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INTRODUCTION 

 
This paper has been prepared as a contribution to the United Nations Institute for 

Disarmament Research (UNIDIR) pilot project on European Action on Small Arms and Light 
Weapons (SALW) and Explosive Remnants of War (ERW). It provides a case study on the 
European Union’s Assistance in Curbing Small Arms and Light Weapons in the Kingdom of 
Cambodia (EU-ASAC) that is widely perceived to have achieved success in weapons collection 
and introducing better weapons management. The case study emphasizes design and planning 
aspects of the programme including considerations of issues of cooperation among donors, civil 
society and other actors. 

 
This case study is part of broader work Small Arms Survey (SAS) is carrying out on the 

impact of the EU-ASAC programme on small arms misuse in Cambodia. The paper assesses the 
programme design and implementation, as well as the planning and management processes. The 
focus will be both on technical issues relating to the design of small arms control interventions and 
the programme’s institutional framework. 

 
The paper has been informed by numerous project documents, including feasibility studies, 

evaluations and programme websites, and has benefited from the EU-ASAC programme’s practice 
of documenting the planning process (see bibliography). It is also based on fieldwork conducted 
during two visits to Cambodia in February and April 2005, and conversations with programme 
managers and officials in Phnom Penh and Brussels. In order to the design phase of the 
programme this study makes extensive use of the printed materials from external experts. These 
were the only documents that are publicly available from that time, and it was not possible to 
obtain access to documentation of the opinions of representatives from EU Member States and 
the European Commission. 
 
 
EUROPEAN UNION’S ASSISTANCE IN CURBING SMALL ARMS IN CAMBODIA  
 

The European Union's Assistance on Curbing Small Arms and Light Weapons in the 
Kingdom of Cambodia (EU-ASAC) started in April 2000, nearly two years after the 1998 elections, 
which according to the assessment of many, have brought relative political stability to the country. 
Cambodia had emerged from almost 30 years of instability and according to ‘informed guesses’ 
was flooded with some 500,000 small arms and light weapons, a large part of which was hidden 
in arms caches throughout the country.1 

 
The newly elected government made controlling weapons proliferation one of its first 

priorities by initiating weapons collections, organizing public destruction events and passing sub-
decree 38 on weapons, which restricted weapons ownership and use. The Royal Cambodian 
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Government (RCG) approached the European Union in 1999 for support for small arms control 
measures. The government’s declared willingness to engage with the European Union in a 
comprehensive programme for curbing small arms and light weapons presented an opportunity 
for the European Union to put the newly conceived policy on Joint Action on SALW into 
practice.2 The EU undertook a fact-finding mission in Cambodia in July 1999, after which the 
Council of the European Union approved half a million Euros as core funding for EU-ASAC 
programme.3 
 

As the EU-ASAC Programme was the practical follow-up to the Joint Action under the 
Common and Foreign Security Policy (CFSP), it assumed greater political importance for the 
European Union than is commonly the case for development cooperation programmes. 
Underlying the programme initiative was the driving force of the CFSP that seeks to acquire 
practical mechanisms for the European Union to speak and act with a common voice in world 
affairs.4  

 
The EU-ASAC programme was designed to support and sustain initiatives already being 

undertaken by the Cambodian government in order to make the Cambodian small arms control 
policy sustainable. In late 1998, the Municipality of Phnom Penh had launched a weapons 
collection programme that was later expanded by the Ministry of Interior to cover the entire 
country, and had collected between 60,000 to 100,000 weapons by the time the EU-ASAC 
programme started.5 The Cambodian Prime Minister, Hun Sen, had also initiated a programme of 
public weapons destruction ceremonies in 1999. By early 2000, over 30,000 weapons had been 
destroyed in seven provincial ceremonies in the hope that this would contribute to the “culture of 
peace, towards a Cambodia free of violence and crime”.6 The Cambodian efforts had already 
achieved some notable results by the time the EU-ASAC programme started. The fact-finding 
mission in 1999 noted that as a result of the new sub-decree7 weapons were no longer openly 
carried8 and that the government was able to influence and control the media to ensure that 
measures were communicated to the population.9   

 
Over the years, EU-ASAC representatives have built close contacts with Cambodian 

government officials at national, provincial and selected local levels, and have achieved a number 
of results. These include: (i) the construction and renovation of numerous weapons storage 
facilities for the army, (ii) the provision of all police posts in three provinces with specially 
designed storage racks, (iii) assistance with 33 destruction ceremonies, which destroyed a total of 
109,769 weapons,10 (iv) the implementation of further voluntary weapons collection programmes 
linked to community development initiatives (with funding in excess of  €700,000 from several 
donors)11 (v) assistance in weapon cache detection, and (vi) the facilitation of the consultation 
process on the draft weapons law, and vii) contributed to increased public awareness on 
Cambodian laws regarding small arms and the dangerous of misuse. 

 
Indicators suggest that SALW control policies had a positive impact on health in Cambodia. 

Hospital admissions due to bullet wounds have declined dramatically from 6.9 % in 1993 to 
0.1 % by 2004.  
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Hospital Admissions from Bullet Wounds 1991 to 2004
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Source: Forthcoming SAS Cambodia OP. Provincial hospital data. 

 
 
 
 
OVERVIEW OF THE EU-ASAC ACTIVITIES IN CAMBODIA 
 

The programme was set up to provide technical assistance and financial aid to the Royal 
Cambodian government in four areas: (a) to draft arms control legislation, (b) to raise public 
awareness on the benefits of small arms control in cooperation with NGOs, (c) to improve safe 
storage of government weapons, (d and e) to assist destruction of surplus weapons and in 
weapons surrender.12  While the broad programme focus has stayed the same, several of the 
elements of intervention were modified during the years of the programme implementation (see 
Annex II). These modifications were based on changed political emphasis in the Cambodian 
government, and new information of what was perceived to be the most urgent area of 
intervention of weapons. 
 
ASSISTANCE IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF APPROPRIATE LAWS AND REGULATIONS ON THE OWNERSHIP, 
POSSESSION, USE AND SALE AND TRANSFER OF ARMS AND AMMUNITIONS 
 

The 1999 fact-finding mission concluded that existing laws, while stringent, had been issued 
with little preparation and virtually no consultation. Sustainability was thus questionable.13 The 
EU-ASAC programme was tasked to assist the Cambodian government with a broader consultation 
on a law that would regulate all aspects of gun ownership and use.  
 

The objective of this project component remained relatively unchanged over the years. 
Activities however varied depending on developments within Cambodia. The earlier years saw 
considerable momentum as the EU facilitated the consultation process but progress stalled when 
the law was not discussed in the Cambodian National Assembly until April 2005, when it was 
finally adopted.14  
 
AWARENESS RAISING 

 
The expert report recommended actions to raise awareness amongst the Cambodian public 

of the long-term, society-wide benefits of weapons collection, and specifically suggested that civil 
society should be involved in addressing the awareness problem.15  
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Over the years, the EU-ASAC programme has cooperated with many different civil society 
organizations for activities as diverse as community meetings in rural areas, public performances, 
media productions, and general information material in the form of posters, signboards, handouts 
and manuals. 16  In later years, the EU-ASAC project also cooperated with the police for 
dissemination of awareness materials.17 The project concentrated on messages that made the 
public aware of Cambodia’s arms laws, highlighted the risks of weapons misuse and increased 
confidence levels in the weapons reduction process by giving high visibility to weapons 
destruction in the form of ‘flames of peace’, as well as a peace art project that uses old weapons 
as artistic material.18 The EU-ASAC also placed particular emphasis on the community—police 
relations in many of the messages. Project modifications were limited to the way in which the EU-
ASAC programme contracted partners and the specific media chosen to raise public awareness.19 
 
IMPROVED RECORD-KEEPING AND SAFE STORAGE OF MILITARY AND STOCKPILES20 

 
Record keeping and security of stored weapons was considered weak during the fact-

finding mission in 1999, and it was noted that the Cambodian government and police lacked 
institutional capacities to develop and implement appropriate policies for safe storage of collected 
and confiscated, as well as duty weapons.21 In particular, the lack of a clear policy on what to do 
with collected and confiscated weapons was considered an area of concern. A feasibility study 
that inspected several storage places later confirmed the general impression.22  
 

As the Cambodian government hesitated to accept assistance in such a sensitive area, this 
project component was only formally included in the EU-ASAC programme in 2000 after detailed 
discussions with the Cambodian government.23 EU-ASAC support began as a pilot project in 
Military Region 2, Kampong Cham, with construction of safe storage facilities of weapons held by 
the Royal Cambodian Armed Forces (RCFA) and the development of a computerised record 
system and training on the use of the record keeping system for Cambodian staff. As the pilot was 
judged successful on the bases of process evaluation, it has since been expanded to cover the 
entire country.24 The aim of this project component is to register all small arms in the six Military 
Regions, the Navy, Air Force and to increase stability and establish a secure environment in 
Cambodia by setting up a complete and coherent weapons registration and safe storage system for 
the RCAF in order to strengthen the logistical chain and control capabilities over soldiers with a 
view to reducing practices of misuse.25 It is planned that all military weapons in the six military 
regions of Cambodia, plus those of the Navy, the Air Force and the Gendarmerie, be entered into 
one centralized database by 2006 at the latest, with all weapons being securely stored in weapons 
depots. No impact evaluation as to whether the constructed safe storage facilities and the training 
provided have led to improved stockpile management has been carried out. Standard national 
practice of not providing unauthorized persons access to internal security procedures makes even 
tentative assessments difficult.  
 

An external EU-ASAC consultant conducted a Registration and Safe Storage Feasibility Study 
for the National Police in 2002, on which the pilot project that was implemented in 2003 in the 
three provinces of Phnom Penh, Kandal and Kampong Spue was based. Every duty weapon was 
registered on a centralized computer database and each police station has been provided with a 
lockable rack with which to securely store duty weapons and ammunition. 
 
WEAPONS DESTRUCTION 
 

The fact-finding mission in 1999 concluded that the public would have to be assured that 
confiscated weapons would be destroyed, and that there was no possibility for leakages of 
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confiscated weapons into the hands of criminals.26 EU-ASAC thus supports weapons destruction 
events as an integral part of public confidence building, and as a permanent means to eliminate 
surplus weapons. The decision to concentrate on weapons destruction was also influenced by 
downsizing plans for the armed forces and police, which would have led to large number of 
surplus weapon stocks. 27 The demobilization, however, did not take place as planned. The EU- 
ASAC focus has thus been on public destruction ceremonies of collected and surplus military 
weapons, a process that led to the downsizing of stocks.28 
 
WEAPONS COLLECTION 
 

Support for the Cambodian government’s weapons collection efforts has undergone the 
most changes since the EU-ASAC programme was initially set up because better information 
became available and lessons were learned.  
 

Fact-finding mission in 1999 advised against the Cambodian government proposals for a 
weapon’s buy-back programme on the grounds that this had not proven to be a successful policy 
approach elsewhere, and no weapons collection element was included among the first 
programme priorities.  
 

Information published by local NGOs suggested that many weapons remained outside the 
government control.29 The EU-ASAC responded to this finding with a proposal to encourage 
further voluntary weapons surrender from ordinary citizens through a weapons for development 
(WfD) programme. The feasibility studies for this programme suggested that searches were not 
producing more weapons because guns were no longer kept in private houses but were hidden in 
rice fields and forests. The feasibility studies concluded that if provided with the right incentives, 
people would cooperate and hand over the hidden weapons to the authorities. The report 
identified security as the most urgent concerns and advocated measures to improve the security 
environment as the principal incentive for voluntary weapons hand in.30  
 

The pilot programme that operated in Pursat and Kratie provinces was designed to combine 
weapons collection with public awareness raising, economic and social incentives, and also 
included elements of police training and provisions for police equipment and support for police 
families. The purpose was to create social pressures for handing in weapons without creating the 
perception that the exchange a set number of weapons would result in a fixed amount of 
development benefits.31 Evaluation of the two large-scale programmes found them to be too 
management intensive to be replicated elsewhere. The development components consumed 
considerable portions of staff time, and were in many respects beyond the central mandate of the 
EU-ASAC project, which was not conceived as a development project. Therefore, the EU-ASAC 
programme began working in partnership with local NGOs, who undertook a limited local 
development activities, including public awareness raising and well digging.32 The reduction in the 
size and scope of WfD projects enabled a wider geographical area to be covered than the large-
scale projects in 2001/2002. An advantage of small-scale projects was that they could be planned 
and implemented in a 12-month cycle, and due to their wider coverage could benefit greater 
numbers of people. In areas where sufficient numbers of weapons were voluntarily handed in, the 
construction of water wells was put out to public tender, and not, as was the previously practice, 
implemented by the NGOs. In addition, the police training element in the weapons for 
development programmes was modified on the basis of an evaluation that recommended 
involving the Training Department of the National Police more directly in the programme. In 
2004 EU-ASAC began a Commune Council Training Programme on security provision as a follow-
up activity to the weapons for development projects and as an exit strategy. The objective was to 
hand over responsibilities for weapons security to the local authorities.33  
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Arms Caches 
 

In 2003, an arms cache component was added to the programme as it had become clear 
that the largest quantities of left over weapons from the various wars were to be found in caches 
rather than hidden by villagers and former combatants. As most of these caches are in remote 
locations and are frequently protected by mines or booby traps, the EU introduced a new on-site 
mobile weapons destruction workshop. At the request of H.E. Sar Kheng, Deputy Prime Minister, 
Co-Minister of the Interior and Chairman of the National Commission for Reform and 
Management of the Weapons and Explosives in Cambodia, EU-ASAC became actively involved in 
the search for and destruction of weapons found in caches throughout the country. 
 
Issues not taken-up in the EU-ASAC programme 
 

Problems related to gun crime were never included in the EU-ASAC project objectives.34  
The first finding mission to Cambodia highlighted a link between small arms misuse and crime.35 
This connection has since been highlighted and detailed by the working group for weapons 
reduction.36  
 

The decision not to include crime-related issues is related to the fact that the EU-ASAC was 
funded under the terms of an EU Joint Action that limited financial assistance to projects or 
programmes that would include weapons collection, security sector reform, demobilization, 
reintegration and victims’ assistance programmes. A focus on the criminal use of guns was not 
foreseen under the Joint Action.37  
  
 
ANALYSIS OF EU ACTION IN CAMBODIA 
 

As a Joint Action under the CFSP, the EU-ASAC project was implemented by a project 
manager under a contract with the European Commission on behalf of the Presidency of the 
European Union. The project and the appointment of the project manager were based on a 
Council Decision under the Common Foreign and Security Policy,38 which made it different from 
programmes carried out under the Commission development budget. This specific institutional 
anchoring ensured that cooperation between individual EU Member States and the EU-ASAC 
programme was closer than usually encountered for most external aid programmes, as diplomats 
from Member States obtained regular reports on the progress of the project during CODUN 
meetings and Member States contributed directly to the project. The involvement of the 
Cambodia desk of the European Commission was rather limited.  
 

EU Member States were closely involved in the design and monitoring of the EU-ASAC 
project. The fact-finding mission in 1999, for example, was supported by the German Embassy in 
Cambodia, representing the EU Presidency in 1999. The Council Decision that set up the EU-
ASAC project listed cooperation with the local missions/embassies of EU Member States as being 
one of the four essential features of the project.39 In addition, the project managers were required 
to report twice yearly in person to the Working Group on Global Arms Control and Disarmament 
(CODUN) in the Council of Ministers.40 The programme was thus placed under intense political 
scrutiny by disarmament diplomats of the EU Member States. 41  
 

The funding arrangements of the CFSP budget required close cooperation between the EU-
ASAC and Member States of the European Union because Member States were expected to top 
up the budget with individual contributions. For example, EU-ASAC only received core funding to 
run the two pilot weapons for development programmes in Bakan and Snoul districts on the 
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understanding that additional funds would be provided by other donors.42 In addition to the core 
budget provided from the CFSP budget, the EU-ASAC programme was supplemented by funding 
grants organized by the project manager from the Netherlands (WfD and safe storage), Germany 
(police support and police training) and the UK (police support, including the code of conduct).43 
The Netherlands supported the safe storage programme with substantial amounts of money. 
These joint efforts within the overall framework required a considerable coordination effort, a 
function that the EU-ASAC programme provided.44 In total, contributions from other donors than 
the EU accounted for 13% of the total budget of EUR 10 230 192 allocated for the project 
between 1999 and 2005 (see Table 1). 

 
Table 1: Financial Allocations from the EU’s CFSP budget and outside contributions 

In euros by year of spending 
 

 EU45 Other donors46 Total Budget 

200047 1 436 953 16 630 1 453 583 

200148 1 300 000 587 882 1 887 882 

200249 1 768 200 0 1 768 200 

200350 1 568 000 390 009 1 958 009 

200451 1 436 953 250 000 1 786 953 

200552 1 375 565 0 1 375 565 

Total 8 885 671 1 344 521 10 230 192 
 

In contrast, coordination between the EU-ASAC programme and the development 
cooperation programmes in Cambodia managed by the European Commission was limited. The 
EU-ASAC project was provided with its own office in Phnom Penh that was separate from the 
Technical Co-operation Office of the European Commission (which later became an EC 
Delegation).53 Information on the programme is not included in the European Commission reports 
on cooperation with Cambodia, and only appear on the CFSP website.54 The project is a footnote 
only in the Commissions’ Country Strategy paper for 2000–2003 and is mentioned in highly 
unspecific terms.55 The priorities of the National Indicative Programme (NIP) for 2005-2006 do 
not include areas addressed by the EU-ASAC project.56 There is also little awareness in the 
European Parliament about the EU-ASAC programme. There are a few formal institutional links 
between the project and the European Commission that include: (i), the contractual process and 
consequent financial and narrative reporting which the project is required to submit to the CFSP 
unit in the Commission,57 (ii) the fact that representatives from the Commission attend CODUN 
meetings, and (iii) ad hoc contacts between the Delegation of the European Commission and EU-
ASAC in Cambodia. A senior officer of the EU Delegation in Bangkok, who later became the 
Chargé d’affaires was a member of the team in 1999 and has thus been involved in the set-up of 
the EU-ASAC project from the beginning.   
 

The programme was able to build on and achieve particularly high levels of visibility for the 
European Union, one of the main objectives of the CFSP.58 The fact-finding mission in 1999 
concluded that the EU already had an excellent reputation in Cambodia due to its important role 
in supporting and monitoring the election in 1998, as well as the extensive development 
programmes managed by the European Commission.59 The EU-ASAC programme is well known 
within Cambodia. The commitment by the project managers to the project has ensured that the 
EU-ASAC project has achieved high levels of visibility in international fora, where the project has 
been presented on numerous occasions.   
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PROGRAMME DESIGN AND MANAGEMENT 
 

The institutional location of the EU-ASAC programme as the implementation of Joint Action 
rather than a European Commission external aid programme meant that the design and running 
of the programme did not follow typical development cooperation procedures. As a result the 
programme differed in nearly all this aspects from typical European external aid programmes 
administered under existing EU external cooperation programmes. 

 
The four broad areas of intervention in Cambodia were decided by the EU Council of 

Ministers in November 1999, and thus by diplomats from EU Member States, based on the 
political objective of implementing the small arms Joint Action agreed under the CFSP.60 In 
contrast, development projects managed by the European Commission and funded by the 
Community budget are usually determined on the basis of a country strategy paper, previously 
developed between European Commission officials in consultation with the government 
concerned and approved by representatives of the Member States. Spending priorities are 
determined through a complex interplay between the three institutions (the European Parliament, 
the Council of Ministers and the European Commission). 
 

The essential political nature of the decision combined with the unfamiliarity of 
disarmament diplomats with development policy programming procedures 61 meant that the EU-
ASAC’s project manager’s responsibilities and specific programme objectives were at first left 
remarkably open and have subsequently been designed based on the technical input from the 
project managers themselves. The document detailing the decision to set up the EU-ASAC 
programme contained only four content areas62 and four points of guidance on the process.63 The 
specific tasks to be carried out during a funding year are defined in the Programme Manager’s 
Terms of Reference provided in the annexes to the Council Decisions.64 The Terms of References 
were drawn up after consultation with the Project Manger and the Commission, approved by 
CODUN and submitted for final approval by the Council of Ministers. Thus the most important 
input regarding the specialised technical content of the programme activities comes from the 
project managers and was revaluated every year.  

 
Annex II provides an overview of the extent to which the TOR remained constant or 

changed over the years depending on political developments within Cambodia, progress in 
implementation and lessons learned from pilot phases.  

 
The programme set up also meant that funding was not provided on a multi-annual basis, 

but had to be approved for individual components every year, which made long-term programme 
planning exceptionally difficult for the project managers, who faced the uncertainty of never 
knowing the financial means they would have at their disposal.  

 
On the other hand, the EU-ASAC project managers enjoyed greater autonomy and powers 

than ordinary programme manager operating under contract to the European Commission.65 
However, it also meant that there was little technical or practical guidance and the programme 
implementation depended entirely on the expertise and experience, and judgements of project 
managers and the external experts that they consulted. The project strategy in the early years was 
described as ‘point and shoot’66 summing up the tendency of programme managers to grasp 
opportunities wherever they saw them.  
 

A particularly important feature of the EU-ASAC programme was the regular use of small 
arms experts at different stages in the design, implementation and evaluation of the programme. 
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All programme elements were based on a fact-finding or feasibility studies.67 Most elements 
started with pilot projects. Evaluations were used to adjust weak points in the pilot programmes 
before they were extended throughout Cambodia.68 In addition, the programme staff recruited to 
implement the programme were experts in their field (mainly military) and not generalists trained 
in project management. This flexibility and access to expert opinion was in many respects 
important to the success of the programme. 
 
COOPERATION WITH NON-EU DONORS AND CIVIL SOCIETY 
 

The need to raise additional funding and the high profile position of the project manager 
managing a political project set up by the EU Presidency meant that the EU-ASAC project was 
able to develop and maintain close contacts with non-EU donors and actors in Cambodia. The 
fact-finding mission made a point of consulting all the major donors in Cambodia such as the 
World Bank, UNDP, Japan, Australia, as well as the landmine clearance programme.69 The fact-
finding mission clarified that no other donor worked presently on a small arms programme, but 
links to existing programmes such as landmine clearance and demobilization were identified.70   

 
Once the EU-ASAC programme began implementation, it was able to attract substantial 

contributions from the Japanese government (development projects) and the Canadian 
government (police training). 

 
Cooperation with Japan became particularly close, but also proved to be challenging. After 

the initial Japanese government contributions to the large-scale weapons for development pilot 
projects in 2001, the Japanese government set up its own programme ‘Japanese Assistance Team 
for Small Arms Management in Cambodia‘ (JSAC) in April 2003, which focuses on similar areas to 
the EU-ASAC: weapons for development programme, destruction of collected weapons, safe 
storage in the police and public awareness. The safe storage programme for the police also 
focuses on the same elements as the EU-ASAC programme: physical infrastructure, development 
of computerised record system and training of staff on how to manage weapons storage. JSAC has 
so far concentrated in three provinces: Ottar Meanchey, Banteay Meanchey and Siem Reap. The 
Japanese moved into the same building as EU-ASAC.71 Several initiatives were planned as joint 
projects but joint implementation proved difficult due to differences in project management 
culture. At present, cooperation is limited to the official “Disarmament Forum” structure, a 
framework for information exchange for organizations working on small arms in Cambodia. It was 
established in September 2003 to increase cooperation and the exchange of ideas and concerns 
between the EU-ASAC, WGWR, JCCP and JSAC. Through this forum it is intended for members to 
voice concerns on a regular basis about the correct means to go about formal weapons collection 
programmes.  

 
Cooperation with the Cambodian Mine Action Centre in areas affected by mines and UXO 

has been established for the purpose of public awareness workshops on all remnants of war. 
 

The developments initiatives financed in Pursat province were delivered through the 
Provincial Rural Development Committee (PRDC), a decentralized government structures 
supported by UNDP. In 2003 all development incentives as part of the small-scale WfD 
programme were planned together with the relevant Provincial Development Committees. 

 
The level of cooperation and synergy between different actors has been higher than often 

encountered. The EU-ASAC project was specifically tasked to support project implementation by 
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other donors72. Development and maintaining of these relationships required considerable human 
resources.  The evaluation noted the time intensive nature of the coordination efforts.73 

 
COOPERATION WITH CIVIL SOCIETY 
 

Cooperation with civil society has been an important element of the EU-ASAC Programme 
from the outset and has taken two distinct forms: a) listening to policy advice, and b) 
implementation partnerships.74   

 
The fact-finding mission included interviews with several representatives from civil society 

organizations. Many of the recommendations for the programme priorities were driven by observations 
made by NGO representatives. For example, the emphasis on police work stemmed from the perception 
among civil society representatives that the law enforcement bodies may be the source of illegal weapons75. 
As noted above, the introduction of the weapons for development components also stemmed from the 
survey on attitudes to weapons published by the Working Group for Weapons’ Reduction.76  

 
The EU-ASAC programme supported the involvement of civil society in Cambodian small 

arms related politics. A particular contribution by the EU-ASAC office was the support for a 
relatively wide consultation process with civil society and other stakeholders on the draft law, 
which is not common practice in Cambodia and would not have taken place without the EU 
support.77 The EU-ASAC programme manager also observed a general opening in the Cambodian 
government towards cooperation with NGOs on small arms related matters in 2003/4.  

 
In addition, the EU-ASAC entered implementation partnerships with NGOs as far as 

possible. The fact-finding mission recommended support to individual civil society initiatives when 
opportunities arose, but warned against placing too much responsibility on existing NGOs, who 
were believed to lack the capacity for large-scale project implementation.78  

 
This warning proved justified as evaluations noted that a number of subcontracted NGOs 

had problems meeting the stringent EU-ASAC reporting requirements. Two NGOs were 
contracted to carry out the police training on democratically acceptable behaviour in the WFD 
projects in the pilot phases in Bakan and Snoul.79 In 2001-2002, NGOs also constructed and 
repaired the wells, schools, and health care posts as part of the weapons for development 
initiative. This was changed in 2003 due to problems experienced with the standards of the 
development projects that varied greatly due to the different capacities of the implementing 
NGOs. For example some wells were built, which did not meet the design standards, and 
sanitation training on how to use the wells was not always given.  
 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
• The EU-ASAC succeeded in sustaining the momentum on small arms control. 
 

The EU-ASAC programme succeeded in sustaining the momentum on small arms control, 
which has been accompanied by a reduction in gun injury rates in Cambodia, as indicated by 
independent research conducted by the Small Arms Survey in 2005. 
 
• The programme has provided the Common and Foreign Security Policy (CFSP) of the 

European Union with positive visibility. 
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The EU-ASAC programme was very successful in providing the EU with visibility in 
Cambodia and on small arms action in international fora.  
 
• The areas and components for EU-ASAC’s intervention were well chosen and 

complemented the ongoing efforts of the Royal Cambodian Government. 
 

The programme was successful in its operational objectives because the Cambodian 
Government and the European Union shared a strong common interest in a successful outcome 
for the gun control aspects of the programme. The Cambodian Government appears to have been 
driven by a combination of factors, such as the desire to consolidate its own supremacy over 
opponents to the current political system, negative impact of crime and violence on the tourism 
industry and foreign investments, and a concern about the country’s international reputation.80 
The programme built on existing initiatives, sustained their momentum and deepened their 
impact by proposing further security sector related measures. A crucial success factor has been the 
decision to provide technical assistance to the Cambodian government’s own initiatives rather 
than to operate a standalone project. 
 
• Achievements of the programme are partly due to the use of SALW experts and the close 

programme oversight in Brussels. 
 

The achievements of the programme are mainly the result of the initiative of its managers 
and contracted experts. Projects priorities were developed annually on the basis of 
recommendations and ideas from the project managers. The programme managers’ attitude 
towards seeking expert advice from external consultants for feasibilities studies and regular 
evaluations contributed to the soundness of the policies. The high level of political scrutiny of the 
programme, in particular its links to the CODUN committee, and the need to make a case for 
continued funding on an annual basis is likely to have generated higher pressure on the project 
managers than the case for projects implemented by the European Commission that have rigid 
management structures and annual funding allocations lasting over several years. 
 
• The institutional set-up of the EU-ASAC programme as a Joint Action of the European Union 

ensured close coordination between EU Member States, but limited the involvement of the 
Cambodia desk in European Commission in Brussels. 

 
The institutional set up of the EU-ASAC programme facilitated cooperation with EU 

Member States, and allowed for oversight by the unit in the European Commission in Brussels 
responsible for the CFSP budget. There were also fairly close relations with the representation of 
the European Commission in Cambodia. However, there was never any integration of the EU-
ASAC programme within the European Commission’s broader aid strategy for Cambodia. This 
may have resulted in missed opportunities to develop synergies with ongoing EC development 
programmes.  

  
An important feature of this programme is that it is a pilot Joint Action that has been under 

the political spotlight. Arguably it may have enjoyed more political attention and funding than 
future programmes may receive. As the numbers of Joint Actions and Special Representatives 
increase, it is questionable whether the same level of attention will be given to future projects. 
 
• Long term financial planning of the programme was made difficult by the CFSP policy that 

only finances projects on a yearly basis. 
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The programme objectives of the EU-ASAC programme were such that they required 
several years to be completed. Project funding allocations under CFSP are made on an annual 
basis, which make long-term planning and commitments to Cambodia and EU-ASAC staff 
challenging. The need to seek additional funding from EU Member States, on the other hand, 
ensured that Member States were more aware and involved in the programme than is common 
for EC assistance programme to third countries. 
 
 
PRACTICAL RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EUROPEAN ACTION 
 
SALW PROGRAMME DESIGN 
 
• In countries where the national government, and not the international community, is 

pursuing the weapons collection/reduction policies, EU assistance programmes should be 
designed to support national efforts to ensure maximum impact and sustainability.  

• Programme design needs to consider many different angles of possible SALW intervention 
policies including the legal framework, the government’s weapons management capabilities, 
weapons collection and destruction processes. In particular in countries where national 
governments are in charge of the weapons’ reduction strategies, their capabilities and 
political sensitivities need to be carefully assessed and taken into account in programme 
design. 

• In countries where SALW interventions include weapon recovery strategies, careful 
assessment of who is likely to possess weapons that need to be recovered should be carried 
out, and the intervention strategies designed accordingly. For example: 

 
– If rural areas are characterized by high private household gun ownership, weapons for 

development initiates may be the appropriate approach. 
– If the weapons are held by former combatants, disarmament and reintegration may be 

most important.  
– If weapons are hidden caches, mobile recovery teams may be required.  
– If leakages from government stockpiles are a concern, policies may seek to target 

stockpile management procedures.  
– If armed criminal gangs are the root of the problem, anti-crime measures maybe called 

for.   
 
• For programme elements going beyond an exclusive small arms focus, such as development 

components, police training initiatives or legal advice, effective partnerships with 
organizations specialised in these areas may be the most effective, efficient and professional 
way to deliver results. 

 
INSTITUTIONAL SET-UP 
 
• Well-managed Joint Actions on SALW are an excellent policy for EU visibility and 

cooperation between Member States. 
• The annual funding mechanism of CFSP programmes makes long term planning very 

difficult and thus risks reducing the potential impact of the project. Multi-annual funding 
mechanisms would give a small arms project the possibility to pursue important long-term 
goals. 

• Synergies between the European Unions’ development budget administered by the 
European Commission and projects under CFSP could be improved.  
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• SALW projects need to find the right balance between flexibility in adjusting the programme 
to changing conditions and long term strategic planning.  

 
ASSESSMENT, MONITORING AND EVALUATION 
 
• Involvement of SALW experts in the planning, monitoring and evaluation stages helps to 

select appropriate areas for programme intervention 
• Continuous monitoring helps to detect weak elements early and to adjust the programme 

accordingly. 
• Programme design should determine indicators to judge programme success.  
• Programme evaluation should assess both the programme process and the project impact. 
 
 
 
Notes
 
1  See Greene, Owen 1999, “Mission on Small Arms in Cambodia, 12-19 July 1999”, p. 2.  
2  The Joint Action on the European Union’s contribution to combating the destabilising accumulation 

and spread of small arms and light weapons was adopted on 17 December 1998. (1999/34/CFSP, OJ 
L 9, 15.1.1999)  

3  The budget for core funding was 447,584 EUR for 2000 (EU –ASAC donors 2000-2005). According 
to information from the Commission, the contribution was exactly EUR 500,000. (Email 13 May) 

4  The Treaty of Maastricht of 1992 established the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) 
‘covering all areas of foreign and security policy.’ The subsequent treaties of Amsterdam (1997) and 
Nice (2001) elaborated the mechanisms of the CFSP. Joint Actions is one of these instruments and 
make policy commitments binding on individual Member States of the European Union 

5  Information on numbers of weapons remains a little unclear. According to the official information 
provided at the time of the EU fact-finding mission in 1999, the Cambodian authorities had collected 
or confiscated some 60,000 weapons (Greene 1999. p. 6). According to other sources the 
government had already collected some 100,000 weapons between 1998 and 1999. (See Buwalda, 
Johan P. ‘Report of an evaluation mission in Cambodia from September 21 until October 19, 2002’, 
Evaluation of the Structure, implementation, management and perceived impact of the weapons for 
development project (large and small scale) currently operating in nine provinces under European 
Union Assistance on Curbing Small Arms in Cambodia EU-ASAC. 17 October 2002. Accessed April 
2005. http://www.eu-asac.org/programme/vwc/evaluationReportOctober2002.pdf, p. 6.) 

6  EU-ASAC 2005. 
7  The sub-decree 38 and the Decisions no. 27 and no. 28, invalidating licenses for carrying guns, had 

been passed early in 1999. 
8  Some of the significant new elements of the decree addressed the ownership and possessions of 

weapons by the police, government officials and other state employees. For example, permission to 
taken weapons home was limited to the most senior police officers and government officials.  See 
Greene, Owen 1999, p. 3. 

9  In addition, the Cambodian government translated its policy intention into an administrative 
structure by setting up the National Commission for the Reform and Management of Weapons and 
Explosives in 2000. See Greene, Owen 1999, p. 7. 

10  As of April 2005. 
11  In 2001, the Netherlands supported the weapons for development programmes in Snoul District, 

Kratie Province with 363,024 EUR, Japan supported weapons for development programmes in Bakan 
District, Pursat Province with 137,323 USD, Germany supported Security Sector Reform in Bakan 
District, Pursat Province with 100,000 USD and Canada supported Security Sector Reform in Snoul 
District, Kratie Province with 40,800 Canadian Dollars. In 2003, Germany supported Security Sector 
Reform with USD 100,000 and the United Kingdom supported Security Sector Reform in Preah 
Vihear Province with USD 96,079. 
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12  See European Union, 2003. Council Decision 2003/806/CFSP of 17 November 2003 extending and 

amending Decision 1999/730/CFSP implementing the Joint Action 1999/34/CFSP with a view to a 
European Union contribution to combating the destabilising accumulation and spread of small arms 
and light weapons in Cambodia. The order of intervention areas has been changed in this list. 

13  See Greene, Owen 1999, p. 4. 
14  The law was passed on 26 April 2005, after Prime Minster Hun Sen had sent the law to Parliament 

accompanied with a letter urging deputies to treat the law with some urgency. (RCG 2005a and 
2005b)  

15  See Greene, Owen 1999, p. 7. 
16  See Beer, David de, 2003a, An Integrated Approach to Small Arms Management. The EU-ASAC 

Programme on Curbing Small Arms and Light Weapons in Cambodia. GTZ. Eschborn 2003.  
17  See European Union, ASAC, 2005b. EU-ASAC Annual Report 2004. Reference Number 

117/2005/Manager EU-ASAC. 
18  The Peace Art Cambodia Project, 2005. http://www.peaceartprojectcambodia.org/index.php 
19  European Union, ASAC, 2003a. ‘Final Report on the Implementation of the Capacity Building Project 

for Community Relations and Code of Conduct of the Cambodian National Police Force in Selected 
Provinces. December 2003. 

20  The EU Council decision of 15 November 1999 mandated the EU-ASAC programme to 'assist the 
Government of Cambodia and the police and security forces to develop guidelines for improved 
record-keeping an security of weapons held by them.'  The joint pilot project on problems of record 
keeping and safe storage of the Royal Cambodian Armed Forces (RCFA) was approved by the 
Council in 20 November in 2000 and allocated specific funding.  

21  The fact-finding mission concluded that record keeping and safe storage was an area of concern 
mainly because their interlocutors were unable to provide the fact-finding mission with the necessary 
information including evidence of guidelines or procedures to identify surplus weapons . (Greene 
1999, pp. 4,7) 

22  EU-ASAC 2005. 
23  European Union, 2000. Council Decision 2000/724/CFSP of 20 November 2000 extending and 

amending Decision 1999/730/CFSP concerning a European contribution to combating the 
destabilising accumulation and spread of small arms and light weapons in Cambodia. 
(2000/724/CFSP) 

24  In addition, to CFSP funding, the weapons registration and safe storage project received additional 
funding from the Netherlands of USD 272,950 in 2003 and EUR 250,000 in 2004.  

25  European Union, ASAC, 2004a, ‘Final Report on the Improved Weapons Record Keeping and Safe 
Storage Project in Military Region 4. May 2004, pp. 3, 5. Accessed April 2005 < http://www.eu-
asac.org/media_library/reports/ImprovedRecordKeepingandSafeStorageProjectInMR4SiemReap.pdf> 

26  Owen Greene had met with 12 representatives from civil society in Cambodia who shared  their 
concerns with him. (Greene 1999. Appendix 1)  

27  At the time of the fact-finding mission, there were plans to demobilize some 55,000 personnel from 
the armed forces over the coming five years. This would have meant that the weapons held by the 
demobilized soldiers would become surplus and would require a destruction and disposal policy.  
Similar issues would be raised by the planned downsizing of the police force. The police is to be 
reduced by 24,000 to 40,000.  (Greene 1999 p. 8). 

28  EU-ASAC 2005. 
29  See Working Group for Weapons Reduction (WGWR) 1999. Public Opinion Survey on the Weapons 

Confiscation Program of the Royal Government of Cambodia. The EU-ASAC document that 
proposed the weapons for development project suggested that there were between 250,000 to 
400,000 weapons hidden by the civilian population. (EU-ASAC 2001 15 March) 

30  See See Poulton, Robin Edward, European Union, ASAC Kracheh Province Report, Weapons for 
Development Feasibility Study, 21 August 2000, and Poulton, Robin Edward, European Union, ASAC, 
Pursat Province Report, Weapons for Development Feasibility Study, 20 August 2000. Security needs 
were expressed in a simultaneous equation: fewer weapons= less violence; destroyed weapons = 
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confidence in peace; surrendered weapons = development action; development action = human 
security; Ergo: WfD = peace building. (Poulton 2000a pp. 16-17.) 

31  See Beer, David de. 2003b, Lessons learned form development-oriented SALW programmes: 
Reflections on experiences in Cambodia. A presentation given by David de Beer on 14 April 2003 at 
the Wilton Park Conference ‘Integrating Small Arms and Light Weapons into Development 
Programmes’ 

32  The small-scale weapons for development projects were carried out in Kampot, Kompong Spue, 
Kompong Thom, Battambang, Pailin, Takeo, Kompong Cham, Pursat and Preah Vihear provinces. 

33  The local authority structures had been created after the 2002 Commune Council elections. In 2004 
such commune Council training projects were implemented in Battambang, Pailin, Pursat and 
Kampong Thom. 

34  The background document to weapons for development programme repeated the rationale that the 
aim of the programme was to reduce violence and not crime and stated specifically that the 
programme would not attempt to target criminals. (Poulton 2001) 

35  For example, the fact-fining mission found evidence of cynicism among Cambodians outside the 
government structures, who suspected that the collected weapons would find their ways from 
government storage into the hands of criminals. (Greene 1999, p. 6) The report recommended that 
the programme should promote security sector reform as a mean to establish the rule of law within 
the security forces. This was based on the observations that crimes and violence were often 
perpetrated with impunity by police and government officials, or people closely associated with them. 
The mission noted the perception among Cambodians that the police and other security forces are 
themselves a significant source of insecurity and gun violence (Greene 1999. p. 9) The evaluation of 
the WfD programme component also noted that high ranking police officers and government officials 
and their friends, colleagues and families continued to operate above the law. Buwalda, 2002, op.cit. 
p. 14 

36  Limited crime data presently available suggests that little progress has been made in curbing gun 
crime since the start of the EU-ASAC programme. See Working Group for Weapons Reduction 
(WGWR) 2003a, Gun and Livelihood.  

37  It would appear from reading the phrasing ‘such project might include, inter alia’ (Article 6) that a 
specific focus on crime could under certain circumstances perhaps be made. However, the 
introduction suggests that the fight against criminal use of firearms would be left to Interpol 
(paragraph 9). 

38  Under the Treaty of the European Union the Presidency is responsible for implementing decisions 
under CFSP in general, but does not participate at all in the actual implementation of individual 
projects. Specially appointed project managers are contracted by the European Commission. The 
project was mentioned in a footnote in the country strategy paper in very unspecific sentence 
describing  several planned an ongoing activities. European Commission. External Relations, 2002, 
The EC Cambodia Country Strategy Paper 2000-2003 
>http://europa.eu.int/comm/external_relations/cambodia/csp/02_06_en.pdf>, p. 97 footnote 9. 

39  See European Union, 1999, Council Decision 1999/730/CFSP of 15 November 1999, Article 2.4 
40  Ibid, Article 2.3 
41  The Working Group on Global Arms Control and Disarmament (CODUN) is one of the two 

preparatory bodies for the General Affairs Council (GAC), which meets at ministerial level. CODUN 
meets once a month in Brussels and is attended by senior disarmament and non-proliferation officials 
from the EU Member States. The Working Groups are served by personnel from the non-
proliferation and disarmament sections of the Council’s General Secretariat. Officials from the 
European Commissions participate in all meetings. (Feakes, Daniel, 2002, ‘The Emerging European 
Disarmament and Non-Proliferation Agenda on Chemical and Biological Weapons.’ Disarmament 
Diplomacy. Issue No 65. July-August 2002, footnote 13)  

42  See Greene, Owen, 2001 ‘EU Programme on Small Arms and Light Weapons in Cambodia. Interim 
Evaluation and Recommendations Relating to Continuation. September 2001, p. 14.  

43  The World Food Programme, Canada and Japan also contributed to the WfD programme.  
44  For a breakdown of the budget, see annex 1. 
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45  The amount shown here has been taken from the Council Decisions as indicated and not the EU-

ASAC document (annex 1), which seems to have recorded the money actually received.  
46  Source: annex 1, EU-ASAC document. Exchange rate to Euro calculated on 29 June 2005. 
47  Source: European Union, 1999, Council Decision 1999/730/CFSP of 15 November 1999 

implementing the Joint Action 1999/34/CFSP with a view to a European Union contribution to 
combating the destabilising accumulation and spread of small arms and light weapons in Cambodia. 

48  Source: Council Decision 2000/724/CFSP of 20 November 2000. 
49  Source: European Union, 2001, Council Decision 2001/796/CFSP of 15 November 2001 extending 

and amending Decision 1999/730/CFSP concerning a European contribution to combating the 
destabilising accumulation and spread of small arms and light weapons in Cambodia. 

50  Source: Council Decision 2002/904/CFSP of 11 November 2002. 
51  Source: European Union, 2003. Council Decision 2003/806/CFSP of 17 November 2003. Extending 

and amending Decision 1999/730/CFSP implementing the Joint Action 1999/34/CFSP with a view to 
a European Union contribution to combating the destabilising accumulation and spread of small arms 
and light weapons in Cambodia. 

52  Source. Council Decision 2004/792/CFSP of 22 November 2004. 
53  Source. Council Decision 1999/730/CFSP, Article 2.1of 22 November 2004. When the EU-ASAC 

Project started in April 2000, the European Commission had only a Technical Cooperation Office 
(TCO). A Delegation of the European Commission in Cambodia was not opened until December 
2001. The Head of Delegation remained accredited in Bangkok and the office is run by a Chargé 
d’affaires. The Chargé d’affaires, however, had been part of the original fact finding mission and 
therefore had intimate knowledge of the background to the EUASAC project. 

54  See European Commission, External Relations, 2005a. Website on external relations and cooperation 
with Cambodia. http://europa.eu.int/comm/external_relations/cambodia/intro/index.htm; and 
European Commission. External Relations. 2005b. Website on external relations and CFSP. 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/external_relations/cfsp/fin/pja.htm However, the website of the 
Delegation of the European Commission in Cambodia does refer to the EU-ASAC programme. 
(European Commission, 2005) as does the EU-ASAC website refer to the European Commission’s 
external aid programmes in Cambodia (European Union, ASAC 2005). 

55  EC, 2002, p. 97 footnote 9: ‘Ongoing and planned activities include support to the decentralization 
process, conflict resolution activities under the European Initiative for Democracy and Human Rights 
and the EU Joint Action on Small Arms, actions addressing trade infrastructure, customs procedures 
and regulations, tariff and none-tariff barriers and support to the development of NGOs in the agro-
business.’ 

56  The three priorities of the 2005-6 NIP are pro poor economic growth, social sector support and 
governance. The Governance priority will target the Ministry of Economy and Finance (MoEF). (EC, 
2005, pp. 2-3) 

57  Commission officials from the CFSP unit in charge of the contract with the project manager generally 
visit EU-ASAC once a year. (Personal communication 13 May)  

58  The term ‘visibility’ is frequently used by EU officials to describe the need to be seen to be active in 
particular areas that are of interest to its citizens and the wider world. (Feakers p. 2). 

59  See Greene, Owen, 1999, “Mission on Small Arms in Cambodia, 12-19 July 1999”, p. 9. 
60  European Union. 1998. Joint Action 1999/34/CFSP of 17 December 1998 adopted by the Council 

on the basis of Article J.3 of the Treaty on European Union on the European Union’s contribution to 
combating the destabilising accumulation and spread of small arms and light weapons. 

61  EU Member States diplomats attending the CODUN meetings usually come from Foreign Affairs 
desks tasked with the CFSP or disarmament. These diplomats are rarely familiar with typical 
development procedures, which are usually dealt with within specialised Ministries for Development 
Cooperation or special development desks within Foreign Affairs ministries.  

62  EU1999.730/CFSP: Article 1: The European Union shall contribute to promoting the control, 
collection and destruction of weapons in Cambodia. For this purpose the European Union shall: a) 
assist the Government of Cambodia in the development of appropriate laws and regulations on the 
ownership, possession, use, sale and transfer of arms and ammunition; b) assist the Government of 
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Cambodia and the police and security forces to develop guidelines for improved record-keeping an 
security for weapons held by them; c) assist the Government of Cambodia and the police and 
security forces in developing procedures for voluntary surrender of small arms, particularly in the 
connection with the planned demobilization and restructuring of the armed forces; d) support civil 
society programmes to raise public awareness on problems related to small arms and light weapons, 
and further to develop civil society cooperation with the weapons collection destruction process, in 
particular supporting activities by NGOs.  

63  EU1999/730/CFSP: Article 2: 1.In order to carry out the objectives specified in Article 1, the 
Presidency will appoint a project manager based in Phnom Penh. 2. The Project Manager will 
perform his tasks under the responsibility of the Presidency in accordance with the terms of reference 
set out in the annex. 3. The Project Manager shall report regularly to the Council or its designated 
bodies through the Presidency assisted by the Secretary General / High Representative for the CFSP. 
4. In carrying out his activities, the Project Manager will cooperate as appropriate, with local Missions 
of Member States and the Commission.   

64  See EU 2004, 2003, 2002, 2001, 2000. 
65  The EU-ASAC project manager was the head of the office whereas most project managers within the 

EC work under the supervision of more senior officials, including Heads of Delegations.  
66  See Buwalda, Johan P. 2002, ‘Report of an evaluation mission in Cambodia from September 21 till 

October 19, 2002’ Evaluation of the Structure, implementation, management and perceived impact 
of the weapons for development project (large and small scale) currently operating in nine provinces 
under European Union Assistance on Curbing Small Arms in Cambodia EU-ASAC. 17 October 2002. 
Accessed April 2005. http://www.eu-asac.org/programme/vwc/evaluationReportOctober2002.pdf, 
p. 13. 

67  See Greene 1999, op. cit. Poulton 2001, op. cit. EU-ASAC 2005, safe storage website). 
68  See Greene, Owen, 2001 ‘EU Programme on Small Arms and Light Weapons in Cambodia. Interim 

Evaluation and Recommendations Relating to Continuation. September 2001; Buwalda 2002 op. cit, 
EU-ASAC 2003a, 2003b.  

69  See annex 1 in Greene 1999 op. cit., p. 9. 
70  The fact-finding mission included recommendations on how to integrate the programme into the 

planned demobilization programme (WB and other donors). However, the demobilization 
programme that was finally implemented did not include a SALW component.  

71  See Greene 2000, p. 17. However, they moved out of the same building in April 2005. 
72  EC Council Decision 2002/904/CFSP of 11 November 2002. 
73  Ibid, p. 17. 
74  In fact, cooperation with civil society and NGOs has been one of the four points of instruction given 

to the project manager by the Council in 1999 and was repeated in 2001, 2002, 2003 and 2004. 
75  Greene, 1999 op. cit., p. 2. 
76  WGWR 1999. 
77  See Greene, 2001, p. 10. 
78  See Greene, 1999 op. cit., p. 13. 
79  The Cambodian Institute for Development and Human Rights (CIDH) and the Cambodian Institute 

for Human Rights (CIHR). (Greene, 2001, p. 16). 
80  Owen Greene spoke with 16 representatives from the Cambodian government including officials 

from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Defence, the Prime Ministers Office, the Ministry of Interior, the 
Police, as well as Special Advisors and some provincial governors. See Greene, 1999, appendix 1). 
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Annex I 
 
EU-ASAC Funding 2000- 2005 
 
 
 
2000:   

European Union EUR 1,447,584 Core funding 

United Kingdom USD 20,000 Code of Conduct, National Police 

   

2001:   

European Union EUR 1,190,113 Core funding 

Netherlands EUR 363,024 Weapons for Development, Snuol district, Kratie province 

Japan USD 137,323 Weapons for Development, Bakan district, Pursat province 

Germany USD 100,000 Security Sector Reform, Bakan district, Pursat province 

Canada CAD 40,800 Security Sector Reform, Snuol district, Kratie province 

   

2002:   

European Union EUR 1,768.200 Core funding 

   

2003:   

European Union EUR 1,567,792 Core funding 

Netherlands USD 272,950 Weapons Registration & Safe Storage, Military Region 4 

Germany USD 100,000 Security Sector Reform, Police-Community Relations 
training 

United Kingdom USD 96,079 Security Sector Reform, Preah Vihear province 

   

2004:   

European Union EUR 1,436,953 Core funding 

Netherlands EUR 250,000 Weapons Registration & Safe Storage, Military Region 3 

   

2005:   

European Union EUR 1,375,565 Core funding 
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Annex II 
 
Changes in EU-ASAC manager's job descriptions 1999-2004 
 
 
 Law Record Keeping and 

Safe Storage 
Voluntary Surrender and 
Destruction of Surplus 
Stocks 

Awareness Raising Other tasks 

1999 • assist in the 
development of 
appropriate laws 
and regulations 

• assist government 
and police to develop 
guidelines for 
improved record 
keeping and security 
for weapons 

• assist the government, 
police and security forces 
to develop procedures for 
voluntary surrender and for 
identifying and destroying 
surplus small arms 

• support civil 
society 
programmes to 
raise public 
awareness  

 

2000 • work with 
relevant officials  
• may organize 
training visits for 
them 

• organize workshops 
for Cambodian 
authorities  
• work out a pilot 
project for suitable 
courses of conduct 

• assist the government, 
police and security forces 
to develop procedures for 
identifying and destroying 
surplus small arms 
• supervise and monitor 
implementation of ‘Arms 
versus development’ pilot 
projects  
• assist weapons 
destruction  

• support the 
working group for 
weapons reduction 
in awareness 
raising and 
educational and 
training 
programmes 

• establish 
procedures for 
effective 
monitoring and 
evaluation of 
activities 

2001 • assist the 
government and 
parliament in the 
process to 
adoption of draft 
law 
• a assist 
development of 
secondary laws 
regulations 
• support public 
awareness around 
the law 

• continue to work 
with the government 
and armed forces 
• monitor the project 
in military region 1 
• develop a project in 
a further military 
region 
• conduct training and 
systems development 
at national level 
• carry out feasibility 
study for work with the 
police 

• support the national 
programme of weapons 
destruction ceremonies 
• limited support for 
capacity-building of 
national commission 
• supervise and monitor 
‘Arms versus development’ 
pilot  projects and may 
extent them to 
neighbouring areas 

•support NGOs 
and in particular 
the working group 
for weapons 
reduction in 
awareness raising 
and educational 
and training 
programmes 

• establish 
procedures for 
effective 
monitoring and 
evaluation of 
activities 
• encourage 
other donors to 
support SALW 
control 
• support project 
implementation 
by other donors 
 
 

2002 • assist the 
government and 
parliament in the 
process to 
adoption of draft 
law.  
• a assist 
development of 
secondary laws 
regulations 
• support public 
awareness around 
the law 

• continue to work 
with the government 
and armed forces 
• monitor the project 
in military region 2 and 
5 
• develop a project in 
a further military 
region 
• conduct training and 
systems development 
at national level 
• implement a pilot 
project with the police 

• support the national 
programme of weapons 
destruction ceremonies 
• limited support for 
capacity-building of 
national commission 
• supervise and monitor 
‘Weapons for 
Development) large scale 
and small scale 
programmes 

•support NGOs 
and in particular 
the working group 
for weapons 
reduction in 
awareness raising 
and educational 
and training 
programmes 
• particular 
attention will be 
paid coordination  

• establish 
procedures for 
effective 
monitoring and 
evaluation of 
activities 
• encourage 
other donors to 
support SALW 
control 
• support project 
implementation 
by other donors 
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 Law Record Keeping and 

Safe Storage 
Voluntary Surrender and 
Destruction of Surplus 
Stocks 

Awareness Raising Other tasks 

2003/ 
2004 

• if necessary and 
to a limited extent 
support the 
National 
Commission on 
education 
projects on the 
new Arms Law 
when it comes 
into force 

• continue to work 
with the government 
and armed forces 
• monitor the project 
in military region 2, 5 
and 4 
• develop a further 
project in a military 
region 1 
• conduct training and 
systems development 
at national level 
• if funds are available 
implement a further 
project with the police 

• support the national 
programme of weapons 
destruction ceremonies 
• assist the government in 
searching for weapons 
caches 
• supervise and monitor 
‘Weapons for 
Development) the small 
scale programmes 

•support NGOs 
and in particular 
the working group 
for weapons 
reduction in 
awareness raising 
and educational 
and training 
programmes 
• particular 
attention will be 
paid coordination 

• establish 
procedures for 
effective 
monitoring and 
evaluation of 
activities 
• encourage 
other donors to 
support SALW 
control 
• support project 
implementation 
by other donors 
• restructure 
support to allow 
continuation of 
work related to 
record keeping 
and safe storage 
once activities 
will end in 2004 
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EUROPEAN UNION SALW AND ERW PROGRAMMES IN THE WESTERN BALKANS 
 
Michael Ashkenazi, Julie Brethfeld and Tobias Pietz 
Bonn International Center for Conversion (BICC)1 
 
 
 
 
 
PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION 
 

This paper was written as part of UNIDIR’s research project on the European Union’s 
activities concerning small arms and light weapons (SALW) and explosive remnants of war (ERW). 
The Bonn International Center for Conversion (BICC) was asked to provide information on the 
EU’s engagement in the Western Balkans, i.e. Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina (BiH), Serbia & 
Montenegro, the Republic of Macedonia (FYROM), and Albania. 
 

Specifically, BICC was requested to provide input on the following issues: 
 
• Survey on SALW and ERW control activities funded by the EU between 2001 and 2005; 
• Planning and decision making processes of the projects; 
• Evaluation mechanisms and impact assessments; 
• The effects of evaluation and impact assessment results on future projects; 
• Recommendations for future EU activities. 
 
METHOD 
 

BICC’s research was based on three elements, field research, interviews and desk research: 
 
• Field research was carried out in Skopje/Macedonia and Belgrade/Serbia by BICC through 

interviews in the field, and through analysis of local documents provided by the various 
project managers. BICC personnel were language capable, though most interviews were 
conducted in English and many documents were in that language; 

• Interviews were carried out over a period of a number of days with officials in Brussels. 
Supplementary and follow-up interviews were carried out by telephone from Bonn. Data 
were also amended based on e-mail correspondence; 

• Desk research was carried out by a team of three researchers supplemented by other BICC 
personnel. This included literate and web-searches, as well as analysis of documents 
received during the interviews and field work. 

 
DETERMINING FACTORS FOR EU SALW POLICY 
 

The EU has recognised the dangers resulting from the uncontrolled proliferation and spread 
of SALW, and has decided to take action to counter the problem. As a consequence, the EU has 
developed one of the most advanced weapons transfer control systems, and SALW control is 
firmly set in the EU political agenda, including in the negotiations with new members. 

 
EU decisions on SALW are mainly based on three elements: the EU Code of Conduct on 

Arms Exports, the EU Joint Action, and international agreements and regulations. The EU Code of 
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Conduct on Arms Exports was adopted in 1998 with the goal of harmonising the EU Member 
States’ policies and regulations concerning arms exports, and to achieve uniform minimal 
standards within the EU. The EU Joint Action on aims at developing and implementing measures 
to fight the uncontrolled proliferation of SALW, and to reduce the number of SALW available, and 
to find solutions for the problems resulting from their availability. 

 
In addition, the EU supports international efforts to improve SALW control. Inter alia, its 

Member States contributed considerably to the 2001 UN Conference on the Illicit Trade in SALW 
in All Its Aspects, and the European Community has signed the Protocol against the Illicit 
Manufacturing of and Trafficking in Firearms, Their Parts and Components and Ammunition. 
  
ACCESSION PROCESS/ACQUIS COMMUNAUTAIRE AS AN SALW ACTION 
 

Probably the most important, albeit unintentional tool, for SALW action in the Western 
Balkans is the accession process to the enlarged EU. The process requires stricter SALW and ERW 
control regulations than had been in place in any of the countries concerned. In order to be 
considered for future membership in the EU, candidate states must coordinate their policies with 
existing EU policies including those on SALW and ERW. They are required to adapt their 
legislation concerning SALW to European regulations, and they have to take measures to 
implement these laws appropriately. As a consequence, countries in the Balkan region, e.g. 
Macedonia and Croatia, appear to be attempting to conform to the EU Code of Conduct and 
Joint Action on SALW.2 We discuss these activities in detail below. 
 
 
OVERVIEW OF RELEVANT INTERNATIONAL/EU ACTION IN THE BALKANS 

 
Due to its geographical proximity to the EU, the Balkans have been one of the main areas 

for EU activities on SALW control. Currently, there are three major SALW control projects on the 
Balkans supported by the EU: SEESAC (the South East Europe Regional Clearinghouse for Small 
Arms Reduction) working on a regional level; a NATO PfP ammunition destruction project in 
Albania, managed by NAMSA (NATO Maintenance and Supply Agency); and SALW control 
activities carried out by EUFOR (European Force in the Balkans) in BiH (Bosnia and Herzegovina). 
There are also SALW control elements in a number of other projects that are not targeted at 
SALW, but which nonetheless have explicit or inherent SALW effects. 
 
SEESAC 
 

SEESAC (The South East Europe Regional Clearinghouse for Small Arms Reduction), located 
in Belgrade is a joint initiative of UNDP and the Stability Pact for South-Eastern Europe (SP). It had 
originally been initiated as a three-year technical programme, operating at both regional and 
national levels, sponsored by UNDP and the Stability Pact, with political support from OSCE, the 
Szeged Small Arms Process, and NATO. Its overall objectives include: to support the Stability Pact 
Implementation Plan that aims to stem the flow and availability of small arms and light weapons in 
the region; to consolidate the gains associated with the implementation plan at the national and 
local levels; to support the socio-economic conditions for peace and development.3 

  
SEESAC offers technical support and services to individual UNDP programs in the region as 

well as directly to the local governments and international and local agencies working in the 
region. UNDP is the agency predominantly occupied with SALW control activities in the region, 
and plays a major role in implementation. UNDP has full political support from the EU. The EU 
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also contributes financially to the SALW and ERW control activities implemented by UNDP. The 
financial support for SEESAC had been given to UNDP in form of a grant. 

  
The European Commission has actively supported SEESAC with funding totalling €830,000 

(2002-2004).4 In 2002, an initial amount of €200,000 had been foreseen as financial contribution 
to SEESAC. In 2003, €300,000 were contributed and an additional €330,000 in 2004. Funds are 
allocated for SEESAC personnel costs. In 2003, the salary costs of the team leader and the 
NGO/SALW awareness facilitator were covered. In 2004, this was expanded to also cover costs 
for the other operational members of the team.5 The continuation of SEESAC’s work for 2005 and 
2006 has been recommended by UNDP and the Stability Pact.6 
 
ALBANIA: NATO PARTNERSHIP FOR PEACE (PFP) TRUST FUND7 
 

The EU through the General Directorate for External Relations (RELEX) has, in the main, 
actively supported and funded ammunition destruction projects in Albania.8 In December 2002, 
an EU supported ammunition destruction project started, involving the consolidation and 
demilitarization of surplus ammunition over a 4-year period. It is managed under the terms of the 
"NATO Partnership for Peace (PfP)" Trust Fund by Luxembourg-based NAMSA (the NATO 
Maintenance and Supply Agency). The decision to support the project was based on a EU Council 
Decision.9 

 
The overall objective of the action is to contribute to combating the destabilising 

accumulation and spread of small arms and light weapons in Albania, and in particular to the 
environment-friendly destruction of ammunition there. 

 
The EU has contributed €820,000 to the project in the form of a grant that has mainly been 

used, during a period of 12 months, towards the costs of the acquisition of an Explosive Waste 
Incinerator and an associated Pollution Control System, to contribute to the salary of an expatriate 
Technical Advisor, to the purchase of 3 vehicles, 10 radios and two computers, and to the costs of 
SALW Ammunition processing and demilitarization at the Mjekes factory.10 In 2004, the amount 
was extended to an additional €500,000.11 Estimated overall costs of the project over the 4-year 
period amount to €6,400,000.12 

 
The primary role of the EU in this project is financial support, and it has no role in actual 

project implementation, which is managed by NAMSA.13  
 
BIH: EUFOR-ALTHEA 
 

On 2 December 2004, the authority of NATO’s SFOR14 was transferred to the European 
Military Force, known as EUFOR15. EUFOR is a manifestation of the European Security and 
Defence Policy (ESDP). EUFOR's mission, also known as ALTHEA, is the EU’s military contribution 
to the stabilization of Bosnia-Herzegovina (BiH), is the third and largest military operation that the 
EU has embarked upon to date. It followed NATO's decision to conclude its SFOR mission. 

 
Since the handover from SFOR, the EUFOR mission in BiH has been directly involved in 

SALW/ERW control through the limited continuation of Operation Harvest. 16  Between 16 
November and 20 December 2004, EUFOR conducted a door-to-door “Harvest Operation” in 
Mostar and suburbs, called “Operation Free Entrance 11”. It was conducted by the Multinational 
Task Force (South-East), in close cooperation with the local authorities and local police.  
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The operation began under the SFOR mandate and ended under the EUFOR mandate. 208 
small arms, 1055 hand grenades, 193 rifle grenades, 8 anti-personnel mines, 76502 rounds of 
ammunition, 79 antitank rockets and 119 kg TNT were collected.17 Operation Free Entrance 11 
was followed by “Operation Free Entrance 12”, a major door-to-door operation in Sarajevo and 
East Sarajevo, taking place from 21 February to 2 March 2005. It was a joint operation, 
undertaken by EUFOR troops from Multi-National Task Force (South East) in close partnership 
with BiH and RS interior authorities and police forces. Operation Free Entrance 12 is seen as a 
success by the military and civilian authorities. It collected more than 243,000 rounds of 
ammunition, about 3,900 hand grenades, 658 small arms, 167 rifle grenades, 17 rockets and 40 
kilograms of bulk explosive. The operation was preceded by a “Run for Peace” and a concert on 
20 February 2005 to raise public awareness.18 “Harvest Operations” are ongoing SALW-collection 
operations within EUFOR-areas. There is an ongoing Harvest Operation, but the latest results have 
not yet been made available.  
  

There are three different types of Harvest Operations. In the first type, EUFOR forces make 
public that they will be around on a certain day in a town or neighbourhood, and that people can 
drop off weapons at a collection point on that day. In the second, EUFOR forces will go directly to 
people's houses and ask if they have anything to turn in. Anyone turning in weapons under these 
types of operations faces no punishment, as the amnesty remains in effect. The third type of 
operation is intelligence-led. EUFOR forces will react upon information they have received on 
illegal weapons holdings or hideouts. This information usually comes from reports people make to 
one of the force's 45 Liaison and Observation Team (LOT) houses based around the country. The 
LOT house teams also help and advise local police on conducting their own Harvest operations.19 
Weapons and ammunition collected in EUFOR Harvest operations are destroyed with the 
involvement of local police and military. In one of these operations in May 2005, EUFOR 
monitored the destruction of about ten tons of various munitions of the Bosnian Serb Army at a 
destruction site near Kalinovik in the Republica Srpska. EUFOR estimated that there are 30,000 
tons of surplus munitions remaining in storage in both parts of BiH, which continue to pose a 
serious threat. 

 
In January 2005 Operation Spring Clean began. Spring Clean is not a Harvest Operation, 

but supports local authorities and the local police in their fight against organised crime and 
corruption.20 It aims to limit the activities of organised crime in BiH, including the illegal trafficking 
of weapons. EUFOR conducts vehicle checkpoints to disrupt the organizations involved. The full 
operational details of Spring Clean are classified.21 

 
While EUFOR is not deployed in BiH as a police force, it possesses a number of valuable 

military capabilities that can be used in support of wider operations by law enforcement 
authorities. Thus, there is close cooperation with the police forces in BiH. 

 
The Integrated Police Unit (IPU) is an integral part of EUFOR.22 Its authorised troop strength 

is currently 534. They support the local police and border services in fighting crime and 
preventing illegal cross-border activities. While IPU-conducted operations usually do not have a 
special SALW/ERW focus but a more general one, they often are directly related to SALW and 
ERW. Worth mentioning are Operation TARCIN and Operation STRIKE: Operation TARCIN took 
place in December 2004. In cooperation with the local police crime squad, a search operation in 
the neighbourhoods of Sarajevo was conducted, based on an IPU intelligence activity. During the 
operation, a weapon cache was discovered in an abandoned building. 
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Operation STRIKE was targeting at disrupting illegal trafficking of weapons to other areas of 
the Balkans. As a result of the operation, which took place in Sarajevo in February 2005, 310 
Assault rifles, several magazines and some rounds were found in a house.23 

 
EUFOR also actively engages in, and supports operations for the removal of unexploded 

ordinance and landmines (ERW). According to the EUFOR Public Information Office, “EUFOR 
monitors the developments and works on the higher-level organizational part of de-mining. The 
Mine Action Centre (MAC) BiH coordinates the de-mining of BiH.”24 
 
OTHER EU ACTIVITIES 
 

In addition to the major, specific SALW-directed activities, other SALW-specific activities 
with EU-involvement were identified in the region. It must be noted that the formal charter for 
many of these programs (e.g. CARDS) does not make reference to SALW. Nonetheless, as our 
analysis indicates, these programs do have an effect on SALW issues. 

  
Two regional CARD-funded projects are relevant in this aspect. The Support and 

Coordination of Integrated Border Management Strategies and the Development of Reliable and 
Functioning Policing Systems programs were funded under CARDS (about €3 million in 2003), 
which are likely to include SALW-related measures. Neither of these programs has any explicit 
SALW component. Nonetheless, in our view, they are likely to have an impact on SALW in the 
region as well. 
 
Albania 
  

In 2002/03 the UNDP implemented a project called Small Arms and Light Weapons 
Control (SALWC) in Albania, under which the EU contributed to the purchase of 30 vehicles and 
24 metal detectors for the weapons collection structure of the police. 25  SALWC was 
complemented by a follow-up project on SSSR (Support to Security Sector Reform). 

  
According to the UNDP web site, the European Commission has contributed US$476,992 

to the project.26 The European Commission Delegation in Tirana indicates that the EU supplies 
some limited funds for this project.27 However, according to the SSSR Programme Manager, 
UNDP Albania, the EU provided financial support only for SALWC, but not for the SSSR 
Programme, though the UNDP is soliciting the EU for financial support.28 

   
PAMECA (The Police Assistance Mission of the European Community to Albania) was set up 

on 21 December 2002. It is entirely funded by the EU through CARDS (Community Assistance for 
Reconstruction, Development and Stabilization, see below). The scope of the mission is to 
provide advice, training and expertise to the Ministries of Public Order and Justice. The long-term 
aim of the project is to help establish a more effective police service in Albania so that it can 
investigate and prevent criminal activities and ensure public order in the country, working in full 
cooperation with the judiciary.29 PAMECA might have been marginally involved in SALW control 
issues through its Public Order element. However, according to the EU delegation in Albania, EU 
and Pameca have no dedicated SALW control projects of their own.30 
  

According to the UNDP web site, the Albanian Mine Action Program—capacity-building 
Project has “secured principle approval from the EU for a $9.9million multi-year integrated mine 
action programme”.31  
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Bosnia and Herzegovina  
 

In BiH, as in Albania, the EU is involved in SALW control activities both through direct 
SALW programs, and, more extensively, through indirect programs that may have an SALW 
control impact. An important, albeit ‘passive’ element is the control of SALW flows created by the 
EU embargo on weapons to BiH. The EU Common Position on Arms to the BiH32 helps in 
stemming supplies of SALW to BiH, albeit it does nothing to affect demand. 

  
The EU, through SEESAC, is involved in UNDP’s Small Arms Project (SAP) in BiH, running 

from April 2003 to 30 September 2005. Within the framework of SAP, SEESAC financed an 
awareness raising pilot project in BiH on SALW education in primary schools, implemented by the 
Red Cross BiH. SEESAC also financially contributed to the pilot weapons destruction project in 
BiH, which ran from July to October 2004 and resulted in the destruction of 20,000 surplus 
assault rifles, the development of a small arms survey, and a SALW Ammunition Demilitarization 
Feasibility Study. In June 2005, UNDP received a total of 1,5 mil US$ for 2005 from the UK and 
the Netherlands for a new project called Small Arms Control in BiH (SACBIH). The total project 
budget is 11 mil US$ until 2009.33 It should be noted that UNDP has its own evaluation practices, 
and these are fed into the UNDP’s planning and implementation of future projects.34 However, 
this information is not fed back to the EU donor. 

  
The European Commission also supports ERW projects in BiH. These projects are 

coordinated through the UN Mine Action office in Sarajevo and the BiH Mine Action Centre.35 
EU support in this area includes the creation of self-sustainable civil protection teams for of de-
mining, and de-mining activities in line with the priorities of the BiH authorities. EU has so far 
supported these projects with €14.5 million. 
  

Indirectly related to SALW programming, EUPM (The European Union Police Mission) 
which is responsible to the European Council, works to increase the competency of the police to 
a level comparable to the best European and international practices of policing. The EUPM does 
not have an executive mandate and does not perform any operational duties, such as 
investigations, and is therefore not directly involved in activities such as weapons collection. 
However, through its advisory function and as EUPM is promoting the collaboration between the 
police forces and EUFOR, its work might have an indirect impact on SALW control and ERW, 
especially through its representatives at the local Police Stations in both entities.36 

  
EUPM has also had impact on SALW control measures through its PDG (Planning 

Development Guidance) directive No 11, which clearly states the EUPM weapons policy that 
requires local BiH police compliance. PDG 11 defines the “conveyance, possession and storage of 
weapons, ammunitions, explosives and explosive devices by law enforcement agencies” in BiH. It 
also regulates the seizure and destruction procedures in cooperation with SFOR/EUFOR.37 
  

The situation in BiH exemplifies the problem of lack of visibility of SALW and ERW 
components in EU-funded projects. Advice, or pressure, by EU-bodies concerning SALW and 
ERW legislation constitutes in effect an indirect SALW control project. In a similar fashion, the 
proposed EU-funded (under CARDS) Integrated Border Management and “Support to BiH Police 
Force” is likely to include SALW or ERW capacity-building training.38 Similarly, the funding by the 
European Commission (under CARDS) of a guns-owners database, where all legally held weapons 
in BiH and their holders will be registered, is in effect, an SALW action. 
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SALW legislation in BiH is also generally influenced by the EU. EU pressure leads to 
harmonization of the respective laws: the draft law on arms and ammunition for the Federation of 
BiH in 2002 mentions the directive of the European Council on the control of procurement and 
possession of weapons from 1991 as main reason for the proposed changes to the law.39 The 
same holds true for the BiH law on “Import and Export of the Weapons and Military Equipment” 
from December 2002 that names the EU stabilization and association process as main reason for 
harmonization. 
 
Croatia 
  

There are no EU projects in Croatia dealing specifically with SALW. However, on ERW, the 
EU does support de-mining projects in the country through the CARDS program (both regional 
CARDS funding and country specific).40 Through CARDS 2001 and CARDS 2002, €2 million was 
allocated to de-mining operations in Croatia.41 It is unlikely that de-mining projects do not also 
deal with ERWs. However, so far, no clear distinction or separation between the two has been 
made. 

  
The EU also funded an Integrated Border Management programme and Civil Society 

activities in Western Balkan countries. Both these activities could have had SALW measures 
components such as training, but we were unable to ascertain this. In general it seems that 
systematic knowledge or access to detailed data on all projects under CARDS is lacking in Brussels 
as well as in Zagreb. None of our informants was able to access data that could be systematically 
searched for relevant project components with direct or indirect impact on SALW or ERW. 

  
As in BiH, however, the EU does have an impact on Croatia’s SALW/ERW policy through its 

pressure in terms of harmonization of SALW and ERW legislation during the EU accession process.  
 
FYROM (Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia) 
  

There are several EU missions in the country, although they do not have any projects 
dealing direct with SALW or ERW. The EU Special Representative and his supporting office have 
played a direct role in the political negotiations in that country, and have provided advice on 
several SALW projects, including NATO’s Operation Essential Harvest and the UNDP led 2003 
voluntary weapons collection program.42 In addition the EUMM (Monitoring Mission present in all 
Western Balkan countries) played a minor role in monitoring the 2003 weapons collection 
campaign. 
  

EU assistance in FYROM is managed by the European Agency for Reconstruction (EAR). 
While it has no specific SALW/ERW control activities, EAR does have several projects that 
indirectly impact national SALW policy, such as institutional reform of the police and the creation 
of the new border police unit. EAR projects also include the capacity-development of the Ministry 
of Interior to enable them to combat illegal smuggling (including illegal weapons) across 
Macedonia’s borders.43 

  
A National Border Management Strategy developed with assistance from the EU and 

approved by the Macedonian government in December 2003, has resulted in a review of 
legislation relating to border management. The EU also provides material support in the form of 
patrol vehicles and communications and data management equipment, as well as funding the 
construction of the new border police headquarters. A total of €26.6 million (2000-2004) for 
border management projects in FYR Macedonia have been committed by the EU.44 
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 The EU Proxima Police Mission works with the Macedonian Ministry of Internal Affairs 
assisting and advising them on police reform. It does not, however, work directly on SALW 
projects. The Ministry, prodded by the Mission has issued a decree on the use of firearms and the 
two bodies are working together to update existing legislation on the use of force by police, in 
order to bring the legislation up to EU standards.45 
  

As in other countries in the Western Balkans, motivation for putting SALW on the agenda 
might be explained by the EU requirements for harmonization of the acquis communautaire. The 
Macedonian government had to answer the EU Accession Questionnaire in 2005. Several of the 
questions included in the inquiry required the Macedonian government to provide information on 
its SALW control policies and related defence policies. Most of these questions were included in 
the section covering the CFSP, and include questions on SALW, such as e.g. trafficking, control 
strategies, organised crime, and export controls. Macedonia has just returned the official 
document providing its responses.46 
 
Serbia and Montenegro 
  

EAR is responsible for EU assistance in Serbia and Montenegro as well. The focus of the EAR 
programme shifted from refugees, healthcare, energy, agriculture, and enterprise development in 
the first years after its establishment, to administrative issues, justice, and home affairs. There are 
no projects with an SALW/ERW focus. However, projects concerning border management and 
fighting organised crime are activities in which SALW control and ERW probably play a role. 

  
Through CARDS, Serbia and Montenegro have also received (separately) funds for various 

activities with potential impact on SALW and ERW or even a side-component on such issues, i.e. 
support to Civil Society/Strengthening NGOs, Integrated Border Management and Police Training. 
 
Kosovo 
  

The EU is not implementing any projects with a direct impact on SALW in Kosovo. 
However it does support de-mining operations there, all of which are administered and 
coordinated through the UN Mine Action office in Kosovo.47 Here too, it is likely that some 
activities concern ERW, though there is no record of such activities and they are not distinguished 
or noted in any reports. 
 
 
EU ASSISTANCE MECHANISMS 
  

The EU assistance mechanism operates through a series of decision-making points and 
implementing organs, which do not always engage fully in the projects concerned. We were 
unable to trace the decision-making process in all cases, and some of the information here will 
serve as paradigmatic for the process. Both the Council of the EU and the Commission affect 
SALW activity in the Balkans, directly and indirectly, as we note briefly below. 

  
Directly, the Council mandates EUFOR (EU Force Bosnia and Herzegovina), which is 

controlled by the Political and Security Committee (PSC) that exercises political control and the 
EU Military Committee (EUMC) that monitors its execution. The Commission, implementing 
Council decisions, funds SEESAC and NATO PfP project in Albania (see below), both concerned 
directly with SALW control. 
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Indirectly, the Commission affects SALW principally through the EC Delegations, CARDS 
and possibly through EAR. The Council may have an effect on SALW issues through the 
nomination of the EU special representatives (EUSR), as the EUSRs are also involved in developing 
CFSP policies and contributions in the host country. 
 
EUROPEAN COMMISSION DIRECT ACTIVITIES: SEESAC AND NATO PFP IN ALBANIA 
  

In the European Commission, RELEX (Directorate-General for External Relations) is 
responsible for the Commission’s participation in the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) 
and ensures that it has a clear identity and a coherent approach in its external activities. It works 
closely with EuropeAid, Europe’s main actor for implementation of the external aid instruments of 
the European Commission, which are funded by the European Community budget and the 
European Development Fund. RELEX is responsible for multi-year planning and programming in 
the region. Annual programming and responsibility for the phases of the project cycle is with 
EuropeAid.48 

  
RELEX reserves about €3-4 million per year for SALW related projects.49 While four are 

currently funded, only two of them are in the Western Balkans: SEESAC and the NATO 
Partnership for Peace SALW ammunition destruction project in Albania.50 RELEX is apparently 
uncertain about the exact number of projects with SALW/ERW component financed by 
RELEX/CARDS (see CARDS section). 

  
In the case of Joint Actions (NATO PfP in Albania, SEESAC), the funding process was as 

follows: 
 

• The respective institutions applied for funds; 
• Their proposals were discussed in the CODUN51 working group of the Council; 
• After approval they were transmitted to the RELEX advisors with an attached financing sheet 

provided by the principle administrator in RELEX; 
• From there they went to COREPER52 and to the Council for approval; 
• The Council then decided on the implementation of a Joint Action, which formed the basis 

for financing out of the Commission’s budget.53 
 
SEESAC support 
  

EU support for SEESAC is based on Council Decision 2002/842/CFSP of 21 October 2002 
concerning the implementation of Joint Action 2002/589/CFSP of 12 July 2002. Whereby, the 
Commission is entrusted with the implementation of the Council Decision. The relevant Council 
bodies will be informed on the implementation of the Decision through reports provided by the 
Commission. These reports are mainly based on regular reports from UNDP. Financial assistance, 
aimed at contributing to the staff costs of SEESAC, is given to UNDP in accordance with Title II of 
Joint Action 2002/589/CFSP in form of a grant.54 

  
Council decision 2002/842/CFSP has been extended and amended twice since: by Council 

Decision 2003/807/CFSP of 17 November 2003, and by Council Decision 2004/791/CFSP of 22 
November 2004. The duration of the financing has been extended to 31 December 2005, and 
the financial amount has been increased to a total of €830,000. The extension and increase of 
funding was due to the fact that some objectives had not been attained by the original expiry date, 
and others were to be consolidated and expanded.55 
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UNDP and the Stability Pact recommend in a joint mid-term assessment that SEESAC enters 
a new 2-year phase, Phase 2 (January 2005–December 2006), to ensure the continuation of 
SEESAC’s work.56 
 
Support to NATO PfP project in Albania 
  

The decision process concerning EU support for the PfP Trust Fund project in Albania 
through the NATO Maintenance and Supply Agency is similar to the one for SEESAC. The basis is 
Council Decision 2003/276/CFSP of 14 April 2003 concerning the implementation of Joint Action 
2002/589/CFSP of 12 July 2002. Again, the Commission has been given the responsibility for the 
implementation of the Council decision. The Commission will also provide reports to inform the 
relevant Council bodies on the implementation of the Decision. The reports are mainly based on 
regular reports from NAMSA. Financial assistance is given to the project in Albania in Accordance 
with Title II of Joint Action 2002/589/CFSP in form of a grant.57 

  
On 22 November 2004, Council decision 2003/276/CFSP was extended and amended by 

Council Decision 2004/790/CFSP. The duration of the financing has been extended to 31 
December 2005, and an additional €500,000 have been provided. The reason for the increase in 
funding was again that some objectives had not yet been attained by the expiry date of decision 
2003/276/CFSP, and others were to be consolidated and further expanded.58 

  
Estimated overall costs of the project over a 4-year period are €6,400,000.59 

 
INDIRECT SALW CONTROL ASSISTANCE 
 
CARDS 
  

The CARDS programme (Community Assistance for Reconstruction, Development and 
Stabilization) was established in 2000 to channel aid to the Western Balkans region.60 Its main 
objective is to assist countries in the SAP (Stabilization and Association Process) in the Western 
Balkans to progress towards EU membership. The SAP and multi-annual planning in the region fall 
under the responsibility of the Directorate-General of Enlargement. 
  

Potential activities under CARDS are not restricted to economic measures but, due to its 
wide mandate, leave room for activities that could also include SALW or ERW-related inputs. 
  

SALW problems are noted in the budget proposal, though CARDS concentrates on 
enhancing human security in general in (post-)conflict situations.61 It is possible that SALW or ERW 
components could have been supported previously under CARDS, but this has not been 
documented, inasmuch as SALW funds had not been envisaged under CARDS.62 

  
Between 2002 and 2004, €197 million of CARDS programme overall funds were allocated 

to the development of regional programmes. Although among the main areas of intervention there 
was no programme directly dedicated to SALW and ERW control, there are some that might 
include an SALW/ERW component, such as the Twinning Programme, the programme on 
Promoting Integrated Border Management, programmes on Policing and Organised Crime, and in 
the support of civil society groups. 
 

The Awareness and Risk Education Project run by Saferworld has been funded via CARDS 
to develop the capacity of Civil Society to conduct SALW awareness education in the region. This 
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is the one CARDS-funded direct SALW programme in the region. The project received funding for 
a period of 18 months starting April 2005. Total budget approx. €320,000, of which €120,000 
come from Saferworld and other donors. It will take place in 4 countries: Serbia, Kosovo, Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, and FYROM Macedonia. 

  
Three aspects are covered: 

 
• Support for core institutional development activities from a range of NGOs (both grass roots 

and research); 
• A civic community plan at the micro-level to develop and improve security enhancement; 
• Support for strengthening the local NGO network. 
 
The European Agency for Reconstruction 
  

EAR (The European Agency for Reconstruction) is responsible for EU assistance in Serbia 
and Montenegro and in FYROM.63 In 2004, the EC assistance funds delegated to the EAR 
amounted to some €315 million. Since 2000, a total of €2.3 billion has been provided for EAR 
programmes.64 

  
Ear does not support any focussed SALW or ERW projects. However, some of their projects 

may have an SALW/ERW component, for example, the Integrated Border Management 
Programme in Macedonia. 
  
Indirect influence of EC delegation offices and EU Special Representatives (EUSR) 
  

EC delegation offices in the Balkans, and EUSR (EU Special Representatives) are also 
involved in aid programs that have impact on SALW. There is no consistent practice concerning 
the independence or scope of work of the EC delegations offices on the Balkans. The scope and 
responsibility depend on the country the delegation is working in and on local arrangements. In 
FYROM and Serbia and Montenegro, the project management and administration is directed 
through Brussels, leaving the country office little room for input into the project cycle. The other 
offices of the Delegations of the EU Commission operating in the Western Balkans, i.e. Croatia, 
BiH, and Albania, are a bit more independent regarding the administering of projects. However, 
even they often do not seem to be well informed about SALW activities (esp. Croatia) and refer 
requests for information to Brussels.65 
 

The EU delegation office in FYROM is primarily concerned with overseeing EU accession 
talks and technical assistance to the host country. The Delegation also coordinates information for 
this purpose from the five other EU organizations operating currently in Macedonia (EUMM, 
EUPOL-Proxima, EAR, etc). EAR is now primarily responsible for implementing EU assistance 
projects in Macedonia. 
 
The Special Case of the EUSR in Macedonia 
  

The overall mandate of EUSRs in the Balkans has been crisis management. However, in the 
case of Macedonia the EUSR plays an important role in coordinating the responses and acting as 
political head of all other EU missions (including the Delegation of the EU Commission, EUMM, 
EUPM, EAR). The EUSR was also involved in the preparation and shaping of several EU missions 
to FYROM, including the EUFOR Concordia mission and the EUPM Proxima mission, and in 
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preparation and shaping of the 2001 Operation Essential Harvest and Ohrid Framework 
Agreement. 

  
While there are no EU projects in Macedonia that are specifically focused on small arms, 

the EU has been involved in several projects with indirect impact on SALW in the country. On all 
subjects the EUSR offers its advice and uses its political weight to push for reforms. In the case of 
the 2003 weapons collection, the office had apparently agreed to the plan for a weapons 
collection and had “tasked” the UNDP to implement the program. The decision to select UNDP 
for the task was based on their assessed competence. The EUSR was also able to push the 
Macedonian government on behalf of the project whenever needed. So, while the UNDP 
presented the front or public face of the weapons collection program, the EUSR worked behind 
the scenes offering political support to the project and, when necessary, applying political 
pressure to the Macedonian government to go along with the project. During the actual collection, 
the EUMM, EUFOR Concordia Mission, and staff of various EU Embassies worked as monitors of 
the weapons collection sites. “Showing the EU flag” at collection sites was meant as a confidence-
building measure to show civilians that the weapons collection sites were being observed and 
monitored. The Monitors also submitted reports to the municipal commission in charge of the 
local weapons collection sites and to the UNDP. The UNDP, in turn, provided evaluation and 
monitoring reports t to SEESAC and the International Working Group on Arms in Macedonia as 
well as the EU organizations. 

  
Well before and throughout the Weapons Collection Campaign, the EUSR was part of the 

international working group on arms in Macedonia. This international working group is chaired by 
the UNDP (as the agency with the lead in weapons collection) and consists of the EUSR, NATO 
liaison office, US Embassy, OSCE and EU Proxima Police Mission. 
 

As the direct EU liaison in the country to the Macedonian government, the EUSR has also 
been actively giving advice and encouraging the adoption of the new Law on Arms, which was 
recently ratified by the Parliament and published in the official Gazette in January. Similarly the 
EUSR is now encouraging the Macedonian government and Ministry of Interior to destroy 
collected and seized weapons. 
  

The EUSR and EUPM are also pushing the Ministry of Interior to adopt the proper 
administration to appropriately manage, track and trace collected and seized weapons in order to 
prevent their diversion back into the illegal markets. Most of these negotiations are conducting 
through the UNDP SACIM (Small Arms Control in Macedonia) project,66 but again with the 
political support and weight of the EUSR behind it. 
 
 
ANALYSIS OF EU ACTION: PROJECT PLANNING, 
EVALUATION AND IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
 

Our overall findings indicate that, there is no structured project planning by the EU on 
SALW or ERW in the Western Balkans. Moreover, with the exception of specific SALW/ERW 
programmes such as SEESAC and NATO Partnership for Peace Trust Fund, there have been no 
evaluation or impact assessment on SALW or ERW conducted by the EU, nor have SALW/ERW 
issues been highlighted in any of the general evaluations of EU programs such as CARDS. 

  
As can be seen from examining the evaluative practices detailed below, each program and 

organization does conduct evaluation of their actions, but the results do not feed back into a 
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broader EU picture. SEESAC and NATO PfP Trust Fund have both carried out extensive internally-
driven evaluations of their own processes. The evaluations detail the efficacy and internal 
operations of these projects (which are EU funded, but not EU controlled). Any evaluation of the 
degree to which these programs contribute to the overall EU policy on SALW/ERW in the region 
has not been accomplished. This is not to say that these (or other projects) do not engage in 
professional evaluation. It is however the case that the EU makes no attempt, beyond formal 
accounting and reporting demands, to evaluate the efficacy of these programs as part of an overall 
strategy. Moreover, we were unable to uncover evidence that would show that the results of each 
individual programme’s evaluation were fed systematically into the decision-making framework at 
the Council or Commission level. 

  
UNDP usually designs and formulates its projects and then submits these proposals to donor 

organizations, such as SEESAC. The donor’s suggestions and advice are taken into account, but the 
planning and implementation is with UNDP, though UNDP does cooperate with other 
international and national organizations and civil society groups in implementation. 

  
Evaluation is done according to the terms of the specific agreement concerned. Results of 

the evaluation and lessons learnt are taken into consideration in UNDP’s design of subsequent 
projects.67 The results are fed into follow-up projects, such as SACIM 2 (which is financed by 
UNDP/BCPR).68 
  

The EU requires an annual progress and financial report from SEESAC. Additionally, the EU 
receives a financial report from the UNDP Office in Brussels. SEESAC also provides the EU with its 
biennial report, which is an informal financial report sent to all donors.69 An evaluation visit of an 
EU representative in May 2003 resulted in the expansion of EU contributions in 2004.70 
Otherwise, the EC followed UNDP’s evaluation of SEESAC’s performance regarding continuing 
funding.71 
  

In Albania, NAMSA (NATO Maintenance and Supply Agency) is responsible for the whole 
project cycle of its SALW ammunition destruction project. The overall project management, 
procurement and finance responsibilities are with NAMSA situated in Capellen, Luxembourg. 
They are assisted by an in-country supervision team. NAMSA developed the project proposal and 
negotiated with potential donors. They are responsible for the overall financial management and 
contracting.72 These contracts include technical, financial and management training for key 
members at the ULP-Mjekes factory, where the SALW-destruction work will be carried out.73 
  

NAMSA will also help to ensure a smooth implementation of the project through the in-
country team, which supervises and implements the project.74 The project requested financial 
support from the EC, and funding was decided by the EU Council. The third round of funding is 
currently in process but has not yet been determined nor agreed on.75 Here too, there is no 
feedback into the decision-making process at the EU level. 
  

CARDS project proposals are evaluated by the EC delegations who also identify potential 
projects and implement them.76 The CARDS programme has been evaluated in a report on the 
implementation of regulation 2666/2000 (CARDS): EC Support to the Western Balkans, which 
was submitted to the Council in 2004 by the authors, Development Researcher’s Network 
Consortium, following the requirement of Article 13 of the regulation. The report covers the 
period from the adoption of the regulation in 2000 until the end of 2003. The objective of the 
evaluation was “to provide the European Commission with an independent and reliable 
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assessment of the assistance strategy under CARDS and its evolution within its wider political 
setting”.77 The assessment was carried out in three phases: 

 
• Desk analysis and outline of the main issues; 
• Field-based wide consultation of the main stakeholders in each country/entity; 
• Synthesis phase. 
 

Apart from evaluating CARDS the three volume report also provides lessons learned for 
future programming and delivery of assistance, and suggestions for the future of the regulation and 
legal amendments needing to be made for it.  
  

A similar evaluation report on EAR was submitted to the EU in 2004 by the Development 
Researcher’s Network, covering the period from 2000 until the end of 2003. The same three 
phases assessment has been applied. The report also gives recommendations on the future status 
of EAR.78 

 
The weakness of the splintered approach adopted by the EU is apparent when the 

programs are looked at as a whole. Individually, each program is carefully scrutinised, monitored, 
and professionally (and thoroughly) evaluated. However, we found no evidence that any 
evaluation process—first hand, with a team in the field assessing the specific question of SALW, or 
even second hand, where a team gleans SALW-related material from individual program 
evaluations—was being carried out to assess EU SALW action as a whole. Partly this derives from 
the splintering of authority and the multiplicity of bodies engaged in security and stabilization 
work in the Western Balkans. Partly it derives from the absence of any one body assuming (or 
charged with) responsibility for SALW issues. Other factors include the lack of technical 
understanding of SALW issues within the decisive bodies, the Commission and the Council; and 
perhaps the absence of an ‘advocate’ within the EU structure for SALW action. 
  

As a consequence of this approach, SALW issues are approached with what seems like a 
series of uncoordinated efforts where the success of one program are unrelated to others, and 
where effort cannot be focussed. 
 
 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EUROPEAN ACTION 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
  

The EU is, in effect, a major donor for SALW control in the Western Balkans. It funds much 
of SEESAC and supports arms and ammunition control in Albania (first through SALWC and now 
in smaller scale through NAMSA). The EU is also a donor for civil society capacity-development in 
the Western Balkans through a programme undertaken by Saferworld. The EU also engages in 
many other projects that have an impact on SALW control. Here it is difficult to estimate the 
financial input since the SALW element is rarely explicit. We also feel there may well be SALW 
elements in other programs that have not been documented or reported on simply because the 
implementers and evaluators were concerned with the major aspects of their program, not with 
embedded SALW consequences. Significantly, SALW elements are rarely clearly identified from 
the programs within which they are embedded. 

  
Moreover, in the apparent absence of a coherent SALW strategy (and consequently, little 

chance of evaluating the efficacy of SALW action), EU action on SALW does not benefit from 
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mutual support that one program can offer another (lessons learned, cooperative action, 
supplementing activities). It is also significant that we could find no evidence that the EU had 
engaged in any way in impact assessment. Impact assessments are carried out by SEESAC, for 
instance, but there is no coherent analysis of how these disparate programs (and parts thereof) 
affect the SALW picture. 

  
The broad conclusions in the paragraphs above can be broken down into six detailed 

observations:  
 
The set-up and structure of EU projects: 
Lack of coordinated EU policy or strategy at the institutional level 
 

The formal set-up and structure of the SEESAC and NATO Partnership for Peace Trust Fund 
projects are fully documented and available from the respective organizations. However, the ways 
in which different funding mechanisms have been utilised for a coherent policy on SALW control 
in the Balkans is far from clear. Two EU bodies—the Commission and the Council—appear to 
operate SALW funding in rather different ways, and with what appears to be little coordination. 
The picture is even more blurred by potential activities under CARDS and EAR. To add to the 
problem, since there are no clear guidelines, and since expertise on SALW programs is lacking 
within the EUSR offices and the country delegations, much of the day-to-day operation, as well as 
managing the project, is left to other bodies, whether in Brussels, Luxembourg, or in-country. As a 
result, SALW programs are run in different ways, by different bodies, using different lines of 
control. 
 
Insufficient technical capacity in Brussels to assess, develop, monitor 
and evaluate SALW control interventions of interest to the EU 

 
The most critical factor in undertaking or monitoring SALW-specific programmes in the 

Western Balkans appears to be that the EU central bodies lack expertise in the technical aspects of 
SALW control programs. If the EU wants to increase its influence on SALW control there—for 
example through the accession process—it needs technical expertise. The EU’s authorization for 
SALW projects appears to be mainly based on political criteria. As a direct result of the lack of 
technical expertise, and consequent lack of potential for overview of the project cycle, there 
appears to be no coherent, focused, body of knowledge about SALW-control in the Western 
Balkans. 
 
Insufficient evaluation and impact assessment 

 
With some exceptions, notably the UNDP-Macedonia SALW program, and an evaluation of 

SEESAC, there appeared to be little substantive evaluation of the EU’s SALW control measures in 
the Western Balkans. Implementing bodies on the ground have carried out evaluations of their 
activities, but there is no evidence that the results of these evaluations fed into the EU decision-
making process on SALW. Financial reporting presumably did take place, but this does not 
compensate for the lack of substantive program evaluation, that should have been carried out by 
some office with technical capacity for this kind of work. In practice, the EU bodies with overall 
responsibility for SALW programs contented themselves with reliance on the internal evaluations 
carried out by the programs themselves. 
  

Insofar as impact assessment goes, we could find no evidence that the EU engaged in any 
form of impact assessment concerning its SALW programs. There was, in fact, little evidence of 
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any planning for impact assessment, nor of any interest in such an exercise on the part of the EU. 
Programs were assessed on the basis of their proper accounting, and of their formal procedures. 
Little thought was apparently given to whether, and how, they brought about changes on the 
ground. 

  
There appears to be little feedback from the programs into further funding or 

implementation cycles. Project funding was, apparently, decided on the basis of an assessment of 
the implementer’s capacities (often quite impressive, as the choice of UNDP in Macedonia shows), 
but without any input from either impact assessment or substantive evaluation. 
 
Poor information flow 
 

Even within the agencies most concerned with SALW control in the EU, there is a lack of 
knowledge about the programs they themselves finance. In practice this means that the smaller 
SALW projects, or SALW components of West Balkan assistance programmes (even in the security 
sector) were unknown at the EU level (whatever the case on the ground). The problem of 
information is so acute, that we found that at times people working on the same programme do 
not share knowledge of projects they are concerned with. 

 
The lack of knowledge about programs derives directly from two factors: lack of access to 

relevant records on the one hand, and the fact that personnel responsible at the EU level were 
constantly being rotated (and, in fact, were in the process of being rotated while the research was 
in progress).  

  
In practice, we managed to find no or little evidence of a ‘corporate memory’ concerning 

SALW control: indexed and accessible records. There is no central archive, nor, for that matter 
any indexed way of retrieving information about past EU activities on small arms. In practice, 
documentary evidence is not indexed, and retrieving such information depends on individual 
filing systems and practices. 

  
Moreover, not only were personnel rotated, but responsibility for programme 

implementation was also in flux (for example, EuropeAid had divested itself of responsibility for 
these programs in favour of the Directorate General of Enlargement, without, apparently 
transferring any of the corporate memory). 
 
Confusion over responsibilities, and lack of clarity concerning lines of control  

 
The European Commission and the Council both engage in SALW action in the Western 

Balkans and by operating through different mechanisms seem to be working in parallel. At lower 
levels, this multiple approach is also visible. EC Delegations and EUSRs operate in parallel (albeit, 
in different countries) each with different interpretations of their mandates, and without an overall 
common policy on SALW. It seems that the different scopes of these efforts sometimes depend on 
little more than personal connections and people occupying a particular office. As a consequence, 
information and instructions seem to cross lines, and there appears to be no coherent policy, nor 
implementation of existing policies. For example, the Delegation of the European Commission in 
Belgrade was unable to offer any information on programming since projects in Serbia & 
Montenegro are administered directly from Brussels.79 The same is not true in other areas, where 
projects are locally administered. 
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• There is no central office or focal point for information (technical or general) on ongoing EU 
supported SALW and ERW activities. In effect, no single agency or office in the EU appears 
to be aware of the state of play concerning SALW/ERW activities in the Western Balkans; 

• Two central bodies—the EU Commission and the EU Council—are running parallel, and 
potentially conflicting programmes, which have an impact on SALW/ERW (even if they are 
not targeted specifically at such programmes). 

  
Lack of clear definitions and contextual discriminations 

 
Many programmes in the Western Balkans do not isolate and identify SALW components in 

their activities. Many of our informants indicated that they had a feeling that this or the other 
programme needed, or actively incorporated, SALW control elements as a necessary factor in 
their success. However, either because of legal restrictions (the programme brief had made no 
mention of SALW, and therefore, financial justification was lacking) or because the SALW element 
was so closely intertwined with other elements, they were unable to clearly pinpoint these 
elements. 

 
The same was true of ERW (Explosive Remnants of War) issues. In neither de-mining nor 

most SALW activities was there any explicit mention of ERW. We know from anecdotal evidence, 
as well as from informal reports, that both de-mining and SALW collection and destruction 
programmes had, of necessity and opportunity, to deal with ERW. Yet this is in no way reflected 
in programme planning, proposals, or evaluation in any distinct way. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Following the observations made in the study, as summarised above, a few specific 
recommendations emerge. They constitute a distillation of both best practice and the conclusions 
we drew during the process of researching and writing this report. 
 
Need to establish a Focal Point or system for EU SALW control activities 

 
It seems obvious to us that in order to produce a coherent policy on SALW, the EU needs to 

have some form of central focus for all SALW programming. This is perhaps the major 
recommendation to offer and, by and large, the solution to the major problems described above is 
likely to be overcome by this device. A lesser option would be to have one focus point for the 
Council and a different one for the Commission as the coordination of these two bodies seems, as 
yet, not to be sufficiently coherent. 

 
Whether or not such a focal point (which the UN recommends for national entities in 

implementing the UN Programme of Action on SALW) should implement programs, fund them, 
review and evaluate them or perform other functions, depends on EU practice. 

 
However, such a focal point should have: 

 
• The ability to collect all information concerning SALW control projects funded or 

implemented by the EU, and all SALW elements even of programmes that are not SALW 
focused; 

• The mandate to disseminate, and the responsibility to make publicly available, all 
information on EU SALW control projects/elements of projects, and to provide self-initiated 
and on-demand overviews and details of these projects.  
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In addition, best practice suggests that this focal point might also be the main professional 
body tasked with: 
 
• Technical assessment of SALW proposals (ideally, without going into policy or financial 

recommendations); 
• Substantive evaluation of running programmes according to universally agreed on 

evaluation best practices, including commissioning evaluations by bodies not connected to 
implementation; 

• Impact assessments of EU SALW control projects and the SALW components of projects not 
otherwise concerned principally with SALW control. 

 
Need for a more structured SALW and ERW policy in the Western Balkans 

 
We would also suggest that as the Western Balkans and their SALW and ERW problems 

clearly have an impact on Europe, the EU should think about a more structured and intensified 
approach regarding SALW and ERW in the region. The current process is extremely incoherent, 
with different organizational entities within the EU operating without any clear overall policy, and 
without any planned intra-Balkan synergy. We feel that SALW and ERW should be a priority for 
the EU in the Western Balkans since they have enormous potential for harm and for re-
destabilization of the area. As such, they should be visible in all phases of the project cycle, from 
SALW- and ERW-dedicated budget lines, through impact and evaluative reporting. 
 
Explicit noting of SALW in projects that might have an SALW impact 

 
We strongly suggest that projects in the Balkans funded through the various EU mechanisms 

should highlight (whether in the form of a rider or appendix, or as a formal section) SALW control 
issues that need to be addressed, as well as indicating the degree to which these projects affect 
SALW control. Obviously not all programs would have much to do with SALW, but the ability to 
evaluate SALW action is almost directly related to the clear statement of the issues, how they are 
to be tackled, and by whom. 
 
Instituting formal pan-EU evaluation, impact assessment, and review procedures 

 
The EU Commission and the Council should take responsibility for ensuring that SALW 

practices are documented through a regular process of internal evaluation of SALW control 
related activities. The same should be done to assess the impact of such activities within the 
Western Balkans. Finally, some mechanism must be worked out to review this information and 
feed it back into the decision-making mechanism within the EU. 
 
 
 
Note 
 
1  We would like to thank all our contact partners who have been extremely helpful, and have spent 

their time freely answering our questions and providing us with information. Particular thanks are 
due to Hans Risser who conducted much of the Balkans fieldwork for us. 
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SALW PROLIFERATION PRESSURES, THE HORN OF AFRICA, AND EU RESPONSES 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

The following paper was prepared by the Life and Peace Institute (LPI) as a part of the 
United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR) project entitled “European Action 
on Small Arms, Light Weapons, and Explosive Remnants of War.” The LPI was commissioned to 
write on the small arms and light weapons (SALW) problem in the Horn of Africa (HoA) and the 
European Union (EU) and EU member state policy responses in the region. The study focuses on 
three elements: 1) a brief introduction to human security and SALW; 2) the state of art of the 
small arms problem in the HoA; 3) a description and analysis of EU and Member State programs 
in the HoA region; and 4) Recommendations. 

 
 
HUMAN SECURITY AND SALW 
 
HUMAN SECURITY 

 
Throughout the Cold War period, international relations theory was dominated by a realist 

focus on state security and the balance of power, ideals that held the principles of statehood and 
sovereignty at its core.2 Levels of security and development were measured with the state as the 
key point of reference, or the referent object. 

 
In the late Cold War years however, the state-centric approach began to wane. James 

Busumtwi-Sam observed that after nearly two decades of efforts on the part of some academics to 
wrench development practises away from state-centrism toward a more individual focused 
approach, a fundamental shift began to occur in the early 1990s with the release of the UN 
Development Program’s (UNDP) first Human Development Index.3 Rather than evaluating the 
success of states at achieving growth in gross domestic product (GDP), this report documented the 
success of states at elevating the quality of life of its citizens.4 In approaching the development 
question in this manner, the UNDP had altered the referent object of their work from the level of 
the state to that of the citizen. 

 
The idea of transferring the referent object from the state to the citizens of a state was 

furthered when the UNDP introduced the term ‘human security’ in its 1994 Human 
Development Report. This report argued that the traditional definitions of security had been far 
too narrow. Seen as “security of territory from external aggression, as protection of national 
interests in foreign policy, or as global security from the threat of a nuclear holocaust,” this 
traditional view on security related to states and not to actual individuals.5 In its stead, the UNDP 
advanced that it was time for the international community to consider the idea of human security 
or “an individual’s safety from chronic threats of hunger, disease, and repression... and protection 
from sudden and hurtful disruptions in the pattern of daily life.”6  
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As Busumtwi-Sam argued, this emergent notion of human security was “an understanding of 
security, not in a negative sense of advancing parochial interests and protecting a status quo, but 
in a positive sense of reducing vulnerabilities of those less fortunate and recognizing an ethical 
obligation not to harm others.”7 The UNDP appropriately called this a ‘profound transition in 
thinking,’ 8  as instantly, a wide range of previously domestic issues such as poverty, the 
environment, or diseases, became examined in the context of the overall security agenda. The 
widespread implications of altering the referent object of study from the state to the individual in 
the area of international development helped expedite the spread of the ‘human’ agenda 
throughout the international community. 
 
HUMAN SECURITY AND ARMS CONTROL 

 
The broad shift within international relations has been apparent at the level of arms control 

deliberations. As the referent object changes from the state to individuals within that state, the 
security concerns similarly change from nuclear and major conventional weapon systems to SALW. 
As argued by Don Hubbert, “state security and international peace and security remain important, 
but they are means to an end rather than an end in themselves.”9 From this new viewpoint, the 
landmines that prevent farmers from sewing their fields, the guns that arm criminals, and the 
assault rifles fuelling intrastate conflicts become the greatest security dilemmas. While nuclear 
weapons remain a fear in the minds of all people, it is the day-to-day concerns caused by SALW 
that form the focus of the human security agenda on arms control. 
 
 
STATE OF THE ART OF THE SALW PROBLEM IN THE HORN OF AFRICA 
 
THE HORN OF AFRICA 

 
The region of East Africa typically known as the HoA consists of Djibouti, Ethiopia, Eritrea, 

Kenya, Somalia, Sudan, and Uganda. The Horn is 5.2 million sq. km and has a population of 
more than 160 million people.10 Like much of Africa, state frontiers are more reflective of the 
colonial era than of distributions of similar tribal populations. In the case of the greater Somali 
nomadic community for instance, the partition of Africa spread the tribe across parts of four East 
African states.11 As a result of ‘cross border kinship’ the HoA region experiences a high degree of 
population movement between countries. The large number of pastoralists, or agriculturalists that 
herd domestic animals on open bushland,12 in the HoA region further heightens interstate 
migration, as weather, water, and available grazing lands dictate movement more often than 
political borders. The movement of populations increases the regional interconnectedness already 
experienced as a result of the close proximity of the 7 states in the HoA.  
 
SALW IN THE HORN OF AFRICA 

 
The Horn has been called one of the most armed regions in the world. In Somalia alone, 

some estimates place the number of SALW in the millions.13 Research in north-eastern Kenya has 
found that every second household had a gun and that 60% of the patients in field hospitals were 
being treated for gunshot wounds.14 The 2003 Small Arms Survey identified Kenya and Uganda as 
two countries in the region that had a domestic SALW manufacturing capacity, and that the two 
countries have utilized this production to each amass a national stockpile of up to a million 
weapons.15 Scarce resources at the state, local, and individual level are being spent on weapons 
rather than development, helping to maintain the HoA’s place as one of the world’s poorest 
regions. As it seems counterintuitive that such investments are being made, it is important to 
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account for the various causes for the proliferation and diffusion of SALW in the HoA region. This 
paper will group the various pressures based on the societal level at which they occur. 
 
SUPER-STATE LEVEL SALW PROLIFERATION PRESSURES 
 
• International arms trade; 
• Collapse of Somalia and prevailing situation of anarchy; 
• International criminal and terrorist syndicates; 
• Conflict between Ethiopia and Eritrea; 
• Internally Displaced People (IDP) and refugees; 
• Porous borders. 

 
The international arms trade can be seen as a super-state SALW proliferation pressure in 

the HoA as arms dealers are desirous of making sales and finding new markets for their products. 
The fact that there are at least 1,249 SALW companies manufacturing SALW spread between 90 
countries creates a highly competitive marketplace where prices are kept as low as possible. Many 
millions of dollars of SALW have been exported to the HoA from EU Member States. While 
exports did drop from a yearly high of $700 million (USD) in 1985 to $50 million (USD) in 1995, 
the durability of these weapons would see many of them in continued use today.16 Furthermore, 
while many SALW sales are documented and follow international conventions, research has found 
that the bulk of weapons transfers to the region arrive illicitly.17 The international arms trade is a 
significant cause of SALW proliferation pressures in the HoA. 
  

A further super-state cause of SALW proliferation pressure in the HoA was the collapse of 
Somalia. When the Somali government led by Siad Barre fell in 1991, tremendous stockpiles of 
weapons that had been amassed for the creation of a ‘greater Somalia’ were dispersed into the 
region.18 As many Somali soldiers and militia had been sent into the border regions of Djibouti, 
Ethiopia, and Kenya, the collapse of the Somali state saw many of these weapons traded for safe 
passage home, food, or shelter. Furthermore, the scores of leaderless soldiers in the area caused a 
heightened level of insecurity and led to many armed clashes in the border regions.19 In this 
manner, the collapse of the Somali state increased the level of proliferation pressure in the HoA 
region. 
 

In the fourteen plus years since the collapse of the Barre government, there has not been a 
centralized authority in the country. This prevailing state of political anarchy in Somalia has 
created further SALW proliferation pressures in the region. Aside from Somaliland in north-
western Somalia, which has seen some success with a semi-autonomous government, the Somali 
political situation has been characterized by violent clashes between the various clans and 
warlords.20 A number of failed attempts have been made to establish a transitional government in 
Kenya, but as of yet none of these attempts have been able to reconcile the various conflicts 
between the Somali actors. The situation in Somalia has allowed illicit SALW to flow into the 
region unchecked. Ibrahim Farah argued that “the illegal trade in SALW has become a way of 
life… and a source of livelihood [for many Somalis].”21 Studies by the Bonn International Center 
for Conversion (BICC), Saferworld, UNIDIR, and the International Crisis Group have all traced 
major SALW trade routes in the region to arms traders in Somalia.22 Clearly, the existence of a 
lawless state in the region creates major SALW proliferation pressures. 
 

International criminal and terrorist organizations operating both within Somalia and in 
the region as a whole are a further example of SALW proliferation pressures in the HoA. The 
widespread underdevelopment in the region has made it attractive to the international drug trade 
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and other criminal organizations. Poverty has led many to participate in either the cultivation or 
transport of drugs for their livelihood. Furthermore, according to the EU country overview, Somali 
logistical support was given to the terrorist bombing of a Mombasa hotel and a missile attack on 
an Israeli plane.23 This same report cites the “increasing talibanization of Somali public opinion” as 
a “progressive threat.”24 Terrorist cells in the Horn have also been attributed with the U.S. 
embassy bombings in Nairobi and Dar es Salaam, as well as the attack on the U.S.S. Cole in 
Yemen.25 The presence of these groups has a two fold SALW proliferation pressure. Firstly, these 
groups further aid the spread and illicit sale of SALW in the region. Secondly, the presence of 
terrorist and criminal groups has led to incidences of security sector abuses as they seek 
information from civil populations.26 Further, Djibouti has seen a noted militarization of society as 
1000s of American, French, and German troops have established an ‘anti-terrorist’ command post 
in that country.27 The international criminal and terrorist organizations have added to the SALW 
proliferation pressures by aiding the illicit trade and by adding to the human security threats in the 
region. 
  

The conflict between Ethiopia and Eritrea has also been a significant cause of SALW 
proliferation pressure in the region. This conflict erupted in 1998 as a result of a border dispute 
and continued sporadically until June 2000 when a ceasefire was finally signed.28 The conflict saw 
both states investing significant levels of state funds in armaments including SALW. Further, the 
war spilled into neighbouring states as clans friendly with one side or the other were armed in an 
attempt to break the stalemate in the main conflict area.29 As in the Somali experience, the armed 
irregular forces were largely leaderless and caused a great deal of instability within the civilian 
populations of the region. The SALW proliferation pressures caused by the Ethiopian / Eritrea 
conflict are a good example of the entangled nature of supply and demand factors as conflict was 
both a cause and result of SALW proliferation and diffusion. 

 
The large numbers of IDPs and refugees in the HoA can be seen as a further SALW 

proliferation pressure. While this is not to suggest that these unfortunate victims of conflict are to 
be attributed the blame for the SALW problem, it is a certainty that their very existence creates a 
human security risk that is often coupled with the proliferation of arms. When one considers that 
the UN High Commissioner for Refugees estimated that there were nearly 800 000 refugees in 
the HoA,30 it is reasonable to assume that there are a similar number of IDPs.31 As refugees are 
often seen as a burden, they are seldom granted protection by the host state security forces. As a 
result, many turn to arms as a measure of self-help. The pressures of these migratory flows not 
only bring arms across borders but also spread the insecurity born of conflict to the outlying 
regions.  

 
A final super-state cause of SALW proliferation pressure is the porous borders in the region. 

The result of many factors discussed above, such as the illicit trade, underdevelopment, refugees, 
and the presence of many nomadic groups in the region; it is extremely difficult to control all 
border areas between the countries. SALW are often able to flow between countries quite openly. 
Some studies have shown that arms cross the borders in large numbers, for instance by the 
truckload, or in much smaller but by more frequent numbers, such as on camel back.32 With the 
large number of weapons in circulation in the HoA region, the porous borders allow for the quick 
diffusion of existing or new supplies of weapons to any area where there might be a demand. 
 
STATE LEVEL SALW PROLIFERATION PRESSURES 
 
• State to sub-state weapons transfers; 
• Poor security of national stockpiles; 
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• Poorly coordinated disarmament initiatives; 
• Domestic production and crude small-scale manufacturing; 
• Repressive state practises. 

 
One often seen example of a state level SALW proliferation pressure is the transfer of 

SALW from state to non-state actors. Such transfers of weapons have occurred in the HoA 
region when states were unable to provide for the security of certain parts of their country. As a 
sort of decentralization of security, SALW are used to belay fears and act as a stopgap solution to 
human security questions. Examples of this can be seen in the previously mentioned cases of 
armed militias in Somalia, Ethiopia, and Eritrea, but also can be seen in the arming of nomadic 
pastoralists in Kenya and Uganda. In one case in Uganda, insecurity in the eastern district of 
Moroto led to the arming of many reservists known as ‘The Vigilantes.’ Promised both arms and 
payment, these informal security forces did initially provide for a measure of safety along 
roadways in the area. When the payment of the forces began to wane, they began to extract 
financial compensation from the very travellers they were expected to protect and accepted 
bribes from the criminals they had once arrested.33 In many cases of state to non-state arms 
transfers, local imbalances are created that ultimately lead to greater insecurity. As argued by 
Kennedy Mkutu, “the arming of one community, by whatever means, has inevitably lead to others 
demanding arms for protection, resulting in further proliferation across the region.”34 Clearly, such 
transfers are a key way that SALW are proliferated in the HoA region. 
 

Poor security of national SALW stockpiles has also added to the SALW proliferation 
pressures. It has already been established above that the states in the HoA region have been large 
recipients of arms exports from around the world. Also established have been the effects of 
transfers to militias and armed forces defeated in the field in both the Somali and 
Ethiopian/Eritrean examples. Further to these examples are the fall of the ‘Dergue’ regime in 
Ethiopia,35 the frequent capture of arms caches during the Sudanese civil war,36 and the often 
cited occurrence of security forces leasing their weapons to criminals.37 Insufficient controls of 
national stockpiles has lead to the further dissemination of SALW in the HoA. 

 
Poorly coordinated disarmament initiatives in the HoA have actually been found to 

increase the SALW proliferation pressure in the region. Such has been the result in the case of 
attempt at forcible disarmament in the Karimojong region of Uganda in 2002. In this case, the 
local pastoralists refused to relinquish their weapons fearing neighbouring tribes would take 
advantage of their weakness. When Ugandan forces moved in, armed violence erupted resulting 
in many deaths on both sides.38 In some documented cases, the national forces gathering the 
weapons later traded them to others as a means of supplementing their income or even simply in 
order to trade for food.39 Many well-intentioned attempts at disarmament have failed as a result of 
poor coordination and control. 

 
A further factor for SALW proliferation pressure at the state level has been the domestic 

manufacturing capabilities within the region. As mentioned above, both Uganda and Kenya 
have such capabilities. A further example however, has been the ability of small-scale operations 
to make crude weapons known as Ngamatidae. In spite of their poor quality, the exceedingly low 
cost of these weapons has lead to their wide spread circulation.40 The presence of such weapons 
adds to the proliferation pressure as it allows almost any individual the necessary resources to 
purchase a firearm. 

 
A final example of SALW proliferation pressure seen at the state level is the reaction to 

repressive state practises. In several cases in the HoA region, governments have precipitated 
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SALW proliferation by taking policy stances viewed as repressive by certain segments of their 
populations. A good case in point would be Sudan, where the government, reflecting an Islamic 
majority in the North, has repeatedly clashed with the Christian minority population from the 
South. After coming to the negotiation table intermittently since 1994, hostilities re-escalated after 
Sudanese President General Al-Bashir suspended parliament and declared a state of emergency in 
1999.41 A further example can be seen in Eritrea where males are frequently pressed into military 
service. A country of 3.6 million, Eritrea possesses an army of well over 300,000.42 With poverty 
rampant, few families feel they can spare their able bodied males and resistance is not uncommon. 
Such cases of government repression are a further way that SALW proliferation pressure is raised. 
 
Local level SALW proliferation pressure 
 
• Mistrust between clans or groups; 
• Cattle rustling; 
• Famine or fear of famine; 
• Bride Price; 
• Crime; 
• Gun as ‘status’. 
 

The first of these pressures is the mistrust between clans or groups. This pressure manifests 
itself in many different forms across the HoA region. In Somalia for instance, Thania Paffenholz 
argues that in many ways violent conflict among clans “has always been a part of daily life.”43 In 
the anarchy that has followed the collapse of the Somali government, the power struggle between 
the various clans has resulted in near constant armed conflict. In the absence of any common 
security or confidence building measures, individuals and clans seek to arm themselves in an 
attempt to provide for their own security. Another way that this mistrust can manifest itself is in 
the form of armed political opposition from groups who feel excluded from the process of 
government. An example of this form of mistrust can be seen between the followers of the Lord’s 
Resistance Movement (LRA) and Uganda. Consisting mainly of Acholi peoples, the LRA staged 
repeated incursions into northern Uganda throughout the 1990s. As a result, many in these areas 
sought out SALW as a means of protecting themselves and their families.44 A further example of 
mistrust in the region exists between the various pastoralist groups in the Rift Valley. An important 
grazing zone in north-western Kenya and eastern Uganda, the Rift Valley is home to a number of 
nomadic groups. As is the case in Somalia, these groups have a long history of inter-group conflict. 
In recent years however, the conflicts have escalated as state transfers of weapons have had 
devastatingly lethal results.45 As indicated in Mkutu’s study, many groups have abandoned the 
idea of co-existence and have instead sought to gain superiority in arms.46 The resulting inter-
group arms race is a further example of how security concerns at the local level are driving SALW 
proliferation in the HoA. 

 
A further threat to human security in the region is the long-standing ‘tradition’ of cattle 

rustling. Once a practise where pastoralist groups fought with bows or spears and experienced 
limited loss of life, rustling has become a bloody affair as groups are now armed with automatic 
rifles and rocket propelled grenades.47 Increasing population numbers has further strained the 
available resources and therefore given added urgency to many of the groups in the conflicts. 
Rather than heeding the traditional methods of inter-tribal reconciliation, individuals are seeking 
to arm themselves first and then negotiate from a position of strength.48 The proliferation pressures 
caused by the desire of these individuals to seek out an armed solution has then lead to many of 
the state to sub-state arms transfers discussed in the previous section. Ultimately the pressures 
caused by rustling have reduced many of the grazing areas to fierce battle zones undermining the 
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ability of many people to lead sustainable lifestyles, causing even greater threats to human security 
in the region.49 

 
As many areas of the HoA are quite arid, famine or the fear of famine is a real concern. In 

the case of Eritrea, drought in recent years has caused failed harvests, the loss of livestock, and 
food insecurity in many parts of the country.50 Not only does drought and famine increase the 
likelihood and intensity of rustling activities, but it also increases societal breakdowns in the form 
of crime and rioting. As argued by the Institute for Security Studies, “the connection among 
drought, famine, [and] guns… is a reality.”51 Such threats to human security have lead many to 
turn to arms for protection. 
 

A SALW proliferation pressure that is quite specific to the HoA region is the phenomenon of 
acquiring an adequate bride price. Related to cattle rustling, many pastoralist groups require men 
to pay a dowry of cattle to the family of the girl he intends to marry.52 As famine, drought, and 
scarcity have increased in recent years, so has the intensity of conflicts begun by men seeking to 
amass the needed dowry. In the Karimojong tribe of northern Kenya, men and women can marry 
while deferring the bride price. Although the two are committed to each other, the woman is 
unable to leave home until the bride price is paid in full, leaving her to an uncertain and 
vulnerable status in society. As a result, women tend to overtly encourage their husbands to go on 
raids, going so far as to wear special clothes whilst the men are on raids and taunting those men 
who refuse to go.53 Such social pressures add a deeper dynamic to the armed violence that has 
become associated with rustling and pastoralist living in the HoA. 

 
An undercurrent of many of the proliferation pressures discussed thus far is the threat to 

security caused by crime. Economic marginalization, illicit trade, drought or famine, corruption, 
and other social pressures can lead otherwise good people to break customary or state laws by 
committing crimes. Not only do such activities typically require the use of arms, the threat of 
crime is often reason enough for many in society to attempt to provide them additional protection 
by seeking out a firearm of their own. 

 
A final local level SALW proliferation pressure is the increasing role that guns play in 

ascribing status to individuals in society. As a result of the tremendous pressures faced to human 
security in the HoA, owning a weapon is increasingly a way to affirm ones status as a provider.54 
Weapons are increasingly carried openly in society and can be seen as a sign of prestige, power 
and authority.55 While less directly reflective of a response to threatened human security, the 
increasing status of gun ownership is a testament to tremendous social pressures faced in the HoA 
region.  
 
REGIONAL ATTEMPTS TO RESOLVE THE SALW PROBLEM IN THE HORN OF AFRICA 

 
As a result of the multiple super-state, state, and local level SALW proliferation pressures, 

the SALW problem in the HoA is quite severe. Having now drawn attention to the various 
challenges, and before addressing the various EU responses, it is important to note the significant 
level of regional and local initiatives aimed at addressing the SALW problem in recent years.  

 
At the regional level, chief among the responses has been the Nairobi Declaration of 2000 

and the subsequent Protocols of that agreement. Originally crafted by the Foreign Affairs Ministers 
of the HoA and Great Lakes countries, the Nairobi Declaration laid out a plan for ensuring 
political action, legislative measures, and civil society involvement in the struggle to combat the 
challenges posed by SALW. These steps have, “given new impetus to address the problem [of 
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SALW] and provided the requisite platform and political good will to combat the menace of small 
arms proliferation.”56 Through the Declaration a regional intergovernmental mechanism, the 
Nairobi Secretariat (now the Regional Centre for Small Arms of the Great Lakes Region and the 
Horn of Africa—RECSA), was formed in order to coordinate the responses of the governments in 
the region. As of this year only Kenya and Uganda had taken steps to implement the national 
plans of action as addressed within their Nairobi Declaration commitments. This aside, these 
regional initiatives are important steps and offer a solid platform for future action. 
 

While the regional initiatives are an important demonstration of a political will to address 
the SALW problem, it is the multitude of local initiatives that may show the most promise for the 
future. Clearly tiring of the armed violence that has come as a result of rampant SALW 
proliferation, there has been a groundswell of support for traditional methods of community-
based problem solving in many areas within the HoA. In the Kuria region of Kenya the process of 
sungusungu has had tremendous success in addressing grievances caused by cattle rustling. An 
evolution of a centuries old method of non-violent problem solving, sungusungu, or ‘ants,’ has 
many communities turning first to tribal elders to solve disputes rather than to armed aggression.57 
This reinvigoration of a traditional method has found particular success as it is anchored in cultural 
familiarity rather than a legal system that is often only selectively applied. Migratory pastoral 
communities have therefore been able to use their own resources and ideals, rather than having 
to rely on security forces whose dependability may fluctuate depending on the area. Comparable 
examples can be seen in Uganda where several inter-clan conflicts have been peacefully resolved 
through the Karamoja Initiative for Sustainable Peace (KISP). Similar to the sungusungu, the KISP 
draws together the elders of various communities into peace-building dialogue. In the case of the 
KISP, the communities in question actually span across the Ugandan—Kenyan border and include 
four separate clans.58 The sungusungu and the KISP are two examples of local efforts to address 
the SALW problem through the use of traditional mechanisms. 
 

The case of Somaliland is another case that deserves special attention. Somaliland, a region 
in the Northwest of Somalia, has managed to avoid most of the chaos that continues to grip the 
rest of that country. Ulf Terlinden believes that the main cause for this different experience has 
been the ability of the traditional chiefs and clan elders to maintain authority amongst their 
people and to work together amongst themselves.59 Inter-clan treaties, or xeer, have set very high 
fines, known as diya, for the open use of SALW or even their threatened use. As clans collectively 
pay diya, there is a significant degree of internal policing and pressure to solve disputes through 
non-violent means. As a result, Somaliland has had a much greater degree of success controlling 
SALW abuses when compared to other parts of Somalia.60 
 
 
EU AND EU MEMBER STATE RESPONSES TO THE SALW PROBLEM 
IN THE HORN OF AFRICA 
 

This section will focus on EU and Member State responses to the SALW problem in the 
HoA. First, the internal mechanisms of the EU will be very briefly discussed in order to give an 
idea of the structural origins of EU and Member State policy activity. Included in this will be an 
analysis of the significance of the EU model in terms of the Common Foreign Security Policy, 
which plays an important part in shaping EU activities abroad. Secondly, examples of programs 
aimed at addressing the SALW problem in the HoA will be discussed based on three clusters of 
responses. Within this discussion, the utility of the various programs aimed at decreasing SALW 
proliferation pressure will be touched upon. Finally, an analysis of the programs will be made with 
the hope of pointing out potential opportunities for lessons learned. 
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EU INTERNAL MECHANISMS  
 
The EU is a complex structure mixing both vertical divisions based on constitutional 

empowerment and horizontal divisions based on issues. The three pillars, the European 
Community, Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), and Police and Judicial Cooperation in 
Criminal Matters (PJCCM), form a horizontal scope of action for political activity. Of these the 
community is the most developed, having evolved over 50 years of negotiations related to trade, 
economic cooperation, and common policies relating to a number of humanitarian issues.61 The 
second and third pillars have only begun to take shape in recent years, and for the interest of this 
current study, the second pillar will receive further attention below. What is important at hand 
however, is how the existing structures within the EU help to shape the policy responses that are 
taken. 
 
EUROPEAN COUNCIL (EC) 

 
The EC is often viewed as the forum for high-level political decisions of the EU. Represented 

by meetings of heads of state or Ministers of the EU Member State governments, it takes decisions 
that require resolution or impulsion at this political level.62 While decisions are increasingly made 
using qualified majority voting (QMV), the EC remains cognizant of its roots as a body that sought 
unanimous consent and as such actively avoids taking decisions that override a minority on 
important issues. This being said however, there remain many issues—military and defence 
operations chief among them, that continue to require unanimous consent. Within the scope of 
the EC and the various Councils of Ministers, there are a host of committees that have the ability 
to advance programs and initiatives on policy issues.  
 
EUROPEAN COMMISSION 

 
The European Commission is the executive of the EU.63 Alongside the European Parliament 

and the Council of the European Union, it is one of the three main institutions governing the 
Union. The more federalist aspect of the EU, it draws together the broad political aims of the EC 
and advances future legislative initiatives for consideration. The Commission also funds a large 
number of programs related to first pillar activities. As all decisions are taken using QMV, there is 
less opportunity for the process to be sidetracked by political battles. The Commission has 
developed several budget lines, such as the European Initiative for Democracy and Human Rights 
(EIDHR), food security, NGO co-financing, and European Commission Humanitarian Office 
(ECHO); that have been used to direct aid as well as other programs that have an impact on 
SALW proliferation pressures. 
 
EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT (EP) 

 
The EP has gained considerable clout in recent years as it has been given the right of co-

decision on a wide range of policies. In certain cases, where the EC and Commission may be split 
on an issue, the EP can use its constitutional powers to help Commission legislative initiatives pass 
the cumbersome EC committee process.64 A key area where EP power has been enlarged is over 
budget matters deemed to be ‘non-compulsory expenditures’ (NCE). In these areas, which 
include such things as foreign aid and development policy, the EP is able to override EC budgetary 
decisions that can be made out of narrow national interest. 
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MEMBER STATES 
 

On top of the wide array of policy vehicles discussed above, one must also remember that 
each EU member state retains its sovereign ability to conduct a broad range of policy outside of 
the EU structure. As such, states can advance policy of particular national importance while 
engaging in the negotiations required to see similar actions at the EU level. 
 
CFSP 

 
The CFSP, or second pillar of the EU community, is an ongoing effort to create a 

cooperative European position on issues of international concern.65 The process of developing the 
CFSP mechanism has been complicated by diverse views on the appropriate voting mechanism. 
While in cases of common positions and joint actions QMV has been used, Member States have 
maintained the right of opting out and even the use of veto in other areas. Furthermore, with the 
development of a rapid deployment force, CFSP tools will increasingly make use of instruments in 
the field of defence. This area has typically been seen as too sensitive a matter to be decided by 
the Union without unanimity.66 The second pillar of EU activity continues to be negotiated by EU 
Member States and remains less developed as the European Community pillar. As a result, CFSP 
positions have been difficult to achieve and have limited the available policy options available to 
EU activities abroad. 
 
EU AND MEMBER STATE RESPONSES  

 
EU and Member States have had a wide array of policy responses to the SALW problem in 

the HoA. In order to better understand the differences in the programs they will be divided into 
three clusters based on the proliferation pressures discussed in section two. As was the rationale 
for dividing the proliferation pressures based on their societal occurrence, dividing the responses 
in this manner puts greater focus on the actors at the grassroots levels who are so often 
overlooked 
 
CLUSTER ONE: REGIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL ACTION 

 
In this first cluster one sees a number of initiatives by the EU and Member States that have 

very broad implications. In all cases the policy in question is aimed at addressing the SALW issue 
as a whole or else the HoA in a regional perspective. 
 

The creation of EU standards on the export of arms is an example of policy that has had 
broad implications for the SALW problem in the HoA. While article 223 of the Treaty of the 
European Union excluded matters relating to the production and procurement of arms from 
community involvement, increasing pressure from within many Member States resulted in a 
number of important initiatives coming to the fore in recent years. 67  Beginning with 
recommendations for criteria to consider before issuing arms export licenses, and so far 
culminating with the establishment of a EU Code of Conduct on Arms Exports; EU involvement in 
the international arms trade has increasingly been a matter discussed before the EC. Such policies 
have brought greater scrutiny to the export of SALW and made the sale of weapons to areas 
involved in conflict much more difficult. Furthermore, the Code of Conduct requires Member 
States to assess the security situation in potential arms recipient states and notify other Member 
States of findings prior to any sale.68 EU stances on these manners have shed increased light on 
arms transfers and brought political pressure to bear on arms transfers. 
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Shortly after adopting the Code of Conduct, further progress was made with the adoption of 
a Joint Action on Small Arms. This policy established common views on the role of SALW as a 
destabilizing force requiring heightened international attention. The Joint Action has been 
annually updated and expanded to include different dimensions of the arms trade as well as the 
role of ammunition.69 

 
While the EU Code of Conduct and Joint Action on Small Arms have taken measures to 

address the practises of EU Member States, the lack of corresponding global policy has allowed 
arms transfers to conflict prone regions to continue. As a result, steps have been taken to draft a 
comprehensive Arms Trade Treaty (ATT) that would see the creation of a legally binding 
mechanism to control the international transfer of arms. This treaty, while remaining in the initial 
stages of international discussions, has received a significant boost from the United Kingdom who 
has pledged to put the matter on the agenda during the course of its presidency of the G8. With 
the backing of a number of EU Member States the ATT is a further example of an international 
policy that would help curb the flow of SALW to the HoA region. 

 
One measure that can be seen to address the links between underdevelopment and SALW 

proliferation pressure is the Cotonou Trade Agreement signed in 2000 between the EU and the 
78 African, Caribbean, and Pacific (ACP) states. While this agreement, which built off the 
numerous Lome Conventions that had been signed starting with Lome I in 1975,70 is mainly about 
trade and aid, the differences between Cotonou and its predecessors in regards to the 
mainstreaming of peace-building and SALW related issues is quite noticeable. Whereas the Lome 
Conventions aimed at providing free or preferential entry for the products of former European 
colonies, the Cotonou agreement desires to deepen the relationship and provide aid in order to 
address the problems of poverty, underdevelopment, and violent conflict.71 The agreement lays 
out plans to develop country strategy papers (CSP) in coordination with state governments, civil 
society groups, and NGOs, that would allocate Commission funds for development opportunities. 
 

In a more regionally specific example, the EU has had an impact upon the SALW problem 
in the HoA through its support of the activities of the Nairobi Secretariat. As the Secretariat is 
charged with coordinating the national action plans enshrined within the Nairobi Declaration, it is 
an important regional mechanism for addressing the SALW problem. Both the United Kingdom 
and Germany have provided funds and expertise to the enhancement of the Secretariats ability to 
oversee the implementation of the national action plans in the region.72 Furthermore, the United 
Kingdom has sponsored the NGO Saferworld’s project entitled “Strengthening Small Arms 
Controls”. This project, which analysed small arms control legislation across the HoA, aimed at 
demonstrating best practise and remaining challenges for future initiatives of the Nairobi 
Secretariat.73  

 
The EU and Member States have also worked alongside other regional actors in the HoA. 

The Intergovernmental Authority on Development (IGAD), a regional body aimed building 
cooperation on a wide range of policy areas in the HoA, has formed a partnership with the BICC, 
a German NGO, in order to create the SALIGAD project. This project will be discussed in further 
detail below. The EU has also worked alongside the African Union (AU) on a number of initiatives 
aimed at increasing that organization’s capacity to respond. Joint training in areas of mine clearing 
and peacekeeping has increasingly been seen as Member States have invited representatives of 
the AU to participate.74 The United Kingdom, France, Germany, and Spain all currently have 
agreements with the AU or AU member state militaries for training exchange programs.75 By 
working alongside existing regional and continental frameworks, the EU and Member States have 
been able to further address the SALW proliferation pressures in the HoA. 
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CLUSTER TWO: MID-LEVEL ACTION 
 
In this cluster of EU and Member State actions on SALW in the HoA one sees policies that 

are targeted at specific national projects. At this level of engagement there is a large number of 
similar programs across the states of the HoA, so rather than providing an exhaustive list, an 
attempt will be made to offer examples of the different approaches. 

 
While the Cotonou agreement mentioned in the previous section can be seen as an 

example of a broad policy approach to addressing the SALW proliferation pressure of 
underdevelopment, the actual projects taken on within that program by the Commission can be 
seen as examples of mid-level action. Within the Djibouti CSP, the European Commission 
allocated €29 million in funds for various development projects.76 Of these funds, 45% are 
allocated to water and sanitation activities, 44% to macro-economic support, 9% to peace and 
reconciliation initiatives, and 1% to support initiatives of non-state actors.77 While such initiatives 
on their own may not reduce the number of SALW in circulation, they do address many of the 
pressures that ultimately lead to SALW proliferation. In Eritrea, funds directed from the CSP went 
also toward demobilization and rehabilitation of former combatants.78 Similar programs have been 
seen in Ethiopia since the 1970s. In fact, between 1976 and 1994 the EU provided approximately 
€2 billion in various development projects.79 Within the scope of these projects, aid flowed to 
most sectors of the national economy, including the provision of agricultural assistance, 
infrastructure development, financial program aid, food aid, and emergency aid. More recently, 
funds were also directed toward peace-building projects as well as aid to those involved in the 
conflict with Eritrea. The examples of Djibouti and Ethiopia are indicative of the CSPs across the 
HoA that have come as a result of the Cotonou agreement and the previous Lome Conventions. 
 

EU action can also been seen in the HoA through the ECHO. Through this organ, the 
Commission provides emergency assistance and relief to the victims of armed conflict.80 Between 
2000-2002 ECHO provided €16.8 million to support the victims of the border conflict between 
Eritrea and Ethiopia.81 ECHO has also been an annual donor to Somalia. In this latter case, funds 
have been largely targeted toward “the victims of insecurity and climatic hazards in Somalia.”82 
Finally, ECHO has responded in recent years to the regional stresses caused by severe drought. 
Receding ground water has caused great disruption in an area covering parts of Eritrea, Kenya, 
Somalia, and Ethiopia, and has caused many pastoral groups to travel outside of their traditional 
migratory grounds. These disruptions have been a cause for many conflicts in the region and has 
resulted in a drastic increase in rustling and inter-clan struggles. The ECHO funds have gone 
toward providing nutritional aid for both the pastoral groups as well as their herds. Further, these 
funds have been invested in upgrading existing infrastructure in such a way that similar problems 
might be avoided in the future.83 These and other initiatives by ECHO provide needed aid to 
many of the groups whose security concerns were shown to drive the SALW proliferation 
pressures in section two. 
 

EU and Member States have also been donors as well as active participants in a number of 
disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration (DDR) and security sector reform (SSR) programs 
in the HoA. DDR is seen as vital in many HoA countries as there are a number of former 
combatants who have little training other than in the area of warfare. As discussed in section two, 
there have been many cases of conflicts ending with soldiers remaining in the field, armed, and 
left leaderless or outside of the control of post-conflict structures. DDR missions have been one 
attempt to both collect weapons in post-conflict environments as well as to prepare former 
combatants to be contributing members of society. In the case of Ethiopia for instance, the EU 
financed 25% of the total DDR budget.84 The Commission has also supported similar efforts in 
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Eritrea and worked with the World Bank to draft a program that hopes to ultimately see 200,000 
soldiers demobilized.85 In Uganda, the EU provided over 70% of the overall DDR budget.86 SSR 
initiatives have been undertaken across the HoA in a hope of combating the corruption that so 
often leads to the SALW proliferation pressures discussed in section two. 
 
CLUSTER THREE: GRASSROOTS LEVEL ACTIONS 

 
The third grouping of actions by EU and Member States can be seen at the grassroots level. 

In this cluster one finds the work of a multitude of NGOs, community based organizations, and 
traditional elements of the HoA society working to address the problems brought on by the 
proliferation of SALW. 
 

The number of NGOs working within the HoA who take funding from either the EU or 
Member States is quite substantial. Some, such as Saferworld, BICC, Africa Peace Forum, and the 
Life and Peace Institute (LPI); have developed extensive links with local groups in the HoA. 
Through these links NGOs have been able to create peace-building programs at the community 
level. The (LPI) has run several such programs, in some cases even reaching across religious 
divides and bringing together leaders of different churches. Such has been the case in repeated 
efforts in Eritrea, where the LPI has run several workshops with leaders of Orthodox, Evangelical, 
Catholic, Lutheran, and Muslim faiths. Efforts such as these provide local leaders an opportunity to 
meet and open channels of communication. In this manner, if conflicts do later arise, a basic level 
of familiarity between groups has already been established and reconciliation is able to take place 
much sooner. 
 

Further action that has taken place at the grassroots level can be seen with the involvement 
of EU and Member States in the financing of community based organizations with the HoA. In 
section two, the KISP elders were mentioned as an example of a traditional conflict mediation 
mechanism that had witnessed a degree of renaissance in recent years. A true success story, the 
KISP receives its modest funding from Commission contributions to the Kenyan CSP and through 
additional funds given by Italy.87 Another example from the Karamoja region of Kenya can be 
seen with the United Kingdom and EU funded Karamoja Project Initiative Unit (KPIU). KPIU has 
emphasized long-term community support initiatives such as micro-credit programmes, tree 
nurseries, schools, and the building of dams and water tanks for the many pastoralist groups in the 
area.88 By targeting donations to community based organizations, traditional structures have been 
given a chance to reassert themselves as viable options for local problem solving. 
 

A further way that EU and Member State funding has been able to have an effect at the 
grassroots level is through the substantial research and local policy support that is provided by 
NGOs. Already in section three several examples have been given of how NGOs have 
coordinated with regional, state, and local actors. In terms of the SALW problem in the HoA, the 
support given to the Nairobi Secretariat and the SALIGAD program are perhaps the two most 
important examples. NGOs receiving research grants from EU Member States have been able to 
provide expertise in the way of policy options to these organizations that in turn are able to make 
better use of development aid. In the case of SALIGAD, a project that receives a large amount of 
funding from the German Technical Cooperation Agency (GTZ), numerous projects and 
conferences relating to indigenous capacity for peace-building were ultimately created.89 EU 
Member States have made particular use of this policy approach as it has the duel benefit of 
engaging a domestically based research sector as well as having a benefit abroad. 
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The creation of awareness and education programs at the grassroots level is a further way 
that EU and Member States have had an impact on the SALW issue in the HoA. Once again 
primarily driven by NGOs and local community based organizations, these programs have 
attempted to not only give individuals an understanding of the challenges caused by SALW in 
their region but also to ultimately involve these individuals in the solutions. One common 
example of this sort of initiative is the ‘training of trainers.’ In the case of SALIGAD and the BICC, 
a community workshop was held in Garissa, Kenya on the proliferation and effects of SALW in the 
area. By the end of the day, participants had developed ideas to address the problem in their 
community and had made suggestions that were ultimately taken by facilitators back to the IGAD 
and Nairobi Secretariat.90 A further example of this sort can be seen with the LPI training of 
trainers for the Sudan Council of Churches in 2004. In this two-week program participants 
engaged in discussions on a number of topics related to community-based problem solving and 
peace-building. At the end of the program it was hoped that participants would be able to return 
to their communities and conduct similar activities on their own. Through financing projects such 
as these, EU and Member States have been able to begin to address some of the SALW 
proliferation pressures in the HoA. 
 
ASSESSMENT AND ANALYSIS 

 
When one examines the various policy responses to the SALW problem in the HoA a 

number of concerns become apparent.  
 

While the Council has taken steps to make the SALW issue a priority, responding initiatives 
have often lacked coherence. For instance, while in recent years policy initiatives on SALW are 
often reported in concert within the updated Joint Action on Small Arms, the policies themselves 
originate from a diverse range of budget lines and actors. As a result, there is a disconnect 
between the high level political stances taken by the EU and the programs these stances ultimately 
encourage.  

 
The lack of coherence brought about by the existence of a disconnect between the high 

level positions of the Council and the multitude of policy responses seen from the Commission 
and Member States has furthermore resulted in a case where there are one group of doctors 
diagnosing a patient and then another set of doctors treating for symptoms. While the Joint Action 
policy draws links between SALW proliferation and underdevelopment, aid is given out through 
mechanisms that long pre-date this document. As a result, one must question whether some of 
the actions taking place in the field are doing so through the SALW lens, or if they are simply 
being reinterpreted through that lens after the fact. 

 
A further challenge that has arisen stems from the fact that SALW proliferation pressures are 

incredibly multidimensional. As they cut across a broad grouping of human and state security 
concerns it has presented a challenge to the EU that has yet to come to terms with its CFSP pillar. 
The policy tools available to the Commission in order to address the SALW problem have been 
limited to the ‘aid and trade’ type solutions of the first pillar. In some areas of the HoA where 
open conflict is ongoing, such policy tools are insufficient.  

 
The coordination of responses to the SALW problem in the HoA can be seen as a further 

challenge. As EU and Member States have had a large number of policy responses to this 
problem—both in terms of programs and financial commitments, there are a very large number of 
actors engaged. As the EU lacks an internal unit for the regional issue area, these actors have had 
to rely on external bodies for their coordination. In some cases this has been through efforts with 
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the Nairobi Secretariat, or through IGAD, or through other coalitions of their own creation. Unlike 
the EU program in Cambodia, wherein the EU exists both as a prime donor and coordinator, 
efforts in the HoA have resulted in actors having to turn in one direction for funding and in 
another direction for coordination. 
 

The lack of a central coordinating mechanism, or even of a locus of central reporting of 
results beyond the annual update of the Joint Action, has created a missed opportunity for 
potentially productive inter-cluster cooperation. As the activities at the grassroots level are often 
best equipped with early warning signs of conflict, the inability for these groups to effectively 
communicate fluctuations in SALW proliferation pressures to the clusters engaged in drafting 
policy at the EU level is cause for concern. While funding has flowed down to these groups as a 
result of EU adopted policies, feedback and reporting typically finds a much more arduous return. 
NGOs and community-based organizations, funded by the EU or Member States, are more apt to 
report findings and early warning signs to the state or regional apparatuses that are located in the 
HoA.  

 
A further challenge in addressing the SALW problem in the HoA has come from a lack of 

international cooperation on a mechanism to control the flow of SALW. While arms export 
controls have increasingly been brought to the fore on the international agenda, there is as yet no 
legal mechanism for their enforcement. While EU and Member States advance policies addressing 
their own exports, the result in the HoA has seen little change as arms continue to be purchased 
from other sources. In this instance, the EU needs to further examine the ATT as a means of 
addressing international arms flows. By adopting the provisions of that treaty, and then by 
convincing other international actors of the ATT’s importance, the EU can concretely address the 
problems caused by the international and the illicit arms trade. 
 

EU and Member State responses to the SALW problem in the HoA have also faced the 
challenge of policy sensitivity. In this case, policy sensitivity refers to the manner in which SALW 
proliferation pressures are often a reaction to other stimuli. In some cases, projects aimed at 
economic development have ultimately had a negative impact upon the migratory patterns of 
some pastoralist communities. When coupled with recent drought and disease, the SALW 
proliferation pressures in the surrounding area have actually intensified as a result of the EU 
development efforts. While the initial project may not have been aimed at addressing the SALW 
problem, its impacts reveal the need for EU programs to conduct assessments of their impact on 
SALW pressures prior to their implementation. 

 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
• EU should establish a regional program for the HoA on the basis of the EU Joint Action on 

Small Arms. This regional program would play a key role in the coordination of all 
remaining recommendations; 

• EU should develop a comprehensive cross-pillar strategy on the SALW problem in the HoA; 
• EU should conduct SALW proliferation pressure assessment before beginning new projects 

in areas where SALW have been known to be a significant factor; 
• EU should decide to establish closer and more direct links with an existing regional 

coordinating mechanism that would be able to ensure coherence of policy responses; 
• When drafting future EC policy related to arms transfer controls the EU should be sensitive 

to the perspectives of the recipient parties. This would include an audit of alternative 
sources of these weapons, the impacts these weapons have on the human security concerns 
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in the region, and the ultimate impact of EU policy on addressing the problem of SALW 
proliferation; 

• Address loopholes in existing EU policy on arms exports that allow for the practise of 
brokering or unreported small scale SALW transfers; 

• EU and Member States should embrace the ATT as a legally enforceable mechanism for 
control of the arms trade, and move to adopt the policy elements of that treaty into an 
expanded Joint Action; 

• EU should continue to support the UN PoA on SALW and actively promote restrictive 
practise on SALW proliferation in the upcoming review process in 2006; 

• Broaden the involvement of civil organizations within the Cotonou related CSPs; 
• Promote enhanced participation of parliamentary structures through increased cooperation 

of organizations like AWEPA, Inter-parliamentary forum on small arms, the EU parliament, 
the AU parliament, and regional structures in the HoA; 

• Establish regular conferences with European civil society actors engaged in the SALW issue 
and have special working groups on the HoA region. 
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