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Foreword  
 
The British armed forces and police are rightly regarded as among 
the very best and most professional in the world. It is no surprise 
that, for decades, countries across the globe have sent their own 
personnel to the United Kingdom to learn from ours. 
 
That type of training helps to spread British standards and values 
around the world, and has a lasting influence on our foreign 
counterparts in the military and security field. The relationships 
established as a result of such training play a vital, long-term role in 
helping us to protect and promote British interests overseas. 
 
However, there is an inescapable problem. If all countries wish to learn from ours, then we will 
inevitably face situations where the training that has been provided in Britain to military and security 
forces overseas is used in ways that we would rightly condemn, ranging from the brutal repression 
of peaceful civilian protesters to violations of the rules that govern conduct in war. 
 
In recent years, from Bahrain to Hong Kong, we have seen situations where a foreign government is 
condemned for its actions, we discover that some of the personnel responsible for those actions 
were trained in Britain, and the UK government is forced to review or suspend that training. The 
stable door is constantly being locked after the horse has bolted.  
 
We are told that the behaviour of these forces would be even worse if not for our training; the same 
fallacy that has sustained British support for the Saudi war in Yemen. But where is the evidence?  
 
Five times from 2014-17, senior figures from Myanmar took part in the UK’s flagship course to teach 
security forces about their human rights responsibilities. The MOD’s Defence Academy twice taught 
the course in Myanmar itself. And yet, that did nothing to prevent the deliberate campaign of 
genocide orchestrated by the Myanmar military in 2017, nor their brutal seizure of power since. 
 
This report examines that persistent problem at the heart of UK military and security training, 
proposes potential solutions, and asks one fundamental question: why are decisions on the provision 
of military training to overseas governments not made on the same basis as decisions on whether to 
sell them arms? Put another way, why should the legal restrictions on selling a country an attack 
aircraft be more stringent than the checks we apply before training their pilots to fly it? 
 
If we reform these rules correctly, it will not affect the prestige or popularity of the training we offer 
in the UK, nor the pride we can all rightly take in the fact that military and security forces across the 
globe want to come and learn from ours. On the contrary, it should make us even more proud 
knowing those lessons will always be used as a force for good, to uphold the rule of law and protect 
innocent civilians around the world, and never – as much as we can help it – to do the opposite. 
 

 
 

The Rt Hon Emily Thornberry MP 
Shadow Secretary of State for International Trade 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Based on information collated by the Shadow International 
Trade team from the Ministry of Defence (MOD) and the Home 
Office, we know that personnel from other countries received at 
least 5,328 military, security and police training courses in the 
UK between 2015 and 2020. Obviously the total number of 
courses delivered was much lower given most courses will have 
had multiple trainees from different countries at once. 
 
The bulk of this training was provided by the armed forces – with 
10,117 trainees in total over that period – albeit those figures do 
not include any of the military training provided overseas by UK 
personnel to their foreign counterparts, or joint exercises led by 
UK forces abroad, full details of which the Ministry of Defence 
says could only be provided at disproportionate cost.  
 
For perspective, the MOD’s annual report for 2019-20 said it 
provided training in the UK for 2,247 individuals from across the 
world in that year, but also provided overseas training for 2,000 
personnel in Nigeria alone. However, in terms of the quality and 
depth of training, and the seniority of the participants, the 
courses provided in the UK are clearly on a different level to the 
training provided in large groups to service personnel overseas. 
 
Those UK-based military and police training courses have been provided to personnel from 166 overseas 
governments during the period in question. Details of the top recipient countries and other data are set out 
throughout this report, and in the Statistical Annex. The revenue raised from providing training to overseas 
countries is included in the fast-growing category for government-to-government exports, and forms a 
source of additional income for the MOD, the College of Policing and individual police forces. 
 
While there have been some high-profile examples, detailed later in this report, where the government has 
intervened to suspend the training being offered to overseas countries that stood accused of committing 
serious violations of human rights, it is less clear how many requests for training over the past five years 
have been refused in advance on the basis of human rights concerns, if any at all. 
 
Section 2 of this report looks at the process by which those training requests from overseas countries are 
assessed, and how it compares to the government’s process for authorising the export of arms and military 
equipment to those same countries.1 Section 3 sets out examples of the types of military and security 
courses that were provided to overseas personnel between 2015 and 2020. 
 
Sections 4 to 6 then look at the case studies of dozens of individual countries who have been recipients of 
UK training during the period in question, and who face accusations respectively of violating international 
humanitarian law, of engaging in acts of internal repression and other domestic human rights abuses, or of 
contributing to regional conflicts and instability.  
 
Finally, based on this evidence, and comparisons with how our international allies have dealt with the same 
issues, Section 7 sets out conclusions and recommendations. It is hoped that this report will encourage 
further debate on this important issue, and form the basis for a consensus across politics, civil society, and 
our military and police leadership about how to reform the UK’s current provision of training for the better. 

 
1 The current ‘Consolidated EU and National Arms Export Licensing Criteria’ were last updated on 25 March 2014: 
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201314/cmhansrd/cm140325/wmstext/140325m0001.htm 

 
REUTERS/Luisa Gonzalez, Colombia, April 2021 
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Box 1: The Leahy Laws 
 
In 1974, the US Congress introduced a number of amendments to the 1961 Foreign Assistance Act, 
including Section 502b, which stated that no assistance be provided to countries engaging in a 
“consistent pattern of gross violations of internationally recognized human rights”.  

Section 502b was never invoked, with successive US Presidents considering it too broad a weapon, 
but in 1997, Sen. Patrick Leahy sought to take more targeted action, allowing the US to withdraw 
funding from specific counter-narcotics units overseas accused of human rights abuses. 

That led to the so-called ‘Leahy Laws’, first used as riders to budget appropriations for overseas 
assistance, but eventually incorporated permanently into the Foreign Assistance Act (for State 
Department assistance) and Title 10 of the US Code for the Department of Defense (DOD): 

• The State Department Law says: “No assistance shall be furnished under this Act or the Arms 
Export Control Act to any unit of the security forces of a foreign country if the Secretary of State 
has credible information that such unit has committed a gross violation of human rights.” 

• The DOD Law says: “[No funding] may be used for any training, equipment, or other assistance 
for a unit of a foreign security force if the Secretary of Defense has credible information that the 
unit has committed a gross violation of human rights.”; the next sub-section requires the DOD to 
consult the State Dept on its decisions, to ensure both are operating on the same information. 

The DOD Law allows exceptions to be made where ‘all necessary corrective steps’ have been taken 
by the recipient country, and the State Department Law makes a similar provision where ‘effective 
steps’ are deemed to have been taken to bring the offending members of the unit to justice. The 
2015 Defense Authorization Act also permitted human rights training for otherwise barred units. 

In the years since their introduction, the Leahy Laws have been criticised for not being enforced as 
comprehensively, objectively, or rigorously as they should be, and there are clear loopholes, with 
e.g. civilian deaths in conflict not considered a gross violation of human rights. However, there is no 
doubt that the Laws have had a meaningful impact, and are taken seriously by the US government. 

Between 2017-19, the State Department alone denied assistance to 80 individual units from 22 
different countries based on assessments under the Leahy Law, including 27 units in Mexico, 
ranging from regional security divisions of the federal police to the offices of state attorney 
generals. While there is no evidence that personnel from any banned units received UK military or 
police training in that period, 18 of the 22 countries concerned did so. 

There are regular public debates in the US about whether the Leahy Laws should be invoked in 
response to human rights abuses in particular countries, or demands to know how units implicated 
in atrocities overseas were able to pass previous assessment and vetting processes conducted by 
the State Department or DOD. However, those debates are themselves a testament to the 
perceived importance of the Leahy Laws as an instrument of US human rights policy. 

The Leahy Laws were highlighted by Human Rights Watch Australia in December 2018, in response 
to public concern about Australia’s extensive and ongoing defence cooperation programme with 
the Myanmar military even months after the genocide against the Rohingya, including the provision 
of non-combat training. HRW recommended the adoption of Leahy-style laws in Australia. 

Unlike the US or the UK, where training candidates must be vetted and logged, no formal vetting 
exists in Australia. However, FOI releases in March 2021 showed Australian officials discussing the 
‘unfortunate’ situation of two candidates from a unit on the US Leahy list. Their training was 
approved after the officials ruled they were not serving with the unit during the 2017 genocide.  

 

 

. 
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2. THE CURRENT RULES FOR UK MILITARY AND SECURITY TRAINING 
 
Why the UK’s military and security training matters 

The Labour Party believes strongly in the principle that Her Majesty’s Armed Forces and Police Services 
should provide training to their counterparts from overseas. Aside from the ongoing testament this 
provides to their skill, experience, excellence and professionalism, there are a number of practical benefits 
that flow from this training which are important to us as a country, including the following: 

• The training we provide plays an essential part in building and strengthening our relations with 
countries around the world, and with individuals who will go onto senior leadership positions in 
those countries, all helping to serve our immediate and long-term strategic interests; 

• On the most practical level, our training makes for more-skilled military and security personnel 
better able to deal with the threats they face in their countries; the impact that has on areas 
ranging from counter-terrorism to drug-trafficking makes for a safer world, and a safer Britain;    

• In particular, we are frequently reliant on overseas forces for active cooperation on everything 
from anti-piracy operations to investigations involving missing Britons, so the effort we put into 
training their skills is a key investment in the outcome of that future cooperation;  

• It also helps to establish contacts, and a common frame of reference, with individual personnel in a 
wide variety of countries, which may be invaluable at points in the future when we need to talk 
urgently to people in positions of authority to protect our citizens or interests; and 

• Finally, but crucially, it enables us to promote our values and standards on issues like human rights, 
corruption, and conduct in war, and encourage overseas security forces to understand and comply 
with international treaties and conventions in those areas. 

 
Comparison with the Arms Export regime 
 
Notwithstanding the benefits set out above, there are obviously limits on our willingness to share our 
expertise. Just as we do not sell arms to Russia, Syria, Belarus, Myanmar or Iran, we would clearly not 
provide them with training either. But while there is a clear legal framework for decisions in relation to 
arms sales, no equivalent currently exists for decisions on whether to grant military and security training. 
 
At present, all UK exports of arms and military equipment must be licensed by the government, and those 
licensing decisions are currently informed by the rules laid down in the ‘Consolidated EU and National Arms 
Export Licensing Criteria’, last updated in 2014. These include the following: 

• Criterion 2(a) states that the government must not grant a licence “if there is a clear risk that the 
items might be used for internal repression”, and defines what constitutes internal repression by 
reference to individual acts and to the rights protected in various international conventions; 

• Criterion 2(c) states that the government must not grant a licence for the export of arms “if there is 
a clear risk that the items might be used in the commission of a serious violation of international 
humanitarian law” (IHL); and 

• Criteria Three and Four bar the sale of arms to countries where they would “provoke or prolong 
armed conflicts or aggravate existing tensions or conflicts” or where countries might “use the items 
aggressively against another country, or to assert by force a territorial claim”. 

 
Labour believes that the current arms export regime is deeply flawed, given its reliance on secret and 
subjective assessments made by ministers of the risks in relation to different exports, and we remain 
pledged to conduct a root and branch review of the system when we are back in office. 
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Nevertheless, the current framework remains crucial in the interim to hold ministers to account over their 
compliance with the existing legal requirements, and oblige some transparency over their decisions. In both 
those respects, it has a clear advantage over the equivalent system for military and security training.  
 
Overseas Security and Justice Assessments 
 
In response to written parliamentary questions, Defence ministers have spelled out the current basis for 
decisions on the provision of training, and the role that human rights factors play in them, as follows: 
 

“All training offered to foreign military personnel is provided in accordance with an Overseas 
Security and Justice Assistance (OSJA) assessment, which will evaluate the risk of the training 
being used in a way that is not in line with human rights and British values. [...] OSJA assessments 
are reviewed annually and also if there is a change of circumstances which might significantly alter 
the risks relating to any existing Defence training programmes.” (Mark Lancaster MP, 29/10/19) 
 
“The Defence Training we provide to foreign nations will always stress the need to respect 
International Law and the importance of adhering to international standards. [...] All of our 
international Defence Engagement is informed by an assessment of the potential impact of 
providing assistance on risks relating to human rights and IHL and consideration of what measures 
might be necessary to mitigate such risks.” (James Heappey MP, 13/01/21) 

 
The government originally published its guidance on OSJA assessments in 2011, in the wake of public 
concern over the ties between the UK and military and security agencies in the Middle East and North 
Africa responsible for serious violations of human rights during the Arab Spring.  
 
The guidance comprises eight pages of explanation, advice and process, followed by checklists enabling 
officials to assess whether the assistance request is high, medium or low risk, consider the options to 
mitigate those risks and make a final assessment, as per the flow chart reproduced below. 
  

 
 
The two broad categories of assistance that the OSJA guidance covers are:  
 

(i) Capacity Building to support the agencies responsible for security and justice in countries overseas, 
which – while it covers training provided in the UK – is used by the guidance primarily to refer to 
programmes and projects carried out overseas working alongside those agencies; and 
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(ii) Case-specific assistance, which – as it suggests – refers to requests from overseas agencies in 
relation to specific threats, investigations and operations, where the risk assessment has to 
consider, for example, what those agencies will do to any individuals we help them detain.   

 
It is important to note therefore that, while the OSJA guidance is the formal means by which decisions are 
made on the provision of training in the UK, the guidance itself is overwhelmingly geared towards 
decisions on the provision of projects, programmes and case-specific assistance overseas, and the risks 
that it could e.g. lead to the targets of investigations being tortured, unlawfully killed or executed. 
 

Box 2: Key Extracts from the OSJA Guidance 

The following points in the guidance are especially relevant when weighing up: (i) how rigorously it 
is currently being applied to weigh up requests for training in the UK from countries that abuse 
human rights; and (ii) the need for a legal framework to govern those decisions:  

• Paragraph 3 says: “The Guidance sets out which human rights and IHL risks must be considered 
prior to providing justice or security sector assistance. It specifies that an assessment must be 
made of the potential impact of any proposed assistance on those risks, as well as on 
reputational or political risk, prior to the provision of any assistance.” 

• Footnote 2 (accompanying the above paragraph) says: “Solely for the purpose of this Guidance, 
a reference to ‘human rights risks and international humanitarian law risks’ includes all the 
matters set out in Section 2 of the Checklists.” Section 2 sets out the following list: 

i.  use of the death penalty, both the imposition of the death sentence and executions; 

ii.  unlawful or arbitrary arrest or detention; 

iii.  torture or cruel, inhuman and degrading treatment (CIDT); 

iv.  unlawful killing and/or unlawful use of force (e.g. disproportionate, indiscriminate); 

v.  enforced disappearance; 

vi.  unfair trial or denial of justice; 

vii.  unlawful interference with democratic rights (e.g. freedom of assembly or expression); 

viii.  violations of the rights of the child including ensuring that soldiers under the age of 18 take 
no direct part in hostilities; 

ix.  refoulement (forced return where danger of torture or CIDT) 

x.  human trafficking and/or sexual violence 

xi.  persecution of an identifiable group (e.g. on racial, gender, religious or ethnic grounds) in 
combination with any of the above violations. 

• Stage 1, Section B of the Checklist refers to the list in Section 2, then says: “Consideration must 
also be given to the extent that the rule of law both exists and is upheld in the country and what, 
if any, effective democratic oversight and accountability exists. (Sources: FCO annual human 
rights report, US State Department human rights report, UN reports, credible NGO reports...).” 

• Paragraph 6 says: “Neither the Guidance nor Checklists create any new substantive policy or 
legal obligations; rather they are designed to ensure that all decisions involving security and 
justice assistance are undertaken consistently with a thorough and comprehensive assessment of 
the impact upon human rights and IHL risks that such assistance may have.” 

• Footnote 3 says: “The Checklist is not intended to cover the export of military or security 
equipment although much of the information relevant to this Guidance will be relevant to 
assessments made under the Export Licensing Criteria. If the provision of equipment is part of 
your assistance, you must consult the Consolidated Arms Export Licensing Criteria.” 
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How rigorous are the OSJA assessments? 
 
In preparation for this report, Labour’s Shadow International Trade team used written parliamentary 
questions and FOI requests to seek quantitative and qualitative information concerning the use of the OSJA 
framework, but aside from the estimated number of new assessments completed across government each 
year – which have been published by the Foreign Office since 2017/18 – there was little detail to be had. 
 

 

For example, neither the Ministry of Defence or Home Office were able to tell us: 

• How many overseas requests for military or police training and other capacity building assistance to 
be provided in the UK had been received in total over the last five years, nor how many of those 
had been rejected because of their assessment of the risks involved; 

• How many OSJA assessments completed by their departments in relation to requests for training 
and other capacity-building support in the UK had concluded that the requests should be 
considered (a) low risk, (b) medium risk, or (c) high risk; or 

• How many OSJA assessments completed by their departments in relation to requests for training 
and other capacity-building support in the UK had been the subject of consultation with Ministers, 
which is supposed to be the case for all requests considered high risk.  

 
It should be noted that the departments were equally unable to provide this information in relation to 
requests for capacity-building support or case-specific assistance overseas, so this does not just indicate a 
lack of control over the authorisation process for UK-based training but for the OSJA process full stop. 
 
That was reinforced by the responses from the Foreign Office to similar questions, asking whether they 
could provide data on the total number of requests received and rejected, to go with their annual estimate 
of the number of OSJA assessments completed. Minister Nigel Adams replied: 
 

“While the FCDO is responsible for updating and maintaining the Guidance, responsibility for 
completing and filing the assessment sits with the department or agency delivering the assistance.” 

 
In the absence of any quantitative data on the number of overseas training requests rejected by the MOD 
and Home Office on the basis of risk, one alternative means of assessing the rigour of the OSJA process 
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would be to look at the quality of individual assessments, and the extent to which the risks involved have 
been properly scrutinised and weighed up in any decision. 
 
However, when asked in April 2016 what the government’s policy was on the disclosure of individual OSJA 
assessments, the then Foreign Office minister, David Lidington replied: 

“Requests to release the content of Overseas Security and Justice Assistance (OSJA) assessments 
are considered on a case by case basis under the Freedom of Information Act. However, the 
content of individual OSJA assessments, including candid assessments of state security capabilities 
and effectiveness, may be exempt from release under the provisions of the Act.” 

 
In his foreword to the latest edition of the OSJA guidance, published in 2017, the then Foreign Secretary 
Boris Johnson echoed Minster Lidington’s explanation of the need for secrecy: 

“Making accurate decisions requires officials to be candid in their assessments of the intent and 
ability of other countries to uphold international law. These assessments will often, though not 
always, be sensitive. HMG is therefore only rarely able to publish the full reasoning behind its 
decisions. This is not borne out of any aversion to external scrutiny, but rather is a necessary 
corollary of conducting a thorough assessment.” 

 
Nevertheless, the now Prime Minister insisted in 2017 that the OSJA process was not only working 
effectively, but was being imitated by the UK’s overseas counterparts: 

“This guidance...is the practical tool that officials need to make these difficult decisions in order to 
ensure that our security and justice work defends and promotes human rights. It is one of the most 
comprehensive and demanding such tools anywhere in the world and has inspired similar 
processes in other countries that pride themselves on their human rights record. We will continue 
to evolve and adapt it in the light of experience.” 

 
The rest of this report considers whether – based on the type of training provided over the past six years, 
and the conduct of the countries who have received it – the current process is indeed as comprehensive 
and demanding as claimed, and whether it needs not just to ‘evolve and adapt in the light of [that] 
experience’, but be replaced entirely with a much more robust, rigorous and transparent legal framework. 

 
* Courses received = Total number of individual courses received by personnel from different countries. The figure for 
courses provided is obviously lower because trainees from multiple countries will have attended the same courses.  
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3. TRAINING COURSES PROVIDED, 2015-2020 
 
The UK armed forces and police offer a vast collection of training courses to overseas personnel, covering 
the full range of skills and specialisms in which our own personnel excel. The British Army alone currently 
has an International Training Catalogue running to 262 pages, with 214 separate courses provided across 
more than two dozen fields of expertise. 
 
This section summarises a small selection of the training available for overseas personnel, focusing in 
particular on some of the courses taken by personnel in the case study countries examined in Sections 4-6, 
where the focus of the courses is relevant to some of the allegations against them.  
 
It also highlights two of three courses provided under the Ministry of Defence’s International Defence 
Engagement (IDE) programme, Senior Strategic Leadership and Managing Defence in a Wider Security 
Context, which are designed to enable – in the MOD’s words – “OSJA compliant access into politically 
sensitive countries...often paving the way for other forms of UK defence education and military training.”2 
 

3.1 Joint Services Training Courses 
 

Advanced Command and Staff Course (Joint Services or Army) 

• An invitation-only, 12-month course training the analytical, decision-making and operational planning 
skills of mid-career military and civilian personnel, equipping them for high-grade appointments. 
Modules include ‘Military Operations’ and ‘Campaigning’, and a study of military capabilities across 
the different forces. Draws together more than 200 students from dozens of countries each year.  

• Examples of regular participant countries, 2015-20: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bahrain, Cameroon, 
Colombia, Egypt, Indonesia, Kuwait, Nepal, Nigeria, Saudi Arabia, Sri Lanka, United Arab Emirates.  

 

Royal College of Defence Studies Course 

• An invitation-only, post-graduate level course delivered over the course of an academic year, aimed 
at senior military officers and government officials preparing for top leadership roles, it teaches 
trainees about the international security and strategic context for defence policy and decisions, the 
levers available to decision-makers, and the key tenets of effective strategic leadership.  

• Examples of regular participant countries, 2015-20: Bangladesh, China, Colombia, Egypt, Ghana, 
Indonesia, Iraq, Israel, Kenya, Kuwait, Mexico, Myanmar, Nepal, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Qatar, Saudi 
Arabia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Uganda, UAE, Vietnam.  

 

Senior Strategic Leadership Programme (Joint Services or Army) – IDE course 

• Launched in 2014, this exclusive five-day residential course is aimed at senior military and 
government leaders in the defence and security field, and involves extensive engagement with their 
UK counterparts, as well as discussion of contemporary theories of leadership, strategy, change, 
ethics and risk, designed to improve strategic decision-making in complex security environments.  

• Examples of participant countries, 2015-20: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, Brazil, Brunei, 
Colombia, Ghana, India, Kenya, Kuwait, Myanmar, Nepal, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Palestine, 
Philippines, Qatar, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Turkmenistan.  

 
2 The third course, Building Integrity for Senior Leaders, is focused on corruption and good practice in procurement. 

https://www.da.mod.uk/colleges-and-schools/defence-leadership-centre/international-defence-engagement/ 
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Managing Defence in the Wider Security Context (Joint Services or Army) – IDE course 

• A flagship seven-week course on the oversight and governance of defence operations, which is – 
according to the MOD – “particularly relevant to countries making the transition from authoritarian 
rule to democracy, or emerging from conflict”, it seeks to teach good practice on how civilian and 
military personnel should work together, and train security forces on the importance of human rights.  

• Examples of participant countries, 2015-20: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, Brunei, Colombia, 
Ghana, Indonesia, Iraq, Kenya, Morocco, Myanmar, Nepal, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Palestine, 
Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Sudan, Sri Lanka, Uzbekistan, Zimbabwe.  

 

Intelligence Analysis and Intelligence Directors Training Courses (Joint Services or Army) 

• Two-week courses aimed respectively at experienced intelligence analysts/managers, and Colonel-
grade officers moving into senior intelligence roles, both designed – at their different levels – to give 
an in-depth insight into how the trainees’ UK counterparts perform the roles, including methods and 
techniques for the Analysts, and consideration of the wider strategic context for Directors.  

• Examples of participant countries, 2015-20: Bangladesh, Brazil, Cameroon, Colombia, Egypt, Ghana, 
Indonesia, Iraq, Kenya, Kuwait, Mali, Nepal, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Sri Lanka, 
Turkmenistan, UAE, Vietnam.  

 
3.2 British Army Training Courses 
 

Officer Commissioning Course 

• An invitation-only, 42-week course over three terms, designed to prepare trainees for their first 
officer role, teaching battlefield leadership skills; analysis, planning and communication; platoon-level 
weapon handling and tactics; and academic analysis of conflict, war doctrine and strategic context.  

• Examples of regular participant countries, 2015-20: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bahrain, Bangladesh, 
China, Colombia, Egypt, Ghana, Iraq, Kenya, Kuwait, Nepal, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Palestine, Qatar, 
Saudi Arabia, Uganda, UAE.  

 

Platoon Commanders Battle Course 

• A 16-week course (with pass or fail assessment) training officers in the operational and administrative 
duties of a rifle platoon commander, including standard tactics, techniques and procedures; live firing 
tactical training; command in major combat operations; and platoon administration and training.  

• Examples of participant countries, 2015-20: Armenia, Bahrain, Cameroon, India, Kuwait, Nepal, Oman, 
Pakistan, Qatar. 

 

Basic Tactics Instructor Course 

• A four-week course for officers and NCOs to practice their military skills, and learn infantry tactics and 
procedures in rural and urban environments in sufficient depth to become subject matter experts on 
basic infantry operations, capable of giving advice and instruction back in their home forces. 

• Examples of participant countries, 2015-20: Bahrain, India, Iraq, Kenya, Nepal, Nigeria, Saudi Arabia. 
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Sniper Platoon Commanders Course  

• A four-week course training officers and NCOs to plan and conduct the training of sniper platoons in 
basic and advanced marksmanship and fieldcraft, and to lead sniper platoons in operations in a land 
environment. Also provides an opportunity for trainees to practice their own sniper skills.  

• Participant countries, 2019-20: Bahrain, Ghana, India, Lebanon.  

 

Defence Human Security Advisers Course  

• Launched in 2018, the course provides training to more than 20 senior military and civilian leaders 
each year around issues such as protection of civilians, children in armed conflict, human trafficking, 
and conflict related sexual violence. In 2019, training in this area was brought under the umbrella of 
the MOD’s new Centre of Excellence in Human Security.   

• Examples of participant countries, 2019-20: Ethiopia, Indonesia, Nigeria, Pakistan, Palestine, Oman.  

 

Targeting Courses (Tactical and Full Spectrum)3  

• Three and four-week courses respectively, provided by the Royal School of Artillery, set up to teach 
officers and NCOs the skills and techniques required to serve as effective members of targeting teams 
in a high intensity warfighting environment, and enable them to act as instructors in their own right.  

• Examples of participant countries, 2019-20: Cameroon, India, Kuwait, Nigeria, Oman, Saudi Arabia.  

 

3.3 Royal Air Force Training Courses 
 

Fast Jet Training Courses (Basic; Advanced; Tactical and Weapons; High Level)  

• A two year series of courses taking trainee pilots from the initial award of their fast jet flying badge 
through the successful completion of tactical weapons training on board the Hawk T2 jet, and 
concluding with the ‘operational conversion’ course, where they train on the specific fast jets they will 
be flying in a front-line role, either in air-to-air combat or ground attack operations. 

• Examples of regular participant countries, 2015-20: Kuwait, Oman, Saudi Arabia, Qatar. 

 

RAF Initial Officer Training 

• A 24-week, invitation-only course delivered over three terms, designed to prepare trainees for their 
first Officer role, beginning with basic fieldcraft and weapon handling, building towards the training 
of RAF leadership skills, a lecture-based understanding of Air Power, and a Basic Air Warfare course, 
and culminating in a large-scale simulated air operations planning exercise. 

• Examples of regular participant countries, 2015-20: Bahrain, Brunei, China, Egypt, Ghana, Iraq, 
Kenya, Kuwait, Libya, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Sri Lanka, UAE, Yemen.  

 

 
3 Trainees from Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates also undertook RAF Tactical Targeting courses in this 
period, learning similar skills from an air force perspective. Saudi trainees also undertook ‘Weapons Controller’ 
training with the RAF, learning how to direct fast jets flying in operations.  
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Air Battle Management (ABM) Courses 

• Courses lasting up to 15 weeks designed to produce highly-skilled aerospace operations specialists, 
with modules ranging from studying the history of modern ABM to planning joint land and maritime 
operations, featuring training in both simulated and live operational environments.  

• Examples of regular participant countries, 2015-20: Bahrain, India, Pakistan, Philippines, Qatar, Saudi 
Arabia, UAE.  

 

Electronic Warfare (Officers) 

• A 23-week course training specialist officers to seek control of the electromagnetic spectrum in 
support of combat operations (in crude terms, jamming the electronic systems of opponents and 
preventing them doing the same in reverse), and teaching them the full range of tactics to do so.  

• Examples of regular participant countries, 2015-20: Bahrain, Brazil, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, UAE.4  

 

3.4 Royal Navy Training Courses 
 

Joint Operations Planning (Navy or Joint Services) 

• A 10-day course open to all overseas partners, aimed at senior officers up to colonel and equivalent 
ranks, designed to prepare them to participate effectively and coherently in combined or coalition 
operations with forces from other countries, ranging from tactical wargaming to media planning.  

• Examples of regular participant countries, 2015-20: Bahrain, Bangladesh, Ghana, Indonesia, Jordan, 
Kuwait, Morocco, Nigeria, Oman, Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Sri Lanka, Turkey, UAE. Exactly a quarter 
of the 76 courses provided in the period were to members of the Saudi-led coalition in Yemen. 

 

Initial Naval Training (Officer) 

• A 30-week course aimed at preparing trainees for their first naval officer role, split into three phases: 
militarisation (from basic fieldcraft and naval general training to leadership skills and boat handling); 
marinisation (including 3 weeks training onboard a warship, and classroom studies on maritime 
operations); and professional training in one of several specialist officer roles.  

• Examples of regular participant countries, 2015-20: Azerbaijan, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Colombia, 
Egypt, Ghana, Iraq, Kenya, Kuwait, Libya, Morocco, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Philippines, Qatar, Saudi 
Arabia, Sri Lanka, UAE. 

 

All Arms Commando Course 

• A highly demanding 13-week course run by the Royal Marines designed to help military personnel 
develop the mentality, physical capacity and core military skills necessary for specialist commando 
operations, including training in field craft and tactics, and organisation of commando forces.  

• Examples of participant countries, 2015-20: Bahrain, Egypt, Mexico, Nigeria, Philippines, Qatar. 

 

 
4 Brunei, Oman, Philippines and UAE were among the countries from 2015-20 to take the equivalent navy course. 
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Principal Warfare Officers ‘A’ and ‘B’ 

• Courses of 28 and 15 weeks training selected officers in the tactical handling of warships up to frigate 
size, and the integrated use of weapon systems and sensors to tackle the range of threats from aircraft, 
missiles, submarines and enemy ships, including extensive simulation training and gunnery drills.  

• Examples of regular participant countries, 2015-20: Bangladesh, Egypt, Indonesia, Kenya, Kuwait, 
Nigeria, Pakistan, Qatar, Turkey. 

 

Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) Protection and Officer Training 

• A four-week course aimed at naval officers up to captain level, training them in the legal foundations 
and practical skills for the enforcement of EEZs, i.e. the areas of the sea over which countries have 
sovereign rights, which – it can be noted – are also relevant for the enforcement of naval blockades. 

• Examples of regular participant countries, 2015-20: Azerbaijan, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Indonesia, Iraq, 
Kuwait, Morocco, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, UAE.  

 

3.5 Police Force Training Courses 
 

Senior Leadership Development Programme (Royal College of Policing) 

• A course for senior leaders, taught over two modules, designed to develop their personal strengths 
and address their weaknesses, ranging from discussing supportive leadership principles and the 
strategic context for modern police leadership with experts and peers, to participating in a full-day 
immersive training exercise to apply leadership skills in different simulated scenarios. 

• Examples of participant countries, 2015-20: Bahrain, Hong Kong, Indonesia, Kenya, Libya, Morocco, 
Oman, Rwanda, Sierra Leone, UAE. 

 

Public Order Tactical and Commander Training Courses (Royal College of Policing and other forces) 

• Typically courses of up to five days for officers in command roles, training them to provide successful 
organisation, strategy and tactics to manage risks at planned or spontaneous public gatherings, with a 
mix of classroom-based learning and training exercises, and a focus on effective advance planning, 
resource deployment, reactive decision-making, and post-incident evaluation.  

• Examples of participant countries, 2015-20: Brazil, Ethiopia, Hong Kong, Myanmar, Sri Lanka. 

 

Police Capacity Building (Royal College of Policing and other forces) 

• A range of courses, usually tailored to the needs of individual countries, designed to strengthen skills, 
professionalism or organisation across multiple disciplines, and incorporate any new technological or 
procedural tools; there is usually a special emphasis on training individuals to become instructors in 
their own right and disseminate the lessons learned across their forces back home.  

• Examples of participant countries, 2015-20: Colombia, Indonesia, Kenya, Mali, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, 
Sri Lanka, Tanzania, Ukraine.  
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Box 3: Militarisation around the world 

Militarisation can usefully be defined as the extent to which a country’s political system, societal 
structures and public spending priorities are controlled by its armed forces, ranging from the use of 
compulsory military service for young people to the army being in charge of civilian agencies. 

It is a basic reality that the more militarised a country is, the more prone it is to military coups, and 
the more likely it is to respond to domestic security challenges (e.g. civilian protests or separatist 
movements), or territorial disputes with other countries, through the use of military force. 

A country’s level of militarisation should therefore be one of the considerations when it comes to 
the provision of UK military training, for the simple reason that the trainees are more likely to end 
up using the skills they learn for the purposes of military aggression or internal repression. 

Every year, the Bonn International Centre for Conversion (BICC) – a conflict research institute 
financially supported by the German government – publishes a Global Militarisation Index (GMI), 
looking at a range of statistical factors to rank each country’s relative level of militarisation.  

Below are the Top 20 countries in the BICC’s 2020 Global Militarisation Index, along with the 
number of military training courses provided by the UK to each one between 2015-20.* 
 

 
 
* The BICC Index does not include countries where accurate data for military spending and other factors are impossible to 
obtain, including highly-militarised countries like North Korea, Eritrea, Syria and the UAE, which would otherwise feature 
towards the top of this list. Among the 151 countries ranked in the 2020 Index, other notable entries outside the Top 20 
include the United States (27th), the UK (77th), and the top recipient of UK military training, the Netherlands (92nd).   
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4.  RISKS OF VIOLATIONS OF INTERNATIONAL HUMANITARIAN LAW 

 
Criterion 2(c) of the Consolidated Criteria governing arms exports states that the government will not grant 
a licence for the export of arms “if there is a clear risk that the items might be used in the commission of a 
serious violation of international humanitarian law.” 
 
The government’s current working definition5 of International Humanitarian Law (IHL) refers – amongst 
other things – to the bedrock 1949 Geneva Conventions and 1977 Additional Protocols governing conduct 
in war, and the Rome Statute establishing the International Criminal Court in 1998. 
 
Key considerations for the government when assessing risk in this area include: 

• Whether the user of the arms is acting in a discriminate and proportionate way to protect civilians 
from harm, and distinguish between legitimate military targets and civilian areas; and 

• Whether the user is inflicting suffering, injury, or destruction not required for the accomplishment of 
legitimate military purposes; and 

• Whether the user is knowingly responsible for crimes against humanity, including murder, rape, 
torture, disappearances and persecution, as part of a systematic attack on any civilian population.  

 
Below are a number of case studies of countries whose military and security forces have received training 
in the UK over the last five years, and who have been accused of committing serious violations of IHL, in 
some cases through the persecution or subjugation of minority or indigenous groups in their own countries. 
 

Myanmar  

The period October 2016 to August 2017 saw escalating violence 
in the country’s Rakhine province between insurgent forces and  
Myanmar’s military (the ‘Tatmadaw’), coupled with attacks by 
Buddhist communities on Rohingya Muslims in the region.  

In September 2017, four months of ‘clearance operations’ from 
the Myanmar military saw the widespread destruction of villages 
in Rakhine; the sexual assault and killing of tens of thousands of 
Rohingya civilians; and the forced displacement of more than 
600,000 Rohingya over the border into Bangladesh. 

The 2018 and 2019 reports by the UN Fact-Finding Mission on 
Myanmar said the military had behaved with “genocidal intent”, 
with acts of “extreme brutality”...“only possible in a climate of 
tolerance and impunity...where military personnel had no 
reasonable fear of punishment or disciplinary action.” 

In February 2021, the Myanmar military assumed power in a 
coup against the civilian government. In the public street 
protests that have followed, more than 1,000 civilians have been 
killed and thousands more injured and detained in a brutal 
crackdown. Despite reports of security personnel defecting to 
stand with the protesters, the army remains firmly in charge. 

UK training courses for the Myanmar military 
in this period were small in number, although 
it remains surprising that any were taking 
place at all. Such training included: 

• Senior Strategic Leadership (2016-18) 

• Building Integrity for Senior Leaders (2017-18) 

• Royal College of Defence Studies (2016-17) 

• British Military English - Basic (2016-18) 

• Managing Defence in the Wider Security 
Context (2015-16, 17-18) 

UK police training for Myanmar in this period 
included a 2017 course for which the Home 
Office has no details and a 2015 Sussex Police 
course in ‘Public Order Tactical Training’. 

On 19 September 2017, the UK government 
suspended its military training for Myanmar 
in light of the genocidal reports from Rakhine.  

However, in 2019, Hampshire Constabulary 
went on to provide Myanmar with a ‘Senior 
Adviser on Policing and Community Security’ 
as part of an ongoing EU programme. 

 

 
5 This definition was most recently updated on the Foreign Office website in November 2019, and can be read online 
here: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/international-humanitarian-law-and-the-uk-government/uk-and-
international-humanitarian-law-2018 
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Saudi Arabia  

In 2015, empowered by UN Security Council Resolution 2216, a 
Saudi-led coalition embarked on a military campaign in Yemen to 
restore the legitimately-elected government of President Hadi, 
unseated from the capital Sana’a the previous year by Houthi 
rebels backing former President Saleh. 

The Saudi campaign has been characterised from the outset by air 
strikes against non-military as well as military targets, resulting in 
thousands of civilian deaths, and by a long-running naval blockade 
of Yemen’s sea ports, exacerbating the humanitarian crisis facing a 
civilian population short of food, medicine and fuel. 

In 2017, the UN established a Panel of Experts to monitor human 
rights in Yemen, and their succession of reports present clear 
evidence that all sides involved in the conflict have committed 
serious violations of international humanitarian law. In relation to 
the Saudi air strikes, they have stated the following: 

“The Group of Experts analysed a number of coalition 
airstrikes given the apparently disproportionate impact of 
such airstrikes on civilians. It raised concerns with coalition 
processes for target selection and execution of airstrikes, 
and noted a consistent pattern of harm to civilians.”  

The Group identified individual airstrikes that “appear to have been 
undertaken without proper regard to principles of distinction, 
proportionality and precaution to protect civilians”, and criticised 
“third States transferring arms to parties to the conflict in Yemen in 
blatant disregard of the documented patterns of serious violations 
of IHL and human rights law in the conflict to date.” 

The Group cited UN research, which documented at least 7,825 
civilian deaths (including at least 2,138 children and 933 women) 
and thousands more injured as a direct result of the armed conflict 
between March 2015 and June 2020.   

On the wider conduct of the campaign by the Saudi-led coalition, 
the Panel points to a number of other violations of international 
law, including the use of child soldiers, sexual violence against 
female civilians, and the use of torture and disappearances. 

In addition to the UN Group conclusions, and given the prohibition 
on the use of starvation as a weapon of war, it is worth noting: 

− Research by Prof Martha Mundy of LSE documenting the Saudis’ 
systematic destruction of Yemen’s food Infrastructure, including 
wells, farmland, milk plants, fishing boats and food markets; and 

− The UN’s repeated calls at different times in the conflict for the 
Saudi-led coalition to permanently lift its blockade of ports and 
airports in areas under Houthi control, given the severe shortages 
of food, fuel and medicine to which it has contributed. 

During the five years covered by this report 
(2015-20), Saudi Arabia received at least 
141 separate military training courses from 
their UK counterparts, with an unknown 
total of participants.  
 
Saudi Arabia was the fifth largest recipient 
of military training in this period, behind the 
Netherlands, Nigeria, Oman and New 
Zealand (See the Statistical Annex). 
 
The training provided by the RAF included 
the following courses in most or all years 
from 2015-20, except where stated: 

• Fast Jet Basic Training Course 

• Fast Jet Advanced Training Course 

• Fast Jet Tactical and Weapons 

• Elementary Flying Training 

• Engineer Officer Foundation Training 

• Targeting Course (2015-17) 

• Weapons Controller (2016-18) 

• Weapons Instructor Typhoon (2015-16) 

• Tornado Maintenance Course (2015-16) 

• Typhoon Maintenance Course (2016-19) 

• E3D Simulator Training (2015-18) 

• Weapons Technician Course (2015-18) 

• Air Battle Management (2017-18) 

• BAES Multi-Skilled Weapons (2018-20) 

• Typhoon Operational Control (2018-20) 
 
The Army (or Joint Services) provided the 
following notable courses in most or all 
years from 2015-20, except where stated: 

• Advanced Command and Staff Course 

• Commissioning Course (Sandhurst) 

• Senior Strategic Leadership (2015-16) 

• Urban Operations Instructor (2015-17) 

• Basic Tactics Instructor Course (2016-18) 

• Intelligence Directors Course (2017-20) 

• Logistics Officer (2015-16 and 2019-20) 

• Tactical Targeting (2019-20) 

• Building Integrity for Leaders (2019-20) 
 
The Navy provided the following notable 
courses in the years mentioned: 

• Saudi Degree Programme (2015-20) 

• Joint Operations Planning (2015-18) 

• Electronic Warfare Manager (2016-17) 

• Exclusive Economic Zone (2016-17) 

• Small Ships Command (2016-17) 
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Cameroon 

Cameroon is one of many countries neighbouring Nigeria which 
has faced terror attacks from Nigerian-based Jihadist group Boko 
Haram since 2012. The UK government have rightly given support 
to the affected countries to help them deal with this threat. 

However, in addition, the Cameroon government has also since 
late 2017 been engaged in an escalating crackdown in the 
country’s English-speaking regions against the ‘Ambazonian’ 
independence movement, and separatist militia groups. 

On 1st January 2021, the US Senate unanimously passed a 
resolution condemning atrocities committed by all sides in this 
conflict, including the Cameroon military, which it accused of: 

“Excessive use of force against civilians living in the 
Anglophone regions, including the burning of villages, the 
use of live ammunition against protesters, arbitrary arrest 
and detention, torture, sexual abuse, and killing of 
civilians, including women, children, and the elderly”. 

The Resolution applauded the US government’s suspension of 
trade preferences for Cameroon and criticised the past training 
and support that the US had provided the Cameroon military.  

The Cameroon military received no training 
from the UK in 2015/16 and 2016/17.  

In all subsequent years, i.e. throughout the 
conflict in the English-speaking regions, 
trainees from Cameroon have attended the 
Advanced Command and Staff Course.  

Other notable courses provided by the 
Army in this period to Cameroonian 
trainees included the following: 

2017/18: 

• Full Spectrum Targeting Course 

• Urban Operations Instructors Course 

• R. Engineers Troop Commanders Course 

2018/19: 

• Intelligence Directors Course 

• Light Close Reconnaissance Course 

• Platoon Commanders Battle Course 

2019/20: 

• Intelligence Directors Course 

 
 

The Philippines 

Training provided by the Navy included 
the following courses in most or all years 
from 2015-20, except where stated: 

• All Arms Commando Course 

• Joint Operations Planning (2015-16) 

• Young Officers (2016-17 and 2019-20) 

• Exclusive Economic Zone (2016-17) 

• Commando Conditioning (2018-20) 

• Electronic Warfare Managers (2019-20) 
 
The Joint Services, Army and RAF also 
provided the following notable courses in 
the years mentioned: 

• Advanced Command and Staff (2015-16) 

• Senior Strategic Leadership (2017-18) 

• Royal College of Defence Studies (2015-16) 

• Army Officer Commissioning (2016-17) 

• Urban Operations Instructors (2017-19) 

• Jungle Warfare Instructors (2019-20) 

• Air Battle Management (2017-18) 

• RAF Officer Training (2015-17, 19-20) 

• Managing Defence in the Wider Security 
Context (2017-18) 

The election of President Duterte in 2016 ushered in a deliberately  
violent and undiscriminating ‘War on Drugs’, with thousands of 
extrajudicial killings carried out by the police and state-approved hit 
squads, with the victims overwhelmingly concentrated among the 
urban poor, including street children and homeless people.  

Efforts by political activists and the media to oppose Duterte’s 
actions have been met with brutal repression, and the victims of 
the ‘War on Drugs’ have grown to include rising numbers of human 
rights defenders, lawyers, community leaders and journalists. 

Meanwhile, Duterte has pursued a similarly aggressive approach to 
tackling the long-standing separatist insurgency by Moro Muslims in 
the west of the island of Mindanao, a conflict which has risen in 
prominence in recent years along with other Jihadist conflicts. 

In 2017, Duterte declared martial law in Mindanao and sought to 
crush the Jihadists with attacks from ground forces, heavy artillery 
and air strikes, causing high numbers of civilian casualties, with 
atrocities and bomb attacks from the insurgents in response.  

A fragile peace agreement in 2019 led to the lifting of martial law, 
but heavy violence resumed in early 2021 after renewed Jihadist 
atrocities, leading Duterte to threaten another ‘all-out offensive’. 
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Colombia 
 

UK training provided between 2015-20 has included: Advanced Command and Staff (2018-19); Managing Defence 
in the Wider Security Context (2018-20); Officer Commissioning (2017-20); Royal College of Defence Studies (2015-
18). Amongst the police training provided in the period was College of Policing Capacity Training (2019 and 2020).  

• In November 2016, the Colombian government signed a peace deal to end its decades-long civil war 
with the Farc guerrilla movement, comprising 578 separate stipulations to bring a lasting peace. 2017 
was Colombia’s least violent year since 1975, and thousands of FARC combatants were disarmed.  

• However, 2018 saw the election of the Duque government in 2018 on an anti-peace deal platform. 
Progress on implementation of the peace deal stopped, around 1,700 FARC dissidents returned to 
armed struggle, and talks to bring other guerrilla groups into the deal were broken off. 2019 saw a 
resurgence of violence in rural areas, and a car bomb at a police academy in Bogota, killing 21 cadets. 

• April 2021 saw street protests across the country against government tax policies and police brutality, 
which in turn triggered violent and deadly responses from the Colombian security forces. Meanwhile, 
brutal guerrilla warfare continues between government forces and paramilitary groups in rural areas. 

 

Indonesia 
 

UK training provided between 2015-20 has included: Advanced Command and Staff (2015-20); Royal College of 
Defence Studies (2015-18); Army Intelligence Analysis (2019-20); Jungle Warfare Instructors (2019-2020); and Royal 
Navy Joint Operations Planning, Principal Warfare Officer Training, and Exclusive Economic Zone Protection each 
year from 2015-20. Police training has included the College of Policing Leadership Programme (2015). 

• The independence of East Timor from Indonesian control in 2002 brought two decades of brutal 
violence and repression to an end, but also gave renewed hope to separatist movements in West 
Papua, who have been fighting for decades for independence from Indonesia (which took control of 
the territory as part of its own transition from Dutch colonial rule after World War II).  

• The conflict between separatist militias and government troops has grown increasingly bloody in the 
last 10 years, with documented atrocities by the separatists, and accusations of unlawful killings, 
arbitrary detention and torture against Indonesian security forces. Demonstrations in August 2019 saw 
the use of live ammunition and tear gas against protesters by the Indonesian police.  

 

Mali 
 

UK military training has been concentrated in the period 2018-20, including: Advanced Command and Staff (2018-
20); Intelligence Directors (2018-19); and Officer Commissioning, Intelligence Analysis, Imagery Analysis, and the 
Defence Human Security Advisers Course (all 2019-20). The Malian Police also received capacity training in 2018. 

• Since 2012, the government in Mali has been involved in an intermittent civil war against a Tuareg 
separatist movement and Jihadist forces in the north of the country. Mali has received military support 
from France and neighbouring African states. Twice in this period, in 2012 and 2020, the Mali military 
have staged coups against the civilian government to seize control of the war effort. The current 
military-approved civilian administration in Mali has army figures in key government roles.  

• A 2020 report by a UN Commission of Inquiry accuses all parties to the conflict of having committed 
war crimes, including the killing of civilians by the Malian army suspected of supporting insurgent 
forces. Accusations of the beating, killing and disappearing of civilians by the army have increased since 
their 2020 coup, which also saw civilian protesters subjected to lethal force.  
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Morocco 
 

UK military training provided between 2015-20 included: Advanced Command and Staff (2016-17, 19-20); Royal 
College of Defence Studies (2015-16); Managing Defence in the Wider Security Context (2018-20); and numerous 
naval courses. Royal College police training has included Senior Leadership (2016) and Senior Investigators (2018). 

• In December 2020, the Trump administration recognised Moroccan sovereignty over the Western 
Sahara in return for Morocco’s normalisation of diplomatic relations with Israel. Morocco treated the 
decision as a green light to increase their already very severe repression in the region, over which they 
unilaterally claimed control following the withdrawal of Spanish colonial forces in 1975.  

• The Moroccan authorities routinely harass activists supporting Sahrawi independence, and human 
rights defenders seeking to protect them, and prevent the gathering of protesters by violent means, 
including the use of live ammunition.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Box 4: UK support for the Saudi-led coalition in Yemen 

At the end of March 2015, a Saudi-led coalition intervened in the ongoing civil war in Yemen in a 
UN-supported effort to restore power to the legitimately-elected government of President Hadi 
following a coup by forces loyal to former President Saleh, supported by the Houthi rebel militia.  

Besides Saudi and Yemeni forces, the coalition deployed jets, ground troops and naval support from 
Bahrain, Egypt, Jordan, Kuwait, Sudan, UAE, Qatar (until 2017) and Morocco (until 2019). UAE also 
publicly withdrew in late 2019, but has continued to play an influential role in the conflict. 

The chart below shows the value of UK arms exports to members of the coalition since the start of 
the war compared to the number of military training courses provided to their forces in the UK.  

While there are notable dips in arms exports in 2016/17, when there was extensive international 
pressure to end the war, and 2019/20, when the UK courts forced the government to suspend arms 
exports, the figures for provision of UK training have remained relatively steady throughout. 

 
 

* Qatar excluded from 2017/18 onwards; Morocco excluded from 2019/20; UAE included throughout.  

** This only covers the reported value of Standard Individual Export Licences authorised by the UK government, not the 
full value of all arms exports, including those sold under Open Individual Export Licences, which remains undisclosed.   
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5. RISKS OF INTERNAL REPRESSION 
 
Under Criterion 2(a) of the Consolidated Criteria governing arms exports, the government says it will not 
grant a licence “if there is a clear risk that the items might be used for internal repression”. The definition of 
internal repression provided includes “torture and other cruel, inhuman and degrading treatment or 
punishment; summary or arbitrary executions; disappearances [and] arbitrary detentions”. 
 
The definition also refers to “other major violations of human rights and fundamental freedoms as set out 
in relevant international human rights instruments, including the universal declaration on human rights and 
the international covenant on civil and political rights.” Rights set out in those instruments include: 

• The right to life, liberty and the security of person; 

• The right to freedom of peaceful assembly and association; 

• The right to freedom of expression, thought, conscience and religion; and 

• The right to equal and effective protection against discrimination on any ground. 
 
Below are a number of case studies of countries whose military and security forces have received training 
from the UK armed forces, the UK College of Policing and other police forces between 2015 and 2020, and 
who have been accused of committing acts of internal repression and other serious violations of the 
human, civil and political rights of their citizens during that period. 
 

Hong Kong 

In 2014, the Umbrella Revolution saw widespread pro-democracy 
protests in Hong Kong. The violent suppression of these protests 
by the Hong Kong authorities and the subsequent arrest and trial 
of the activists behind them caused widespread concern. 

In 2019 and 2020, further protests erupted over what was seen 
as the continuing erosion of the political and judicial 
independence guaranteed for Hong Kong under the post-1997 
arrangements handing over sovereignty from the UK to China.  

Again, the violent treatment of unarmed protesters by the police, 
with beatings, arbitrary arrests and reports of detainees being 
tortured, caused outrage in the UK and around the world, as 
have the trials and convictions of campaigners throughout 2021.  

In June 2019, the UK government suspended the export of tear 
gas and other crowd control equipment to the Hong Kong 
authorities, and in August 2020, it suspended the training of 
Hong Kong military and police personnel.  

From 2015-18, Hong Kong police received at 
least 17 separate training courses from their 
UK counterparts, including: 

• Silver Commanders Course (2017) 

• Leadership Management (2017) 

• Public Order Evidence Gathering (2017) 

• Tactical Commanders Course (2017) 

• Security Coordinators Training (2018) 

• Public Order Gold Command (2018) 

No details are available from the Home 
Office for 6 of the courses attended by 
Hong Kong police, including 5 in 2016 alone. 

From 2015-20, the Hong Kong military sent 
personnel for at least 15 training courses in 
the UK, most of them provided by the 
British Army, including multiple rounds of 
Basic and Advanced Drill Instructor courses.  

 

Belarus 

Despite the government’s suspension of 
training in 2020, provision of training for 
Belarus up to that point had been limited, 
with no police training recorded in the UK, 
and just 7 military training courses, mainly 
for teaching ‘British Military English’. 

Similar to Hong Kong, the government announced the suspension 
of training for the Belarus military in September 2020, following 
their violent suppression of street protests against the continued 
rule of President Lukashenko, which has for the last 25 years been 
characterised by the repression of opposition movements, forced 
disappearances, arbitrary arrest, and other human rights abuses. 
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Egypt 

Since President Abdel Fattah al-Sisi took power in 2013, Egypt 
has become one of the top 10 countries for executions and death 
sentences, with hundreds of political opponents and human 
rights activists arrested and charged with acts of sedition or 
involvement in terrorism against Sisi’s rule, and detainees 
routinely facing torture and unfair trials. 

Groups ranging from Shia worshippers to members of the LGBT 
community have been systematically persecuted by the Sisi 
regime, and – while the threat of execution remains high for any 
individual arrested by Egyptian security forces – the figures for 
deaths in custody and extra-judicial killings are even higher. 

In March 2021, the UN Human Rights Council (including the UK) 
made its first formal condemnation of the situation in Egypt since 
the early days of Sisi’s regime in 2014, expressing concern for the 
widespread and flagrant human rights violations committed by 
Egyptian authorities, and for their ability to do so with impunity. 

Despite participating in that exercise, the UK’s relations with the 
Sisi regime remain as close as ever, and no effort was made to 
strengthen the provisions on human rights in the rollover trade 
deal agreed between the countries in December 2020. 

The Egyptian armed forces were responsible 
for putting their Commander in Chief, Abdel 
al-Sisi, into power in a 2013 coup, and they 
remain the central instrument of his 
domestic authority and security apparatus.  

From 2015-20, the armed forces have taken 
part in dozens of training courses in UK, 
including officer training with the RAF and 
Royal Navy, and annual participation in the 
Advanced Command and Staff Course, of 
which Sisi himself was a graduate in 1992. 

Other training courses regularly attended by 
the Egyptian military include: 

• Officer Commissioning Course (2015-20) 

• Royal College of Defence Studies (2015-18) 

• Close Protection Training (2018-20) 

• Intelligence Directors Course (2018-20)  

Members of the Egyptian security forces 
also took part in a 2016 course from the 
Royal College of Policing for Counter 
Terrorism Security Coordinators. 

 
 

Bahrain 

The outcry at Bahrain’s crushing of the 
2011 uprising forced the government into 
a brief suspension of arms sales to the UK’s 
historically close strategic ally.  

The later revelation that Bahraini snipers 
had been trained by the UK military also 
caused public anger given the lethal use to 
which their skills had been put in 2011. 

Nevertheless, ties between the UK and 
Bahraini military remain strong, and from 
2015-20, training courses have included: 

• Advanced Command and Staff (2015-20) 

• Officer Commissioning Course (2015-20) 

• Urban Operations Instruction (2016-18) 

• Platoon Commanders Battle (2016-19) 

• Sniper Platoon Commanders (2019-20) 

• All Arms Commando (2015-16, 18-19) 

• Air Battle Management (2015-16, 18-19) 

Among more than a dozen police training 
courses during the period are five from 
2016-18 for which the Home Office cannot 
provide details, as well as a course from 
the Met on ‘informant handling’ provided 
to Bahrain’s Ministry of the Interior. 

As part of the Arab Spring in 2011, Bahrain witnessed the strongest 
anti-government protests of all the Gulf Monarchies, but – with 
military support from Saudi Arabia and the UAE – crushed the 
uprising over a period of five weeks with brutal force, including 
through the use of army snipers to shoot individual protesters. 

The aftermath saw a brutal crackdown on civil liberties and political 
opposition in Bahrain, with hundreds of civilians – many of them 
teenagers – detained, beaten, sexually abused and tortured. In 
many cases, detainees have eventually been sentenced to death or 
life in prison for their role in the protests.  

In subsequent years, any re-emergence of the protest movement 
has been met with violent repression, including beatings, use of 
tear gas and live ammunition, mass detention of protesters, the 
rounding-up of alleged organisers, torture and deaths in custody. 

This year’s tenth anniversary of the 2011 uprising saw pre-emptive 
action by the Bahraini security forces against potential protests, 
with children as young as 11 in Hamad Town reported to have been 
detained, beaten and threatened with torture. 

In addition to its internal repression, Bahrain has also played a role 
in the Saudi-led intervention in Yemen, providing both ground 
forces and air support for the military campaign. Domestic criticism 
of the war has been met with further arrests and charges. 
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Bangladesh 
 

UK military training provided between 2015-20 included: Advanced Command and Staff (2015-16, 17-18); Royal 
College of Defence Studies (2015-18); Senior Strategic Leadership (2016-17); Army Intelligence Analysis (2015-16) 
and Intelligence Directors (2016-17); as well as extensive training in various naval disciplines and leadership roles. 

• Long-standing human rights problems in Bangladesh have worsened again in recent years, with arbitrary 
arrests, disappearances and unlawful killings by the security forces all reported as concerns by the US 
State Department. Amnesty say there were 222 extra-judicial killings in 2020, 39 of them after arrest.  

• The 2018 Digital Security Act has given Bangladesh’s intelligence services arbitrary powers to conduct 
searches, seize devices, and arrest journalists and critics of the government for their online activities and 
comments, with 353 individuals detained under the Act and almost 1,000 charged in 2020. Political 
opponents of the government also remain regular targets of harassment and detention. 

 

Brazil 
 

UK military and police training provided between 2015-20 has included: Advanced Command and Staff (2015-19); 
Senior Strategic Leadership (2017-18); Intelligence Directors and Intelligence Analysis (2015-16); Urban Operations 
(2018-19); dozens more specific army and navy courses; and Good Practice on Public Order from the Met (2019). 

• The US State Department’s 2020 report on human rights in Brazil (published March 2021) reports 
thousands of unlawful killings by police and security forces; arbitrary arrest, detention, disappearances 
and use of torture in custody; and high levels of violence against women, minority groups, political 
activists, and indigenous groups, with impunity for those responsible. Many extra-judicial police killings 
are associated with the role of corrupt state police in the country’s drugs wars. 

• The human rights situation in Brazil has grown worse since the election of President Bolsonaro in 2018, 
and there is particular concern that his government’s efforts to clear large tracts of the Amazon 
rainforest for development have also given a green light to private security forces and paramilitary 
police units to intimidate, attack and murder members of indigenous communities seeking to defend 
their land, as well as environmental and human rights activists supporting them.  

 

Brunei 
 

UK military training provided between 2015-20 has included: Managing Defence in the Wider Security Context and 
Officer Commissioning (2015-16); Senior Strategic Leadership (2017-18); Advanced Command and Staff (2018-19); 
and two dozen specific RAF, Royal Navy and Army courses, from jungle warfare to systems engineering.  

• Brunei is ranked No.7 in BICC’s 2020 index of the world’s most militarised countries, with its military 
spending rising from 2.6% of GDP to 3.3% since 2019. Given its notoriously closed society, NGOs have 
found it near impossible to monitor the human rights situation on the ground, but the new Penal Code 
announced in 2019 clearly illustrated the repressive and brutal nature of the government’s control. 

• The Penal Code laid down punishments including death by stoning for extra-marital sex and sex 
between men; amputation of limbs for theft; and whipping for alcohol consumption and lesbian sex. It 
applies adult punishments to children entering puberty, and allows the whipping of younger children. 
Following an international outcry, the Sultanate announced that its moratorium on use of the death 
penalty would not be lifted, but the underlying ‘offences’ and other punishments remain in place. 
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Kuwait 
 

UK military training provided between 2015-20 included: Advanced Command and Staff (2015-2020); Senior 
Strategic Leadership (2016-17, 19-20); Royal College of Defence Studies (2015-18); Army Officer Commissioning 
(2016-17, 18-20); Basic and Advanced Fast Jet Training (2015-19); Platoon Commanders Battle Course (2015-18, 19-
20); Troop Commanders (2015-20); and dozens of other army, navy and RAF skills and leadership courses. Royal 
College of Police training in the period included Multi-Disciplinary Training (2016) and Investigation Training (2017).  

• The US State Department’s 2020 assessment of human rights in Kuwait published in March 2021, 
accused the emirate of acts of repression, including restrictions on free expression and peaceful 
assembly, detention of political opponents, and use of torture. Amnesty have reported discrimination 
and mistreatment of women, LGBT people, migrants, and the stateless Bidun minority. 

• Kuwait also contributed 15 fighter jets to the Saudi-led campaign in Yemen at the outset of the conflict 
in 2015, followed by ground troops in 2016. In later years, like its strong ally Jordan, it has gradually 
reduced its military role in the conflict while seeking to act as a mediator between the warring parties.  

 

Nepal 
 

UK military training provided between 2015-20 included: Advanced Command and Staff (2015-20); Army Officer 
Commissioning (2015-20); Royal College of Defence Studies (2015-18); Senior Strategic Leadership (2017-18, 19-
20); Platoon Commanders Battle Course (2015-20); and Army Intelligence Analysis (2017-20).  

• During Nepal’s 1996-2006 war against Maoist insurgents, more than 12,000 civilians were killed, and 
serious atrocities were committed on both sides, with the Royal Nepalese Army also accused of 
arbitrary arrests, detentions, disappearances, torture and extra-judicial executions.  

• Nepal’s current government has put the brake on efforts to secure justice for the victims of the ten-
year war and is seeking to pass bills to further constrain and penalise political dissent, and increase the 
search and surveillance powers of Nepal’s intelligence services. Violence against women is still rife, as 
well as against members of low castes, minority groups, and the LGBT+ community, and impunity for 
those responsible is still the norm, including members of the security forces.  

 

Nigeria 
 

UK police training provided between 2015-20 has included: At least 10 courses, including Met Police ‘Investigative 
Interviewing’ (2020) and training in online crime for Dept of State Security Investigators (2018); and College of 
Police ‘Security Coordinator Training’ (2019). Nigeria has also received the second largest number of UK military 
courses in the period 2015-20, with training in a wide range of army, navy, RAF and general leadership skills. 

• Amid their long struggle – rightly supported by the UK – to stop the Jihadist death cult of Boko Haram 
killing, maiming and kidnapping ever more innocent civilians in the north east of the country, the 
Nigerian army and air force has at times itself faced allegations of unlawful or indiscriminate killings.  

• More widely, the Nigerian government stands accused of using its security forces to clamp down on 
human rights and free speech elsewhere in the country. From 2017 to May 2020, Amnesty reported at 
least 82 recorded cases of torture, ill-treatment and extra-judicial killings by the Special Anti-Robbery 
Squad (SARS) police unit. When protests against SARS erupted in October 2020, the Nigerian security 
forces used live ammunition in response, killing at least 12 protesters, and wounding dozens more.  
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Oman 
 

UK military training in every year from 2015-20 has included: Advanced Command and Staff; Platoon Commanders 
Battle Course; Army Officer Commissioning; Naval Officer Training; Naval Joint Operations Planning; and dozens of 
technical courses across the forces. Other notable training has included Royal College of Defence Studies (2015-17), 
Senior Strategic Leadership (2017-19), and the Army Intelligence Directors Course (2018-20). Among dozens of 
police training courses in the period have been College of Policing Leadership Courses (2016-18, 2020).  

• Oman has been the third biggest recipient of UK military training in the period 2015-20, by number of 
courses attended (196), across a range of army, navy and RAF disciplines, as well as general training for 
leadership roles. It has also received extensive UK police training. While staying avowedly neutral in 
many of the Gulf region’s conflicts, the Omani government has heavily repressed opposition at home. 

• As of January 2021, the Omani police and armed forces sit alongside the Internal Security Service (ISS) 
under one Defence Council, chaired by the Sultan of Oman, who took office in 2020 and has since 
moved to increase the powers of the ISS to tackle perceived threats to the country’s security and 
stability, and introduced a new penal code increasing potential jail terms for domestic critics.  

 

Sri Lanka 
 

UK military and police training provided between 2015-20 has included: Advanced Command and Staff (2016-20); 
Managing Defence in the Wider Security Context (2017-20); Senior Strategic Leadership (2017 & 2019); dozens 
more military courses; and police training (mostly by Police Scotland) in areas including Public Order (2016). 

• Since 2019, the human rights situation in Sri Lanka has deteriorated rapidly, with the Easter suicide 
bombings in Colombo triggering new powers for the security forces and the election of President 
Rajapaska marking a return to hardline government. The US State Department reports unlawful killings, 
arbitrary arrests and detention, the use of torture, and curbs on free expression and peaceful protest. 

• Sri Lanka has withdrawn support for UN resolutions promoting reconciliation, accountability and 
human rights in the wake of Sri Lanka’s civil war, and Rajapaksa has appointed current and former 
military officers – many associated with serious human rights violations during the war – to positions of 
civilian authority, a further militarisation of the state that worries many observers.   

 

Sudan 
 

UK military training between 2015-20 included: Senior Strategic leadership (2017-18); Royal College of Defence 
Studies (2015-18); Managing Defence in the Wider Security Context (2015-19); and Basic Military English (2015-19) 

• In December 2018, popular protests began in Sudan against the 30-year rule of President Omar Bashir, 
whose armed forces had been responsible for more than 15 years of brutal violence against Sudan’s 
non-Arab population, most notably with the Darfur genocide, which resulted in hundreds of thousands 
of deaths from violence, starvation and disease, and displaced millions of others, from 2003 onwards. 

• The Sudanese military responded to the 2018-19 street protests with lethal violence, most notoriously 
on June 3rd in Khartoum, when hundreds of protesters were shot, rounded-up, beaten and raped. Well 
over 100 were killed, many others disappeared. Throughout the revolution, which finally succeeded in 
August 2019, large numbers of activists were also arbitrarily arrested, detained and tortured. 

• While UK military training from 2015-19 was relatively limited, it is notable for the level of seniority 
required for the participants, considering the human rights abuses committed during this period.  
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Other countries accused of internal repression 
 
There are numerous other countries who have received military and police training from the UK between 
2015 and 2020, and whose security forces have been accused by the US State Department, NGOs and other 
credible sources of engaging in acts of internal repression and other serious human rights abuses during 
that period. These include the following ten countries, not discussed elsewhere in this report: 
 

• China: The Chinese security forces received relatively little military training from 2015-19 and none at all 
since, so they are not a major focus of this report, despite their campaign of genocide against the Uighur 
people, and their aggression towards rivals in the South China Sea. However, it is notable that the few 
military courses they took prior to 2019 were leadership focused, including: Royal College of Defence 
Studies (2015-18); Advanced Staff and Command (2016-17); and Army Officer Commissioning (2015-17).   

 

• Ethiopia: The Ethiopian government – with assistance from Eritrea – is currently engaged in a brutal 
conflict with Tigrayan separatists in the north of the country, and stands accused of serious atrocities 
and abuses against Tigrayan civilians. While Ethiopian trainees took only four UK military training 
courses between 2015-20, it is notable that one was the ‘Defence Human Security Advisers’ course. 
Police training in the period has also included a 2019 course in ‘Public Order’ from Dorset Police.  
 

• Ghana: Recent attention has focused on Ghana’s growing repression of LGBT+ rights, including security 
raids on LGBT+ community centres and draconian draft bills criminalising even the support of LGBT+ 
rights. Other abuses highlighted by the US State Dept 2020 report include unlawful killings and cruel, 
inhumane and degrading treatment of detainees. Ghana received almost 70 UK military and police 
training courses in 2015-20, including 3 police courses for which the Home Office can provide no details. 

 

• Iraq: Accusations of human rights abuses, including torture, disappearances, and unlawful killings, have 
mounted against Iraq’s government since it reclaimed power from Daesh in 2017, with clashes between 
protesters and the Iraqi security forces in 2019 leaving more than 600 civilians dead. Iraq rightly remains 
a major recipient of UK military training, particularly in leadership, battle and intelligence courses, but 
the US State Department has raised concerns about the impunity enjoyed by its security forces.   
 

• Kenya: The Kenyan government receives extensive UK support and training in its fight against the 
Jihadist groups who have terrorised the country in recent years, with 79 courses provided from 2015-20 
across a broad spectrum of army, navy and leadership disciplines. However, the State Dept 2020 report 
highlighted ‘numerous abuses’ by the Kenyan security forces, including arbitrary detention, torture, 
disappearances, unlawful killings, and extensive curbs on free expression and political opposition.  

 

• Mexico: The Mexican authorities continue to face accusations of severe human rights abuses connected 
to the country’s drugs wars, ranging from forcible disappearances, torture and extra-judicial killings of 
detainees, to the involvement of corrupt police in the brutal activities of criminal gangs, and attacks on 
journalists, human rights defenders and political activists. However, training from the UK military has 
been minimal, with only five courses from 2015-20, including All-Arms Commando Training (2017-18).  

 

• Qatar: While most attention has focused on Qatar’s treatment of migrant workers involved in stadium 
construction for the 2022 World Cup, the emirate has a much wider record of repression of political 
opposition, women’s rights, free speech, and public protest. Executions also resumed in 2020 after a 20-
year moratorium. Qatar received extensive RAF, army and navy training between 2015-20, as well as 
numerous ‘train the trainer’ and leadership courses, including Advanced Command and Staff (2018-20). 

 

• Rwanda: The US State Dept reported ‘significant human rights issues’ in Rwanda in 2020, blaming the 
Kagame government for arbitrary detention of opponents, torture, forced disappearances, and unlawful 
killings, with prominent activist Kizito Mihigo among those to die in custody. Rwanda received 11 police 



 

27 
 

and 9 military courses from 2015-20, mostly in the leadership sphere, including four years of Royal 
College of Police senior leadership training and Army Senior Strategic Leadership (2019-20).    

 

• Turkmenistan: President Berdimuhamedow’s dictatorship is one of the most closed and repressive in 
Central Asia, with extensive state surveillance; zero press freedom; discrimination against women and 
minorities; arbitrary arrests and detention of political opponents; torture; and forced labour. While its 
military have only received four training courses from the UK in recent years, it is concerning that these 
include the Intelligence Directors Course and Senior Strategic Leadership (both 2016-17). 

 

• Uganda: The onset of elections in Feb 2021 led to a large increase in repression, with harassment and 
detention of opposition leaders and activists, and an increase in already high levels of torture; cruel, 
inhuman and degrading treatment; disappearances; and unlawful killings. Uganda received 25 military 
training courses from 2015-20, including Advanced Command and Staff and Officer Commissioning each 
of those years, Royal College of Defence Studies (2018-20) and Platoon Commanders (2015-16). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Box 5: Use of the Death Penalty 

The OSJA assessment process discussed in Section 2 includes a heavy emphasis on the use of capital 
punishment in countries which request case-specific UK security and justice assistance, given the 
concern that the assistance provided could ultimately lead to the execution of suspects. 

While that concern is not directly relevant to decisions on the provision of training, it is interesting 
to note how many of the countries who have carried out death sentences between 2015-20  have 
also received UK-based military and security training during that period, as shown below. 
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Top 10 countries worldwide for 

confirmed executions, 2015-19*: 

1. China 
2. Iran 
3. Saudi Arabia 
4. Egypt 
5. Pakistan 
6. Iraq 
7. United States 
8. Vietnam 
9. Somalia 
10. Japan 

*No info in period for North Korea and Syria 
(Death Penalty Info Centre/Amnesty) 
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6. RISKS OF AGGRAVATING REGIONAL CONFLICTS 
 
Criteria Three and Four of the Consolidated Criteria bar the sale of arms to countries where they would 
“provoke or prolong armed conflicts or aggravate existing tensions or conflicts” or where countries might 
“use the items aggressively against another country, or to assert by force a territorial claim”. 
 
Below are the most relevant case studies of: (i) individual countries which are involved in regional conflicts 
to whom the UK has provided training in the past five years; and (ii) conflicts over disputed or occupied 
territories, where the UK is supplying training to both countries involved.  
 

Turkey: 

Turkey’s actions saw the UK join the EU in 
October 2019 in suspending the export of 
arms that could be used in Syria.  

Turkey has also been added by the US to 
its 2021 list of countries implicated in the 
use of child soldiers, a first for a NATO 
country, again for its actions in Syria. 

Despite this, Turkey has continued to take 
part in UK army training, including the 
following courses in 2019-20 alone: 

• Communications Electronic Warfare 

• Military Economic Warfare 

• Guided Weapons Training 

• Weapons System Performance 

• Unmanned Military Vehicle Systems  

Prior to 2019-20, Turkey received a range 
of other courses from the Navy and Joint 
Services, including Advanced Command 
and Staff, Principal Warfare Officer and 
Joint Operations Planning (all 2015-16). 

While Turkey could be included in the previous sections for its 
violations of IHL against the Kurdish population in Northern Syria, 
and its acts of internal repression within Turkey, it also stands out 
for its widespread involvement in regional conflicts, including: 

Syria, where it has played a substantial role in the civil war since 
2016, taking control of large swathes of territory beyond its border 
with Syria, and using its own forces and Syrian rebel militias to 
wage brutal campaigns against Kurdish towns, with accompanying 
accusations of serious war crimes, ranging from the use of white 
phosphorous to the attempted ethnic cleansing of Kurdish areas; 

Libya, where it officially joined the civil war in January 2020, and 
has since supplied large volumes of arms, thousands of Syrian 
rebels, and hundreds of its own forces to support the Government 
of National Accord (GNA) struggle for control against the Libyan 
National Army (LNA), where both sides stand accused of violations 
of IHL, including indiscriminate attacks against civilians; and 

Nagorno-Karabakh, where it has been supporting the Azerbaijan 
army with weapons and training during the latest outbreak of 
conflict with Armenia over the disputed territory (see below).  

 
 

United Arab Emirates: 

The UAE is tied up in an increasingly wide network of conflicts 
across Africa and the Middle East, supplying funding, arms and 
mercenary soldiers to different sides in line with its strategic and 
commercial interests. Most prominently, that includes: 

Yemen, where it has moved from a prominent role in the Saudi-
led campaign (helping to enforce the naval blockade of Yemen’s 
ports and providing substantial ground forces and weaponry) to 
reportedly providing support to separatist forces in the oil-rich 
south of the country, which stand accused of unlawful killings, 
sexual abuse of civilians and torture of detainees; and 

Libya, where since 2019 it has provided arms and advisers, and 
reportedly funded mercenary soldiers to support the rebel LNA in 
its fight against the GNA, and has been accused of carrying out 
drone strikes, killing 26 army cadets in Tripoli in one attack (Jan 
2020), and 7 civilians at a biscuit factory in another (Nov 2019).  

Amongst more than 75 courses received by 
the UAE since 2015 from the Army, Navy 
and Joint Services are the following:  

• Advanced Command and Staff (2015-20) 

• Royal College of Defence Studies (2015-20) 

• Army Officer Commissioning (2015-20) 

• Senior Strategic Leadership (2019-20) 

• Intelligence Directors (2017-18, 19-20) 

• Naval Joint Operations (2015-20) 

• Exclusive Economic Zone Training (2015-20) 

• Naval Officer Training (2015-20) 

UAE trainees have also taken RAF and Navy 
courses in Electronic Warfare (2016-19), 
and RAF courses in Helicopter Instruction 
(2015-17), Targeting (2017-18) and Battle 
Management (2015-16). 
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Nagorno-Karabakh: 

As the Soviet Union dissolved in 1988, tensions flared over the future of Nagorno-Karabakh, a majority 
Armenian enclave in the south-west of Azerbaijan, and broke out into full-scale war in 1992, with hundreds 
of thousands of Azeris and Armenians displaced from each other’s territory as they fled the ethnic violence.  

A fragile peace was agreed in 1994, leaving Armenia in control of the enclave, but violence has flared up on 
a regular basis since 2008. In September 2020, a series of clashes at the heavily-militarised border quickly 
escalated into the worst open conflict between the countries since the 1992-94 war, with Azerbaijan backed 
by Turkey, Armenia backed by Russia, and foreign mercenaries used by both sides.  

Thousands of military personnel and hundreds of civilians were killed in the 44-day war. Both sides were 
accused of carrying out indiscriminate attacks on populated areas, committing atrocities against civilians 
and prisoners of war, and using cluster munitions. A ceasefire was agreed in November 2020.  

The UK provides military training to both Armenia and Azerbaijan, with 19 courses provided to the former 
between 2015-20, and 32 to the latter. As seen in the list below, their participation in the three premier 
courses for senior military leaders has alternated so as not to take part at the same time. 

UK training for Armenia from 2015-20 included: 

• Advanced Command and Staff (2016-17, 18-19) 
• Senior Strategic Leadership (2016-17, 17-18) 
• Royal College of Defence Studies (2016-17) 
• Officer Commissioning Course (2015-18) 
• British Military English Courses (2015-16, 17-20) 
• Platoon Commanders Battle Course (2015-16, 17-18) 

 UK training for Azerbaijan from 2015-20 included: 

• Advanced Command and Staff (2015-16, 17-18, 19-20) 
• Senior Strategic Leadership (2018-19) 
• Royal College of Defence Studies (2015-16, 17-18) 
• Officer Commissioning Course (2015-19) 
• British Military English Courses (2015-17, 2018-19) 
• Exclusive Economic Zone Protection Training (2015-20) 

 

Kashmir: 

In February 2019, after two years of escalating clashes between the Indian military, Pakistan-supported 
militants and civilian protesters in the long-disputed border region of Kashmir, an attack on a convoy near 
Pulwama killed dozens of Indian troops. In the tension that followed, India and Pakistan had their first direct 
military exchanges outside the disputed zone for decades, with bombing raids on either side of the border. 

While those raids were used by both sides to signal their willingness to use military force, without causing 
any serious damage, the risk of an accidental escalation into open conflict was clear, and any hope of a 
peaceful long-term resolution – and an end to the cycle of violence and human rights abuses suffered by the 
Kashmiri people – has been pushed back even further into the distance. 

Pakistan received more than double the number of UK-based military training courses (124) than India (59) 
between 2015-20, although – as the list below shows – the two countries have tended to replicate each 
other’s participation in many key courses over the period. One major difference between the two is their 
relative take-up of technical navy and RAF training courses (50 for Pakistan, compared to 9 for India).  

UK training for India from 2015-20 included: 

• Advanced Command and Staff (2015-20) 

• Intermediate Command and Staff (2018-20) 

• Royal College of Defence Studies (2015-18) 

• Platoon Commanders/Sergeants Battle Course (2017-19) 

• RAF Air Battle Management (2017-19) 

• Army/Joint Intelligence Directors (2015-16, 19-20) 

• Army/Joint Tactical Targeting Course (2015-16, 19-20) 

• Urban Operations Instructors Course (2015-16, 17-18) 

• Sniper Platoon Commanders Course (2017-2018) 

 UK training for Pakistan from 2015-20 included: 

• Advanced Command and Staff (2015-2020) 

• Intermediate Command and Staff (2018-20) 

• Royal College of Defence Studies (2015-18) 

• Platoon Commanders Battle Course (2015-19) 

• RAF Air Battle Management (2015-17, 18-19) 

• Army/Joint Intelligence Directors (2015-16, 19-20) 

• Senior Strategic Leadership (2019-20) 

• Army Officer Commissioning Course (2015-20) 

• War Gaming and Combat Modelling (2019-20) 
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Israel-Palestine: 

The latest upsurge in violence between Israel and Palestine came in May 2021, triggered by the threatened 
eviction of Palestinian families from Sheikh Jarrah to give their land to Israeli settlers.  

Two weeks of escalating violence saw Israeli police breach the al-Aqsa compound in East Jerusalem using 
tear gas, stun grenades and rubber bullets; hundreds of Palestinian rocket attacks into Israeli residential 
areas; and Israeli air strikes on heavily populated areas in Gaza, resulting in hundreds of civilian deaths, 
including dozens of children, and the widespread destruction of civilian property and infrastructure. 

As well as the sporadic violence committed by each side against the other, both Israel and Palestine stand 
accused in recent years of flagrant human rights abuses, with – for example – Israel using sniper tactics and 
live ammunition against protesters at the Gaza border in 2018-19, and routinely detaining and beating 
Palestinian children; and the Palestinian authorities systematically using arbitrary arrests, detention, beating 
and torture to punish peaceful dissent and opposition from their own people. 

The UK provided relatively small amounts of military training to Israel and Palestine from 2015-20, with just 
12 courses received by the former, and 22 by the latter. As seen in the list below, many of the courses taken 
by Palestinian trainees were geared around leadership skills and responsibilities, whereas three-quarters of 
the courses taken by Israeli trainees were focused on learning technical skills. 

UK training for Israel from 2015-20 included: 

• Advanced Command and Staff (2017-18) 

• Royal College of Defence Studies (2015-18) 
• Close Protection Unit Driver Training (2018-20) 
• Ballistics (2016-17); Ordnance Design (2019-20) 
• Gun Systems & Light Weapon Design (both 2017-18) 
• Amphibious Warfare Training (2019-20) 

 UK training for Palestine from 2015-20 included: 

• Senior Strategic Leadership (2018-19) 

• Defence Human Security Advisers (2019-20) 
• Officer Commissioning Course (2017-19) 
• Building Integrity for Senior Leaders (2016-20) 
• Managing Defence in Wider Security Context (2015-18) 
• Urban Operations Instructors Course (2018-19) 
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7. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Based on all the analysis presented in the preceding sections – and crucially, pending any decision by the 
government to provide more transparent information over the functioning of the OSJA process than they 
have been willing to provide to date – this section sets out our initial conclusions and recommendations. 
 
Conclusion 1: The same failures that currently allow the UK government to provide abusive foreign 
regimes with arms apply equally to its decisions to provide them with military and security training.  
 
Based on the evidence in this report, we can divide those failures into four broad categories: 
 
1. We see evidence of training that it is extremely hard to justify from a human rights perspective, given the 
use to which it will almost certainly have been put by the recipients during the period in question, ranging 
from public order training for police in Myanmar in 2019 to the sheer range and number of courses for 
Saudi jet pilots and weapons specialists throughout the war in Yemen. 
 
2. We see evidence of training where any risk assessment carried out by the MOD or Home Office clearly 
should have considered how the trainees would subsequently be deployed, but where it is not clear if those 
questions were even asked, let alone satisfactorily answered. For example: 

• Were intelligence trainees from Bangladesh, Oman, Turkmenistan and Nepal learning skills to use 
against terror threats or against their respective governments’ domestic political critics?  

• Were trainee platoon and troop commanders from Cameroon preparing to fight Boko Haram or to 
suppress the separatist movement in the country’s English-speaking regions?; and 

• Were naval officers from Bahrain, Kuwait and UAE training in the enforcement of Exclusive Economic 
Zones for the protection of their own borders, or to blockade ports in Yemen?  

 
3. We see evidence of decisions to provide training which may look unfortunate in retrospect – army 
training for Sudan in advance of their brutal attempts to crush the 2018 revolution; for Sri Lanka before 
President Rajapaska’s re-militarisation of the country; or for Armenia and Azerbaijan right up to the 2020 
Nagorno-Karabakh War – but which also appear negligent given the recent history of those countries. 
 
4. Finally, we see evidence of training decisions which appear not to take into account the political context 
in the countries by which it is being received. The election of strongly authoritarian leaders in Brazil, 
Colombia and The Philippines, and the further descent of Turkey’s President Erdogan in that direction, had 
no apparent effect on the number or type of military and security training courses provided to them. 
 
Conclusion 2: However, while the legal framework governing the Arms Exports regime is flawed, it does 
have clear advantages over the current system for authorising military and security training. 
 
All the failures set out above could just as easily be levelled at the government’s decisions on arms exports, 
so it should be no excuse for the MOD or Home Office to claim that their decisions are merely in line with 
those taken by the Department for Trade on the sale of weapons and equipment to different countries. 
 
Nor is it acceptable to fall back on the same fallacy to defend UK training for abusive regimes as the 
government routinely uses to justify selling them arms, namely that the relationships created give us our 
best chance of influencing their future conduct, despite all the evidence to the contrary (see Box 6). 
 
However, there is a fundamental difference between decisions on the provision of training and the export 
of arms, and that is the legal framework which underpins the latter, as laid out in Section 2, which imposes 
a statutory obligation on Ministers to assess the risk criteria before issuing export licences, and allows 
campaigners the right to challenge the lawfulness of those decisions in the UK courts.  
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Box 6: The ‘Influence’ Fallacy 

In January 2014, the MOD chose to resume training for Myanmar by delivering their flagship 
‘Managing Defence in a Wider Security Context’ course in Myanmar itself, teaching senior officers 
from the ‘Tatmadaw’ about their human rights responsibilities. They did so again in 2015, and 
trainees from Myanmar visited the UK to take part in the same course three times from 2014-17. 

The photo below shows a journalist being beaten while covering student protests in 2015, a year in 
which Sussex Police also provided their Myanmar counterparts with ‘Public Order Training’. Some 
might argue such scenes justify the training they were seeking to provide; but it is reasonable to 
argue they also prove it was premature to resume a collaborative relationship with the Tatmadaw. 

 

Either way, UK military training was finally suspended again after the Rohingya genocide in 2017, 
having demonstrably had no positive effect on the horrific conduct of Myanmar’s security forces, as 
further evidenced by their suppression of civilian protests after the military coup in early 2021. 

We have seen the same fallacy at work throughout the war in Yemen, with the government 
insisting that a positive influence has been exerted through the lessons the RAF has been teaching 
Saudi pilots and targeting specialists for the last six years on how to avoid civilian casualties. 

The fact that civilian casualties from Saudi air strikes have nevertheless remained so high, and that 
Yemen’s civilian infrastructure and food supply system have been systematically destroyed, might 
suggest either that our training is ineffective or that the Saudi trainees are simply incompetent. 

Or alternatively, it might suggest that whatever lessons the RAF’s highly skilled trainers have taught 
Saudi Arabia’s pilots and targeting specialists about how to avoid bombing civilian gatherings, 
residential areas and farmland in Yemen have simply been ignored – and had no influence at all – 
because they have conflicted with the military strategy of the Saudi-led coalition. 
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That legal requirement for arms exporters to obtain licences to cover their sales also creates a measure of 
inherent transparency that does not exist for the provision of military and security training, with quarterly 
publications of licensing data, including details of the arms and equipment licensed for export, their 
destination, and in many cases, their value, as well as details of licence applications refused or rejected.  
 
In recent years, despite the grave flaws in the UK arms export regime, the legal framework that underpins it 
has been crucial in order to hold the government to account for their decisions, and obtain positive 
outcomes from a human rights perspective, for example by: 

• Allowing the Campaign Against the Arms Trade (CAAT) to pursue its judicial reviews of Ministers’ 
decisions to authorise the export of arms for use by the Saudi-led coalition in Yemen; and 

• Enabling parliamentarians, campaigners and the media to highlight the authorisation of licences for 
the export of arms and equipment to the likes of Belarus, Hong Kong and Myanmar, obliging the 
government to suspend those exports.  

 
Conclusion 3: In particular, there is little or no evidence that any requests for military and security 
training are being turned down on the basis of a proper assessment of the risks involved. 
 
Whereas there is clear evidence, published on a quarterly basis, of the government refusing to authorise 
the licence of arms exports to individual countries, we have no equivalent evidence of their decision to 
refuse military and security training because of their assessment of the resulting risks.  
 
In the period covered by this report, Belarus, Hong Kong and Myanmar stand out as countries where a 
decision has been publicly-announced to suspend UK training, and only then after negative publicity around 
the fact that such training has been provided in the past. 
 
As for the OSJA process to assess the risks involved in training requests, the best we can say is that – 
despite extensive opportunities – the government departments responsible have not yet made a 
convincing case that the process is working effectively or being enforced robustly. 
 
It may be argued that the current OSJA guidance sets the bar too high when it comes to assessments of 
risk. The decision-makers at the MOD and Home Office are asked to consider if there is “a serious risk that 
the assistance might directly or significantly contribute to a violation of human rights and/or IHL?”, with the 
caveat that “the possibility of a violation should be a real possibility and not just theoretical or fanciful.” 
 
However, even when confronted with proposed courses which invoke very prominent violations in the 
recent past, well beyond ‘theoretical risks’ – from training Bahraini officers to command sniper platoons to 
teaching Viktor Orbán’s Hungarian security forces about undercover police tactics (both provided in 2019) – 
the MOD and Home Office have apparently not hesitated to give their authorisation. 
 
Conclusion 4: The system used by the United States to assess the risks of military and security training – 
and the information on which its assessments are based – is much more demanding than our own. 
 
In the United States, as described in Box 1, the Leahy Laws play a similar role to the framework for the UK 
Arms Export regime, allowing campaigners to generate pressure over the compliance of the State 
Department and Department of Defense with their statutory obligations not to provide training and 
assistance to overseas units who commit gross violations of human rights. 
 
Section 502b of the US Foreign Assistance Act, which preceded the Leahy Laws in 1974, may never have 
been invoked by the United States as a basis to stop the provision of overseas assistance, but it had the 
crucial effect of forcing the US State Department to start producing annual reports into the human rights 
records of nations around the world, including all those in receipt of US training, aid and other support. 
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In terms of the breadth, depth and timeliness of their coverage, those State Department annual country 
reports are on a completely different level to the equivalent annual human rights reports produced by the 
Foreign Commonwealth and Development Office (FCDO): 

• The State Department reports are produced each March, covering the events of the previous 
calendar year, whereas the FCDO report is not produced until four months later in July, making it 
seven months out of date at the outset (and 19 months by the time of the next report); 

• The State Department’s 2020 reports feature in-depth analysis of the human rights and workers’ 
rights records of almost 200 countries around the world, whereas the equivalent FCDO report 
focuses on just 31 ‘Human Rights Priority Countries’; 

• The depth of the State Department’s coverage and analysis is such that its 2020 report on human 
rights and workers’ rights in China (also covering Hong Kong, Tibet and Macau) runs to the same 
length as the 2020 FCDO human rights report for the entire world; and 

• The breadth of the State Department reports is such that a country like Cameroon, which merits just 
two passing mentions in the FCDO report – neither of them relating to its human rights record – is 
the subject of a 45-page report by the State Department, running to more than 17,500 words. 

 
These differences in the US and UK’s reporting on human rights do not reflect any variation in the quality of 
expertise or analysis available from our respective diplomatic staff posted overseas; they simply reflect the 
divergent expectations that are created in the US, compared to the UK, because of the statutory obligations 
set down in the Leahy Laws and Section 502b of the Foreign Assistance Act. 
 
Despite this, it is worth recalling that the OSJA guidance instructs MOD and Home Office officials to assess 
concerns about human rights and IHL violations in relation to requests for overseas training by referring to 
the “FCO annual human rights report, US State Department human rights report, UN reports, credible NGO 
reports, etc.”, giving a primacy to the FCDO report that is not currently warranted by its contents.  

 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Based on the analysis and conclusions above, this report recommends that: 
 
1. The decision-making process on the provision of UK military and security training should be put on a 
statutory footing, equivalent to the process for arms exports, so that there is a legal obligation on Ministers 
to take decisions on the basis set down by Parliament, so there is transparency around what decisions have 
been made, and so those decisions can be challenged in the courts if Ministers act unlawfully.  
 
2. The decision-making system on provision of UK military and security training to overseas governments 
should also be brought within the scope of the root-and-branch review Labour will conduct when back in 
government into the operation of the UK’s current arms export regime. 
 
3. In particular, the goals for a new system on the provision of training should be the same as those set out 
by Labour for the new arms export regime, namely to establish clear, objective tests for decision-making, 
based on independent, expert advice and transparent assessment of evidence, subject to proper 
Parliamentary scrutiny and accountability, and free from political interference and lobbying. 
 
4. A future Labour government should also introduce legislation for a UK version of the US Leahy Laws, 
publicly naming individual military and police units operating in other countries who are prohibited from 
receiving training and assistance from the UK (until all necessary corrective action against those units has 
been taken) if there is evidence that they have committed serious violations of human rights or 
international humanitarian law, including indiscriminate attacks on civilians in conflict. 
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5. Until the above recommended changes can be made, the Labour Party should use all means at its 
disposal to press the government to improve the existing system for the provision of military and security 
training, in particular by demanding that the Ministry of Defence and Home Office: 

(a) produce quarterly data on the same basis as the publication of arms export licensing data, for the 
numbers and origins of all military and police training requests accepted and denied, including both 
the countries and units of the proposed candidates for training; and 

(b) establish a regular channel for feedback from NGOs and human rights experts on the training 
requests received from individual countries, enabling them to flag any particular concerns either 
about the type of training requested or the unit to which it will be provided. 

 
6. Finally, unless and until the FCDO’s annual human rights report is produced on a more timely basis and 
gives a more comprehensive and objective selection of country reports6, the Labour Party should 
recommend that the checklists in the OSJA guidance are amended to instruct MOD and Home Office 
officials assessing overseas training requests to refer to: 
 

“Feedback from NGOs and human rights experts, country and governance risk assessments 
from FCDO posts, the FCDO’s annual human rights report, US State Department human rights 
country reports, UN reports, and other NGO reports, with particular reference to other sources 
of information besides the FCDO annual report where:  

(a) the requesting country is not amongst the report’s ‘human rights priority countries’; or  

(b) the report is more than 15 months out of date at the time of the request.” 

 
NEXT STEPS 
 
The Shadow International Trade team looks forward to discussing this report and its recommendations with 
a wide range of stakeholders, from human rights groups to providers of training within the UK armed forces 
and police service, to explore areas for consensus and improvement, and promote the goal that we all 
share to ensure that our training is always a force for good. 
 
We will also urge the government to open its own dialogue on this crucial area – and increase its provision 
of transparency data – both to explore the scope for reform, and enable greater parliamentary scrutiny. We 
hope this report can stimulate that discussion, and make a positive opening contribution to it. 
 
Finally, the Labour Party strongly believes in the importance of engagement and dialogue with overseas 
governments on issues like respect for human rights, and the promotion of peaceful, political solutions to 
conflict. So while we will never hesitate – in opposition or in government – to voice our concerns about 
particular governments and their conduct, as we have in this report, we are always equally willing to raise 
those concerns directly with the governments themselves, and will continue to do so. 
 

 
6 At the TUC Congress in September 2021, Shadow Secretary of State for International Trade Emily Thornberry 
announced – amongst other measures – that a future Labour government would mandate the publication of an 
annual assessment of human rights and workers’ rights in all countries with whom the UK has preferential trade 
arrangements so that it can be determined whether they are complying with the conditions of that preferential trade 
and whether it should be maintained. While this would not be as comprehensive as the State Department’s Annual 
Reports, it would provide a much wider set of assessments than the FCDO’s current Annual Human Rights Reports. 
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STATISTICAL ANNEX 
 
At the outset, it is worth noting the three key distinctions in the statistics used in this report, as set out in 
the bullet points and the illustration below. 

 

The statistics set out in this report are drawn from the following information sources: 

• Lists of UK-based training courses provided by the armed forces to different countries and 
institutions in each financial year from 2015/16 to 2019/20, supplied by the MOD in response to 
Parliamentary Questions and FOI requests, and information on the number of overseas personnel 
who have received UK-based training published in the MOD’s annual reports;  

• Lists of UK-based training courses provided by various police forces through the International Police 
Assistance Board (IPAB) process, and other training courses arranged bilaterally by individual forces 
or the College of Policing, all on a calendar year basis from 2015 to the early months of 2021, 
supplied by the Home Office in response to Parliamentary Questions and FOI requests; and 

• Responses from the FCDO, MOD and Home Office to Parliamentary Questions concerning the use of 
the Overseas Security and Justice Assistance (OSJA) process, and information on OSJA assessments 
published since 2017/18 in the FCDO’s Annual Human Rights and Democracy Reports. 

 
Based on this data, we have focused largely in this report on the 5,328 military and security training courses 
that we know were received by overseas personnel in the UK between 2015 and 2020, 4,850 of them 
received in the UK from the British armed forces up to the end of 2019/20.  
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• Training courses provided means the number of 
individual courses delivered by the UK armed forces or 
police services, e.g. in the adjacent illustration, this is 
one course provided; 

• Training courses received means the number of 
courses which each country has benefited from via 
their trainees, e.g. in the adjacent illustration, one each 
for Italy and the USA, and two in total; and 

• Number of Trainees obviously means the total number 
of individuals who have received training, e.g. in the 
adjacent illustration, a total of three.  



 

37 
 

 
In the vast majority of cases, we know which country received each training course, which police service or 
branch of the armed forces provided it, and what the training covered; those details have been published 
throughout the report. There are just 61 exceptions where the Home Office has no record of the type of 
training provided, and in 51 of these cases, no record of which police service provided it. 
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Which forces have overseas countries received the most training from?  

 

Military Training Courses (2015-20)  Police Training Courses (2015-21) 

British Army 2,155 
 

Royal College of Policing 153 

Royal Navy 1,176  Metropolitan Police Service 54 

Joint Services* 957  Police Scotland 37 

Royal Air Force 562  Avon & Somerset Police 19 

* Provision switched to Army from 2018-19 

Joint/Army 

RAF 
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Top 30 countries for receipt of UK -based Mil itary & Police Training Courses  

Military Training Courses (2015-20)  Police Training Courses (2015-21) 

Netherlands 225 
 

United States 19 

Nigeria 205  Hong Kong 17 

Oman 196  Kenya 17 

New Zealand 144  Bahrain 16 

Saudi Arabia 141  Gibraltar 15 

Canada 138  Sierra Leone 15 

Pakistan 124  Canada 14 

Kuwait 121  Oman 13 

Singapore 118  Ukraine  12 

Denmark 113  Qatar 11 

Germany  96  Bermuda 10 

Lebanon 94  Nigeria 10 

Jordan 91  Pakistan 10 

Qatar 91  Sri Lanka 10 

Australia 89  Ghana 9 

Kenya 79  Rwanda 9 

United Arab Emirates 76  India 8 

Norway 74  Indonesia 8 

Bahrain 73  Vietnam 8 

Ireland  71  Albania 7 

Jamaica 67  China 7 

Albania 65  Colombia 7 

Bangladesh 65  Fiji 7 

United States 65  Peru 7 

Ukraine 63  Portugal 7 

Ghana 61  Saudi Arabia 7 

Italy 61  Netherlands 6 

Bosnia & Herzegovina 60  Spain 6 

India 59  United Arab Emirates 6 

Chile 56  Zambia 6 

 
Other countries not included in the military lists above who have received training in the period covered by this report are 
as follows, as well as other countries coloured blue who received police training only: 

 
26-55 courses: Afghanistan; Azerbaijan; Belgium; Belize; Brazil; Brunei; Colombia; Czech Republic; Egypt; France; Georgia; 
Indonesia; Iraq; Kosovo; Macedonia; Malaysia; Montenegro; Morocco; Nepal; Philippines; S Africa; Sri Lanka; Thailand; Uganda. 
 
11-25 courses: Algeria; Armenia; Barbados; Bermuda; Cameroon; Estonia; Fiji; Finland; Greece; Guyana; Hong Kong; Israel; Japan; 
Kazakhstan; Kyrgyzstan; Latvia; Lithuania; Malawi; Mali; Malta; North Macedonia; Palestine; Portugal; Senegal; Serbia; Sierra 
Leone; S Korea; Spain; Sudan; Sweden; Switzerland; Tonga; Trinidad & Tobago; Turkey; Uzbekistan; Vietnam; Zambia. 
 
1-10 courses: Angola; Anguilla; Antigua; Argentina; Austria; Bahamas; Belarus; Bhutan; Bolivia; Botswana; Bulgaria; British Virgin Is; 
Cambodia; Cape Verde; Cayman Is; Chad; China; Cote D'Ivoire; Croatia; Cyprus; Djibouti; Dominican Republic; East Timor; Ethiopia; 
Falkland Islands; Gambia; Grenada; Guatemala; Honduras; Hungary; Iceland; Isle of Man; Jersey; Lesotho; Libya; Liechtenstein; 
Luxembourg; Madagascar; Maldives; Mauritania; Mauritius; Mexico; Moldova; Mongolia; Montserrat; Mozambique; Myanmar; 
Namibia; Niger; Papua New Guinea; Paraguay; Peru; Poland; Romania; Rwanda; Seychelles; Slovakia; Slovenia; Somalia; S Sudan; St 
Helena; St Vincent; Taiwan; Tajikistan; Tanzania; Togo; Tunisia; Turkmenistan; Turks & Caicos; Vanuatu; Yemen; Zimbabwe. 

 


