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NOTICE TO MEMBERS

Subject: Petition 0177/2010 by Klaus Helmut (German), on behalf of Ito Ryu 
Wuppertal e.V., on alleged unfair treatment of traditional Asian weapons in 
German weapons legislation

1. Summary of petition

The petitioner considers that the German ban on traditional Asian weapons used in martial 
arts such as Kobudo, Kung Fu, Ninjutsu, Escrima and Viet Vo Dao is unjust and that such 
weapons should be treated in the same way in law as firearms used in shooting sports. He 
states that the possession and transport of firearms in Germany is banned, but that members of 
shooting clubs, for example, who hold a firearms pass in accordance with Directive 
91/477/EEC on control of the acquisition and possession of weapons, do possess, transport 
and use weapons in the practice of their sport. The petitioner states that it is permissible to 
possess and use traditional Asian weapons in other European countries in the context of an 
association or club. He therefore considers that there is unfair treatment in this case and calls 
for the adoption of legislation on traditional Asian weapons comparable to that on firearms.

2. Admissibility

Declared admissible on 9 June 2010. Information requested from Commission under Rule 
202(6).

3. Commission reply, received on 2 September 2010.

The petitioner complains of harsher treatment in Germany surrounding the possession and use 
of certain weapons used in Asian martial arts compared to the regulations in force in other 
European countries in the context of a sporting association or a club.

This type of object sometimes used in the context of certain Asian martial arts is not subject to 
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partial or a fortiori total harmonisation at EU level. That being the case, Member States may 
regulate their possession and use according to their security perceptions and their own 
situation. It goes without saying, however, that any measure that hinders trade, even if 
introduced for reasons of public security, must respect the principles of proportionality. The 
regulatory context for firearms is not, however, comparable, given that it is subject to partial 
harmonisation through Directive 91/477/EEC amended to be more restrictive by Directive 
2008/51/EC. The Commission would like to point out that Article 2 of Directive 91/477/EEC 
states that it ‘is without prejudice to the application of national provisions concerning the 
carrying of weapons, hunting or target shooting’. 

The solution to the petitioner’s complaints concerning the severity of German regulations 
appears to lie much more in dialogue with the authorities on a case-by-case basis according to 
the products concerned, and in the light of their conditions of use. It does not appear to the 
Commission that it is possible to include objects of this type in a directive concerning the 
characteristics of firearms and nor does it intend to put forward EU legislation covering the 
conditions for the possession, use and transport of products used in martial arts to which the 
complainant refers.


