection

Customs and 
borders

Law 
enforcement

Brokering
Stockpiles
Destruction
Awareness 
raising

Research
Partnerships

Region
Number

of
responses

Themes most commonly rated as a top five priority

1 2 3 4 5
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The Americas, Asia, the Middle East and the Pacific region all frequently listed assistance to address
the linked issues of drug trafficking, organized crime and terrorism among their top five priorities.

As noted in the overview of assistance currently allocated to implement the PoA, (elaborated on
page 7) both legislation and record keeping received little attention in monetary value and
frequency of activities taking place. While donors and implementing agencies may include these
categories when addressing other thematic areas, affected states clearly indicated a desire to
receive more assistance on these issues. Comprehensive programming could ensure that assistance
is adequately distributed; however, this would require that donors and implementing agencies be
able to disaggregate the level of attention each of the various themes they are addressing receives.

Table 3 presents the themes most frequently rated among the top five priorities of states according
to states that share similar SALW situations.

Table 3. Current priorities according to perceived levels of SALW availability and violence

Note: Multiple entries in a cell mean they received the same number of responses.

Consistent with the regional analysis, when analysing the results based on the perceived levels of
SALW availability and violence, capacity-building again emerges as the most frequently mentioned
priority. Each of the categories that classified themselves as having some degree of SALW
availability or violence placed assistance for National Commissions among their top five priorities.
Record keeping, customs and borders and National Commissions also featured prominently within
the different categories. Linked issues featured much more predominantly for states with no or low
levels of availability and violence and states in conflict.

Region Number
of

responses

Themes most commonly rated as a top five priority

1 2 3 4 5

Conflict 10 Capacity-
building

Collection National 
Commissions

Legislation 
Linked issues

High/High 15 Capacity-
building

Legislation
Record 
keeping

National 
Commissions

Awareness 
raising

High/Low 17 Capacity-
building

Record 
Keeping

Legislation
National 

Commissions

Customs and 
borders

Awareness 
raising

Stockpiles

Low/Low 18 Capacity-
building

Customs and 
borders

Customs and 
borders

National 
Commissions

Linked issues

No SALW 
problem or 
did not 
characterize

8 (7 stated they 
did not have a 
SALW problem; 
1 did not 
characterize)

Linked 
issues

Money into 
trusts

Customs and 
borders

Capacity-
building

Collection
Stockpiles
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With respect to affected states’ own perception of the thematic issues covered by the assistance
they have received, Chart 11 compares the types of assistance that states received with the types of
assistance they have identified as their top priorities for the future. The black line indicates the
number of affected states that prioritized an area for which they have never received assistance.

When comparing the number of states that have received assistance on a particular thematic issue
and the number of states that listed the issue among their top five priorities, there is a notable gap
in the number of thematic issues that have not yet received (or have received less) attention. The
gap is most evident in the issues of capacity-building, customs and borders, linked issues and
record keeping, respectively.

Regional organizations in areas affected by SALW were asked to list the top five priorities that the
organization would like to be able to provide for the states in their region, and were asked to list
their organization’s own priorities to improve their capacity to implement objectives of the PoA.
The responses are reflected in Table 4 in the order listed by organizations (where no number is
indicated, the order of the priorities was not provided):
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Table 4. Priorities for regional organizations

A number of international organization field offices also responded on the types of assistance that
they would like to provide in their region of work, but that need external assistance in order to do
so. The responses are shown in Table 5.

Regional 
organization

Regional priorities Organizational priorities

AU

1. DDR
2. Building and strengthening partnerships 

between and among states, organizations 
or civil society

3. Law enforcement
4. Security Sector Reform (SSR)
5. Legislation, regulations and administrative 

procedures (includes import, export, 
transfers, licensing, end-user certificates)

1. Training in project formulation
2. Resource mobilization

Andean 
Community

1. National Commissions, coordinating 
agencies, NPCs

2. Building and strengthening partnerships 
between and among states, organizations 
or civil society

3. Legislation, regulations and administrative 
procedures (includes import, export, 
transfers, licensing, end-user certificates)

4. Law enforcement
5. Linked issues: organized crime, drug 

trafficking and terrorism

1. Capacity-building and training on 
SALW issues

2. Promoting dialogue, awareness 
raising, education

3. Legislation, regulations and 
administrative procedures (includes 
import, export, transfers, licensing, 
end-user certificates)

LAS None listed Capacity-building and training

RECSA

Not prioritized numerically

Law enforcement
Stockpile management and security
Action-oriented research
Promoting dialogue, awareness raising,

education
Weapons collection and destruction

1. Legislation, regulations and 
administrative procedures 

2. Regional pool funds on small arms 
projects

3. Capacity-building and training on 
small arms issues

4. Building and strengthening 
partnerships between and among 
other states, organizations or civil 
society
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Table 5. Priorities for certain international organization field offices and regional centres

Activity to implement if external resources were available

UNDP Ghana Expand the local area network of the national firearms registry with a wide area network
that covers all regional capitals

Support skills training for the National Commission members and Secretariat
Improve armouries of the armed forces and police
Support alternative livelihoods and weapons for development for local manufacturers

and post-conflict communities
Improve border control and management
Support civil society organizations in awareness raising education

UNDP Liberia Support border control work of the Liberia National Police
Vehicles, scanners, communication equipment, rain gear
Training

UNREC DDR
SSR
Improving relations between civilians and military forces
Creating a code of ethics for the military and security institutions

UNICEF BiH Research on SALW impact on children
Research on SALW children risk perception
Advocacy
Implement school-based SALW projects in support to Ministry of Education SALW

curricula
Establish and maintain coordination of SALW awareness strategy for BiH
Support the development of SALW awareness and advocacy capacities
Support the establishment of country information management system on SALW
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SECTION III

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

There are some positive findings with respect to international assistance to implement the PoA. At
least US$ 660 million has been allocated to assist over 94 countries implement the PoA since
2001. 

Nevertheless, the estimate of US$ 660 million spread globally over five years is indeed modest
considering the breadth and scope of SALW problems. Mine action, for instance, received about
US$ 400 million in 2004 alone. Furthermore, the information gathered and the additional written
and oral communications that formed the research for this study suggest that there is a lack of
coordination and coherence for giving and receiving assistance. 

Donors lack knowledge of the different technical and financial needs of individual states and
regions to implement the PoA and affected states often lack the capacity to assess their own needs.
It is also very difficult to ascertain the full extent of international assistance allocated to date in light
of the numerous challenges to gathering data. Further methodological thinking is needed as is
cooperation from states. Low levels of inter-departmental coordination and inadequate records of
assistance make it harder to account for assistance provided and received. This makes strategic
planning of activities more difficult. It is also difficult to establish activities that have long-term
objectives and partnerships when the allocation of assistance is limited to one- or two-year funding
cycles.
 
Affected states often lack the capacity and resources to make requests for assistance to donors due
partly to a lack of knowledge of how to formulate and submit the requests and partly to inadequate
resources of National Commissions, where they exist. The evidence also suggests that when
assistance has not been channelled directly to the government (for example, when it has been
given to NGOs), affected states may not know the details of the assistance that has been provided,
particularly the monetary value. This makes it difficult for a country to assess and evaluate its level
of progress in implementing the PoA.

The following recommendations are derived from the suggestions that states made as well as the
findings from this project. States are encouraged to consider the recommendations for immediate
action and to engage in dialogue on other possibilities for improving international PoA assistance. 

CAPACITY-BUILDING

A competent National Commission, coordinating body and point of contact and the development
of a National Action Plan help confirm a state’s political will to implement the PoA and guide future
action on SALW. National Action Plans that detail immediate and long-term objectives would help
donors and implementing communities target the needs of a state and would make it easier to
coordinate with other agencies. States that have not yet established a National Commission,
coordinating body or National Action Plan are encouraged to do so, and donors are encouraged to
help build the capacity of National Commissions and coordinating bodies and help affected states
develop such national plans of action.
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A well-funded, well-resourced National Commission is an important and cost-effective investment
in building capacity in a country or region.

The work of National Commissions, coordinating bodies and focal points in both donor and
affected states requires an increased level of inter-departmental communication and coordination.

To ensure the sustainability and coherence of action, donors are encouraged to engage local
resources as much as possible for consulting on project designs and assisting in the implementation
of the project.

RECORDING POA ASSISTANCE

It is important for National Commissions and relevant bodies to keep an accurate account of the
PoA activities that have been provided or received and for handling requests for assistance.
Records of PoA activities are necessary for proper and effective monitoring of international
assistance, sharing of information and assessing the progress of PoA implementation. Such records
would facilitate inter-departmental coordination, maintain institutional memory and help
governments and organizations make wise strategic choices in programming. 

Detailed records would assist states to prepare their national reports. It would be useful for states to
follow a template on international assistance when preparing the national reports that would list a
state’s priorities for assistance and practical means for implementing the desired activities.58

It is important for civil society and implementing agencies to notify relevant government officials of
the specific details of the PoA activities that they are implementing including location,
beneficiaries, cost and the related PoA thematic issues being addressed.

THE REQUESTS PROCESS

Donors and organizations are encouraged to support and assist affected states to design and
formulate requests for assistance and project proposals. Such support could be factored into the
project proposal as a capacity-building measure. 

It would be useful for donors to develop short and clear guidance on the types and format of
project proposals that comply with donor requirements. This information would include where to
send the proposals and the types of activities the various departments support. As access to the
Internet is often limited in affected states, hard copies could be disseminated to governments and
made readily available in field offices and missions. Pro forma request forms would simplify the
making and processing of requests. It is also important for states requesting assistance to be aware
of restrictions of fundable activities, and donors could include details of such restrictions in their
guidance information.

CENTRALIZATION OF INFORMATION

States and organizations are encouraged to consider the establishment of an international
clearinghouse or equivalent mechanism to centralize information and facilitate the matching needs
and resources. Affected states that require assistance in a particular area could find out which
donor states are offering funding or technical assistance for PoA activities, rather than having to
approach donor governments individually. Likewise, it could help donors and implementing
agencies to identify activities that they could support. 
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BROAD APPROACHES

As many SALW concerns are transnational in nature, it is essential for donors and implementing
agencies to consider activities that have a regional approach. It would be useful for donors to take
advantage of the flexibility and coordinated approaches that trust funds can offer.

The one- to two-year funding cycles of some activities limit their effectiveness and scope, whereas
activities that are adequately funded with long-term planned objectives enhance the lasting success
of an activity, and help implementers coordinate and establish sustainable partnerships. States are,
therefore, encouraged to allocate funding to support long-term objectives.

SALW problems tend to be multifaceted and, therefore, a comprehensive approach is usually
required; however, such an approach should not preclude the ability to disaggregate individual
thematic issues. 

It is important for donors, implementing agencies and affected states to be able to recognize the
level of attention that the individual themes are receiving. This is relevant for evaluating progress on
the thematic areas the activity is designed to address and to ensure that some activities, equal in
merit but smaller in cost and scope, are not forgotten.

CLASSIFICATION

As a broad range of interpretations is currently given to what constitutes PoA activities and
assistance to implement the PoA, it is important that the scope of PoA activities be clarified since
many donors provide financial assistance from funds earmarked for SALW activities. 

Similarly, it would be useful if capacity-building were not treated as a stand alone issue as has often
been reported in the questionnaires and in alternative reports. Rather, project designers and
implementers should clarify the issue area that capacity-building aims to address, for instance,
capacity-building for a National Commission, capacity-building to address brokering, capacity-
building to address transfers and so on. The significance of capacity-building assistance would then
be clearer.
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