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Executive Summary 
 
The continuing proliferation and misuse of 
small arms and light weapons (SALW) 
contribute to immense and preventable 
human suffering. This is clearly recognised 
by the EU, and considerable efforts are 
made since the late 1990s to counter 
excessive accumulations and illicit 
trafficking of SALW. Nevertheless, more 
can and must be done to establish and 
implement adequate controls in and by the 
EU, and to promote high global standards.  
 
The European Parliament has an important 
role to play in this regard by scrutinising 
the implementation of EU policy and 
actions on SALW, and by holding to 
account the EU Council, the Commission, 
and member states to their commitments.  
 
Regrettably though, the EP has only made 
limited use so far of its many possibilities 
to do so. Indeed, the EP is at present an 
observer to relevant developments rather 
than an active participant. Consequently, 
greater efforts to promote SALW control 
should also be made by the EP.  
 
This study outlines EU policy and actions 
in regard to SALW, obstacles to greater 
progress, and the scope for further action. 
The briefing does not attempt a 
comprehensive review of relevant issues. 
Instead, it focuses on the scope for the EP 
to strengthen its contribution to the combat 
of SALW proliferation and misuse.  
 
In particular, the study recommends that 
the EP design a strategy for engaging 
partners in a constructive dialogue on 
SALW control. Specifically, the EP 
should: 
 
• Designate a MEP to act as focal point 
for SALW initiatives in the EP. This MEP 
should provide an in-house capacity to 
keep abreast of relevant policy 
developments in the EU and abroad, 
identify windows of opportunity for EP 

actions, and suggest such actions to the 
relevant EP committees;  
   
• Work towards greater democratic 
accountability in the EU on SALW exports 
by strengthening discussions with national 
parliaments in the EU on the 
implementation of the EU Code of 
Conduct on Arms Exports; 
 
• Establish a regular dialogue with the 
EU Council by, among other, annually 
adopting a report scrutinising EU policy 
and actions in response to the annual EU 
Council report on the implementation of 
the EU initiatives on SALW;  
 
• Use these annual reports, or, if 
necessary, complement these with timely 
add hoc reports and resolutions, to 
recommend to EU member states SALW 
policies, which should be promoted in the 
context of major global SALW processes;   
 
• Engage in and strengthen discussions 
with relevant inter-parliamentary forums in 
Europe and abroad on enhancing the role 
of national legislative assemblies in the 
promotion of adequate SALW controls.    
 
In short, the EP should make greater use of 
its mandate to scrutinise EU policy and 
actions on SALW, build-up its capacity to 
monitor policy developments, and find and 
establish its voice in relevant debates in 
Europe and abroad. As evidenced by the 
dialogue between the EP and the EU 
Council on arms export controls, such a 
contribution is welcomed by the Council 
and member states. Further, a more 
strategic and consistent EP approach on 
SALW control would lead to a more 
effective contribution by the EP to EU 
efforts to combating SALW proliferation 
and misuse. The EP would thereby also 
better contribute to countering the 
devastating human costs associated with 
SALW. 
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Introduction  
 
The proliferation and misuse of small arms and light weapons (SALW) cause and contribute 
to tremendous human suffering in the context of armed conflict, crime, and other violence. In 
the EU, small arms are mainly misused in the context of armed crime and domestic violence. 
Weapons are trafficked into the EU from the former Yugoslavia, but also from Russia and 
Eastern Europe. Para-military groups in Northern Ireland, the Spanish ETA and Corsican 
nationalist movements are also reported to maintain arms stockpiles, which will further feed 
the demand of criminals for revolvers, pistols and automatic weapons.1 In other regions of the 
world, easy accessibility to SALW facilitates the outbreak of armed conflicts, intensifies the 
conflicts’ lethality and duration, and hinders post-conflict peace building and reconstruction. 
SALW misuse also significantly undermines respect for human rights and international 
humanitarian law, and hinders progress towards sustainable development.2   
  
The EU and its member states have a responsibility to protect their citizens from the threats 
associated with SALW. Further, many EU member states are important SALW producers and 
exporters, including Germany, Belgium, Austria, Italy, Spain, France, the UK, the Czech 
Republic, and Poland.3 They, as well as other EU member states which authorise SALW 
transfers, have a duty to prevent the export of SALW which would be used in breaches of 
human rights or international humanitarian law, exacerbate regional instability, or undermine 
sustainable development.  
 
The EU and its member states also have a key role in providing technical and financial 
assistance to curb SALW proliferation to requesting states and organisations, and in 
promoting adequate control standards in other intergovernmental forums. These aspects of 
SALW control are interrelated and mutually reinforcing. Thus, to be a credible actor in 
international negotiations, the EU must be seen to be serious in the implementation of its 
SALW commitments and initiatives. At the same time, without adequate global common 
standards on SALW control, efforts by the EU to combat SALW proliferation and misuse will 
remain limited in their impact. 
 
This briefing begins with providing an overview of current EU policy and actions on SALW, 
including relevant global initiatives in which EU members participate. The briefing then turns 
to obstacles to greater progress and an analysis of the EP in relation to SALW control. The 
briefing concludes by recommending concrete steps, which the EP should consider in its 
efforts to contribute more effectively to the combat of SALW proliferation and misuse.   
    
Policy framework 
 
 EU Code on Arms Exports and related supply-side controls      
The best known of the EU policy instrument relevant to SALW is the EU Code of Conduct on 
Arms Exports, adopted on 8 June 1998. The Code aims, among other, to set ‘high common 
standards for the management of, and restraint in conventional arms exports by EU member 
states’, including military SALW and related ammunition, and to promote cooperation and 
convergence of member states in their national arms export policies. The Code’s export 
criteria are complemented with operative provisions to strengthen dialogue between member 
states on the implementation of the Code.4 Recognizing that the EU Code can only be a first 
step towards greater cooperation, EU member states have agreed on a range of additional 
measures, including, for example, common core elements in end user controls5 and minimal 
standards for controlling arms brokering.6  
 



  

Since 1999, the EU Council publishes annually a report on the implementation of the Code. 
These reports provide, next to a review of the Code’s step-by-step development, statistical 
data on conventional arms exports reported by EU member states.7 The Code and its 
mechanisms for information exchanges among governments also became fully applicable to 
the ten new member states with their accession to the EU in 2004. Information exchanges 
under the Code are therefore likely to increase in the future. This will, in the view of the EU 
Council, “contribute to the further convergence of the policies and procedures on arms 
exports applicable” in the EU member states.8    
 
 Combating SALW trafficking and proliferation    
Further relevant CFSP instruments include the 1997 EU Programme for Preventing Illicit 
Trafficking in Conventional Arms,9 and the 2002 Joint Action on the European Union’s 
Contribution to Combating the Destabilising Accumulation and Spread of SALW.10 Under 
the Programme, EU member states committed to strengthening their collective efforts to 
prevent and combat illicit trafficking of arms, particularly of SALW, on and through their 
territories, and to ensuring adequate cooperation amongst the competent branches of their 
relevant national authorities. Under the Joint Action, EU member states committed to 
countering destabilising build-ups and spreads of SALW, to contribute to the reduction of 
existing accumulations of these weapons and related ammunition, and to help solve the 
problems caused by such accumulations.  
 
Since 2001, the EU Council publishes an annual report on the implementation of the 
Programme and the Joint Action. The reports review relevant actions taken in EU member 
states, financial and technical assistance provided by the EU and member states for projects 
on SALW controls, as well as the participation of the EU and member states in international 
and regional forums on SALW controls.11

 
  Further EU instruments relevant to SALW 
These instruments are complemented by the 1999 EU Development Council Resolution on 
SALW, which focuses on EU assistance for SALW control in the context of development co-
operation,12 and the 2000 Cotonou Partnership Agreement. The Agreement promotes, among 
other, assistance for SALW projects as part of an integrated policy of peace building and 
conflict prevention within the framework of the partnership between the European 
Community and its member states with African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) countries.13  
 
Of further interest here is the EU Firearms Directive, adopted by the EU Council in 1991. The 
Directive stipulates mandatory national controls in EU member states on the acquisition and 
possession of firearms (non-military small arms) by private citizens, and spells out minimum 
standards for the control on intra-Community firearms transfers14    
 
EU actions on SALW  
 
 Internal aspects 
EU actions on SALW may be divided into internal and external aspects. One aspect of 
internal actions relates to the application by EU member states in their national arms export 
licensing of the export criteria of the EU Code and its operative provisions. Worth recalling is 
that member states are not legally obliged under the EU Code to ensure the conformity of 
their national policies with the Code’s provisions. Further, many of the Code’s criteria are 
formulated in ways, which leave much scope for differing interpretations of when an arms 
export license should or should not be denied. This was demonstrated in, for example, 2002 in 
relation to SALW exports to Nepal. Belgium authorised in July of that year the export of 5500 
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machine guns, and thereby undercut a denial by Germany only two months earlier of a similar 
export to Nepal.15  
 
Another aspect of EU internal actions is the implementation on national levels of the EU 
Common Position of 2003 on the control of arms brokering. This Common Position obliges 
EU member states to, where they do not already exist, adopt certain minimal national controls 
on arms brokering conducted from their territory.16 Regrettably, more than 18 months after 
the adoption of this instrument, a sizable majority of the EU member states still needs to adopt 
national regulations on arms brokering which are in conformity with the Common Position.          
 
 External aspects  
External aspects of EU actions on SALW include the promotion of high common control 
standards among partner countries and in relevant regional and international forums. The EU 
repeatedly emphasised at, for example, the United Nations its support for international legally 
binding instruments on SALW brokering and on tracing illicit SALW and their ammunition.17 
Further, EU member states have made sustained efforts under the EU Code to promote the 
Code’s principles among other arms exporting states. These endeavours led to the alignment 
with the Code by, for example, Bulgaria, Romania, Turkey, Iceland, Norway, Canada, and 
Croatia.   
 
Several EU member states, including Finland, the UK, and Slovenia are also calling for a 
global Arms Trade Treaty. This treaty would spell out the existing state responsibilities in 
arms transfers under international law. The treaty would ban transfers, which violate a state’s 
international legal obligations, and those, where a state knows or ought to know that the 
weapons will be used in violation of international humanitarian law and human rights 
standards.18

 
Another important external aspect of EU actions on SALW relates to the provision by the EU 
of financial and technical assistance for SALW projects offered under the EU Programme for 
Preventing Illicit Arms Trafficking, the EU Joint Action on SALW, and the Cotonou 
Partnership Agreement. In 2003, the EU provided roughly 52 million EUR to SALW projects 
in Cambodia, South Eastern Europe, and Latin America, as well as in Tanzania, Ivory Coast, 
Liberia, and Sierra Leone. These projects related to, among other, SALW collection 
programmes, destruction of excess SALW and related ammunition, and the demobilisation 
and reintegration of ex-combatants.19    
 
Global context 
 
As mentioned, the potential success of EU efforts to prevent SALW proliferation and misuse 
is closely related to progress in SALW control on the global level. Of particular importance 
here is the ongoing implementation by states of the 2001 United Nations Programme of 
Action on Small Arms (PoA).20 The PoA sets out global minimal standards for controls on, 
among other, SALW manufacture, transfers, and stockpile management. Its implementation is 
reviewed at the UN on a biennial basis, and a review conference of the PoA itself is planned 
for the summer of 2006. This conference, and the preparatory meetings thereof, will be of 
prime importance for the future of global SALW control. 
 
UN member states are currently also in the process of negotiating an international instrument 
on tracing illicit SALW. Such tracing aims to systematically track illicit SALW recovered in 
the context of armed conflict or crime from their point of manufacture or last known point of 
legal import through their trade chains and up to the point and people who diverted the 
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weapons from the licit to the illicit sphere. An international treaty on tracing SALW based on 
existing best practices and comprehensive scope can significantly strengthen accountability 
and transparency in the SALW trade.21 Negotiating sessions were held in 2004 and early 
2005, and a final session is scheduled for June 2005.22  
 
The European Community and most EU member states have, by now, also signed the 2001 
UN Firearms Protocol.23 Measures stipulated in this Protocol include strengthened national 
legislation and enhanced information exchanges among governments on illicit firearms, their 
traders, sources and trafficking routes. The EU Commission is currently consulting with 
partners on a EU regulation to transpose the provisions of the Firearms Protocol into EU law. 
The resultant regulation, expected for the summer of 2006, will provide significant input into 
the convergence of national laws in the EU regarding the control of firearms entering, leaving 
or being held in the EU.24   
 
Obstacles to greater progress   
 
 EU supply-side controls 
Despite progress in establishing high EU export standards, SALW and other conventional 
arms transferred from EU member states or brokered by EU residents and companies still find 
their way into the hands of those abusing human rights and international humanitarian law.25 
Also, the convergence of national arms controls and practices remains an unattained goal.  
 
One obstacle to greater progress in this context is, as well known by the European Parliament, 
weaknesses in the EU Code on Arms Exports. Many of the Code’s export criteria and 
operative provisions are weakly formulated and do not prevent diverging interpretations by 
EU member states. This undermines consistency and restraint in EU arms exports. An 
intermediary step here would be the transposition of the Code into a EU Common Position 
obliging member states to ensure conformity of their national policies with the Code.26  
 
Further, the EU Common Position on arms brokering is limited in its scope and does not, for 
example, extend to controls on transport agents. Further, it only encourages the registration of 
brokers and the control of their activities when operating from abroad. Without sustained 
parliamentary and public advocacy, there is a clear risk that few states will adopt these best 
practices, which are already operated in, for example, Sweden, Finland, and Belgium.27 
Controls in the EU therefore risk being inconsistent and to continue facilitating illicit arms 
brokering being carried out by EU residents and companies with impunity. 
 
Also, there is no fully transparent system in the EU that would allow for adequate scrutiny by 
parliaments and the public of governmental arms export decisions. For example, no 
identification is given in the annual EU Council report on the Code’s implementation of the 
type of end user (such as armed forces, police, or private entity). Further, not all EU member 
states publish annual arms export reports, and there is still limited harmonisation in the data 
provided in national reports by those states, which do publish annual reports. Thus, it is still 
not possible for parliaments and the public to hold governments in the EU fully accountable 
for their SALW export decisions.28   
 

External policy and actions by the EU 
Although actively pushing for certain global standards on SALW control, policy aims of the 
EU and its member states often lack ambition to drive and expand policy agendas. For 
example, in the current UN negotiations on tracing illicit SALW, EU member states promote 
measures to facilitate co-operation in tracing when an illicit weapon is recovered in the 
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context of armed conflict or crime. However, EU member states fail to also promote measures 
to pro-actively prevent SALW diversions in the first place by, for example, enhancing transfer 
and stockpile security. Thus, the EU limits its position to only promoting measures to better 
trace those SALW that have, in most cases, already been misused.29  
 
Further, many EU member states are reluctant to fully and publicly commit to an international 
Arms Trade Treaty, which would oblige states to incorporate into national legislation their 
responsibilities in arms transfer under international law. As rightly argued by the European 
Parliament, such a treaty is of central importance for a truly effective international arms trade 
regime.30 EU member states should therefore be urged as a matter of priority to commit to a 
global treaty on arms transfers, and to raise support for and promote such a treaty in, among 
other, the upcoming UN meetings in 2005 and 2006 on SALW.      
 
As recognised by the EU Council, there is also a need for a more comprehensive and better 
targeted approach to the implementation of the EU Joint Action on SALW and the 
Programme to Prevent Illicit Arms Trafficking. One recommendation made to EU member 
states in this context by the Council working group on global disarmament (CODUN) is to 
establish regular EU funding for SALW projects, which pursue the end objectives of the UN 
Programme of Action on SALW.31 Other recommendations EU member states should 
seriously consider is to put greater emphasis in EU SALW projects on enhancing border 
controls32 as well as transfer and stockpile security in host countries.    
 
In addition, there remain many unresolved questions in the EU of how to better integrate 
SALW controls into the EU’s foreign, security and defence policy, and into EU strategies for 
conflict prevention, humanitarian action, and sustainable development. Encouragingly, in 
2004, the EP and European Commission initiated a major research project on “European 
Action on SALW and Explosive Remnants of War”. The findings of the research, coordinated 
by the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR), will be presented in 
Brussels in the autumn of 2005 and will provide important input into a more effective EU 
approach on SALW control.   
  
Role of European Parliament  
 
The European Parliament has no legislative authority regarding controls on the manufacture 
and trade by EU member states of arms, munitions and war materials. As provided for in 
article 296 of the Treaty establishing the European Community, such controls are under the 
competence of the member states.33 This implies that the main roles of the EP in regard to 
SALW are to scrutinise the implementation of EU policy and actions, and to advocate 
changes necessary to make the EU approach more consistent and effective.   
 
 Scrutiny of EU Code implementation  
A prominent aspect here is the EP’s valuable work to shape and influence the agenda of EU 
member states in relation to the EU Code on Arms Exports. For example, since the early 
1990s, the EP has passed several resolutions calling on EU member states to agree on such a 
code.34 Since 2000, the EP also annually adopts a report in response to the Council’s annual 
report on the implementation of the EU Code. EU member states were urged in these reports 
and resolutions to, among other, make the EU Code a legally-binding instrument, tighten the 
Code’s criteria, enhance intergovernmental and public transparency, strengthen end user 
controls and controls on arms brokers, and to promote the Code among partner countries.35
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The systematic approach to the scrutiny of the Code’s implementation has allowed the EP to 
establish a clear voice in the political dialogue surrounding EU controls on conventional arms 
exports. The positive role of the EP in this regard is clearly recognised by the Council. Thus, 
the Council made the aim of strengthening its dialogue with the EP on arms export controls 
one of its priories.36 A further welcome development is the increasingly regular meetings 
between the EU Council and Parliament to present to each other their annual reports on the 
implementation of the Code. Such dialogue provides important input into the further 
development and elaboration of the EU Code.  
 
 Advocacy of global SALW controls   
The EP also promoted on several occasions the development of global SALW controls. For 
example, the EP passed resolutions regarding the UN Programme of Action on SALW on 15 
March 2001, 15 November 2001, and 19 June 2003. These resolutions urged the EU Council 
and member states to, among other, work towards high common standards on international 
arms transfers and, in particular, an international Arms Trade Treaty, to promote an early start 
to negotiations on an international treaty on arms brokering, and to support a comprehensive 
treaty on tracing illicit SALW.37 Further, the ACP-EP Joint Parliamentary Assembly urged 
the EU and its member states to firmly include the non-proliferation of SALW in the political 
dialogue with African, Caribbean and Pacific countries.38  
 
The EP also makes increasing efforts to strengthen its dialogue on SALW with other 
parliamentary forums. A recent example is the participation of the EP rapporteur on arms 
exports in the 2nd Plenary Meeting of the Permanent Parliamentary Forum on SALW, held in 
Stockholm and Helsinki in September 2004. This meeting brought together representatives 
from 12 parliaments in Central and Southern America as well as in the EU, and served to 
promote common understandings among participants on current policy developments and 
opportunities in relation to SALW control.39 Greater cooperation by the EP with national 
legislative assemblies can considerably contribute to the establishment of high common 
standards in national SALW controls, and therewith to the attainment of EP and EU aims. 
 
Weaknesses of EP approach  
 
 Co-operation with national parliaments in EU  
Given the intergovernmental nature of EU policy on conventional arms, there remain 
structural limits to the role of the EP in scrutinising governments and holding them to account 
for their policies under the EU Code on Arms Exports. Rather, it is national parliaments in the 
EU, which have the primary role of parliamentary scrutiny.40 The national adoption and strict 
adherence to best practices in arms export controls by EU member states therefore would be 
aided by more sustained efforts by national parliaments. Regrettably, while the EP has 
considerable scope for contributing to such national efforts, it has so far only made limited 
use of its opportunities. For example, there is no systematic outreach by the EP to national 
parliaments to promote jointly held views on improving the EU Code, or the adoption by 
member states of existing best practices on the control of arms brokering.     
 
 
 Scrutiny of implementation of EU SALW instruments 
Further, there is no scrutiny by the EP of the implementation of other EU instruments central 
to the EU’s approach to non-proliferation of SALW. In particular, the EP has never invited 
CODUN to present to SEDE the annual Council report on the implementation of the EU Joint 
Action on SALW and the Programme to Prevent Illicit Arms Trafficking. Likewise, the EP 
has never responded to these reports with own reports that would provide input into EU policy 
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and actions in this regard. There is consequently also no dialogue on SALW between the EP 
and the Council comparable to that existing on arms exports in relation to the EU Code. The 
EP therefore largely ignores an important area of enhancing democratic control in the EU’s 
Common Foreign and Security Policy. In addition, no mechanisms exist in the EP to 
scrutinise the implementation of the EU commitments on SALW by the EU and member 
states under the Cotonou Partnership Agreement, or, on a broader level, to promote the further 
development of the EU approach to SALW control.    
 
  Lack of strategic planning 
As mentioned, the EP has passed several resolutions in regard to global standards for SALW 
control. Regrettably though, no efforts were made by the EP to follow up and complement 
these resolutions. For example, the EP requested the EU Council to report back to the EP on 
the outcomes of the 2003 UN meeting on the UN PoA on SALW.41 However, no further 
efforts were made to obtain the requested report, or to otherwise engage the EU Council on its 
external SALW policies. These weaknesses in the EP approach may be partly explained by a 
lack of awareness in the EP regarding relevant developments, and of strategic planning of 
how and when to best to contribute to discussions in the EU Council on external SALW 
policies.    
  
These weaknesses in the EP approach result in the lack of a clear and focused parliamentary 
voice on SALW control and in many missed opportunities. A clear example here is the 
absence of EP attempts to influence the current debates in CODUN in relation to the UN 
negotiations on marking and tracing illicit SALW. This lack of engagement is highly 
regrettable because the UN tracing instrument will be the first international agreement to be 
concluded within the framework of the UN Programme of Action on SALW. It is therefore an 
important test for the commitment of governments in the EU and elsewhere to effectively 
enhance accountability in the SALW trade.   
 
Conclusions   
 
The EU and its member states are committed to preventing the export of SALW “which might 
be used for internal repression or international aggression or contribute to regional 
instability”42; to combating illicit SALW trafficking and destabilising build-ups of these 
weapons; to promote high global standards on the control of SALW manufacture, trade, and 
use; and to offering financial and technical assistance to partners for SALW control projects. 
Indeed, the EU has one of the most developed regional control approaches to counter SALW 
proliferation and misuse. Nevertheless, the continuing devastation associated with SALW 
does not allow for complacency, and there remain significant weaknesses in EU policy and its 
implementation by the EU institutions and member states.  
 
As argued here, there are also sizable weaknesses in the approach to SALW control by the 
European Parliament. In particular, although engaging the EU Council and member states on 
arms export controls, there is no scrutiny by the EP of EU policy and actions on SALW 
outside the EU Code of Conduct framework. Further, insofar as the EP has adopted 
resolutions in relation to, for example, the UN processes on SALW, there have been no 
follow-up efforts or dialogue with the EU Council and member states on the positions held by 
the EU. In other words, the EP largely fails to contribute to the combat of SALW proliferation 
on the global level.  
 
Given the limits of the EP approach to SALW control, there is a clear risk that relevant future 
developments will continue to be largely sidelined and ignored. Thus, without the adoption of 
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a more strategic outlook, the EP is likely to continue observing rather than contributing to 
relevant processes. This would be especially regrettable because the EP has important 
opportunities in the coming months to engage the EU Council and member states more pro-
actively on SALW control.  
 
Important events in this context include the biennial meeting of states at the UN in 2005 and 
the 2006 review conference on the UN Programme of Action (see box below for dates). The 
EP should further fully participate in the efforts to mobilise political support for an 
international Arms Trade Treaty.  
 

Review of the UN PoA on SALW 2005-2006 
 

- July, 11 to 15              (2005):   Second biennial meeting on the UN PoA   
- January, 9 to 20          (2006):   Preparatory committee for review conference  
- June, 26 to July, 7      (2006):   Review conference on the UN PoA 

 
It would also be a missed opportunity if the EP were not to voice its views in relation to the 
current efforts by the EU Commission to translate the UN Firearms Protocol into a EU 
regulation and the related review of intra-Community controls on the acquisition, possession 
and transfers of firearms.  
 
In short, if the EP wishes to make a greater impact on EU actions and policy on SALW, it 
must, first of all, change its own approach to the promotion of SALW controls.   
 
Recommendations to the EP 
 
Basic aims of an EP strategy on SALW controls should be greater scrutiny of EU policy and 
actions in regard to SALW, the establishment of a constructive dialogue with parliamentary 
partners in the EU and abroad, and greater engagement with the EU Council, and particular 
the CODUN working group, on EU policies on the global level. In particular, the EP should 
consider to:     
 
• Designate a MEP as a SALW focal point 
There is currently little oversight in the EP regarding EU efforts in relation to SALW controls 
and possibilities to make a greater contribution to the implementation and development of 
these efforts. The EP should therefore designate a MEP to provide an in-house capacity to 
keep abreast of relevant policy developments in the EU and abroad, identify windows of 
opportunity for EP actions, and suggest such actions to the relevant EP committees. Actions 
could include timely reports and resolutions, as well as participation in inter-parliamentary 
forums on SALW controls.  
 
• Strengthen discussions with national parliaments in the EU  
The EP should engage in more regular discussions with national parliaments in the EU on the 
implementation of the EU Code of Conduct on Arms Exports and on ways to improve EU 
export controls on conventional weapons, including SALW. Greater dialogue on these issues 
would be in line with the recent declaration of intent by the EP to strengthen co-operation 
with national parliaments in the framework of the EU Common Foreign and Security Policy 
to contribute to greater democratic accountability in the EU.43 Such dialogue on export 
controls should include the exchange of information on relevant parliamentary reports, 
resolutions, and legislative developments, and aim to identify and promote joint interests and 
priorities, including the promotion of best practices in EU member states on SALW control. 
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• Adopt annual reports to scrutinise implementation of EU commitments  
The EP should adopt an annual report on the implementation of EU policy and actions on 
SALW in response to the annual report by the EU Council on the implementation of the EU 
Programme to Prevent Illicit Arms Trafficking and the EU Joint Action on SALW. This 
report should scrutinise the EU efforts on SALW that fall outside the scope of the EU Code of 
Conduct on Arms Exports, and be based on input by the relevant EP committees and sub-
committees. Such regular reporting by the EP has shown itself to be a highly visible and 
effective way for establishing a constructive and sustained interagency dialogue on arms 
control. A useful mechanism in this context for the EP would be the invitation to the CODUN 
presidencies to present the annual Council reports on the implementation of the EU 
Programme and the Joint Action on SALW.   
 
• Engage EU Council and member states on development of global SALW controls  
The EP should develop a more strategic outlook on engaging the EU Council and member 
states on their positions in the context of the UN processes on SALW, and, in particular, the 
upcoming meetings in 2005 and 2006 on the UN Programme of Action on SALW. The EP 
should, for example, urge the EU member states to promote certain policy positions in this 
regard either in the framework of the recommended annual EP report on SALW, or adopt 
timely add hoc resolutions and/or reports. Again, the EP should make every effort to follow 
up such efforts by inviting the EU Council presidencies to provide updates on EU positions 
and developments in relation to the UN SALW processes.    
 
• Strengthen dialogue with inter-parliamentary forums abroad  
The EP should work towards the regular inclusion of SALW controls in debates in the context 
of the EU-ACP inter-parliamentary meetings and other relevant forums.44 It should also 
continue to actively participate in the Permanent Parliamentary Forum on SALW. Dialogue in 
these forums serves to support greater awareness of regional-specific SALW threats and 
possible responses, as well as the development of common understandings of the scope of 
parliaments to engage their governments on SALW control and to exercise greater scrutiny. 
Again, the identification and joint promotion of shared parliamentary priorities can also help 
to further shape regional and international policy developments and governmental agendas.  
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