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A FEASIBLE FORMULA FOR DELIVERING DEEP, SUSTAINABLE CUTS TO GLOBAL MILITARY SPENDING
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Executive summary

From Weapons to Want: redirecting excessive military
spending to global social need. A proposal to develop a

structural campaign through the lens of the winners & losers
in the global military spending relationship — governments
and defence industries; citizens and our environment.
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The Han character & that is used in many East Asian languages has meanings of both 'military' and 'martial,
warlike." It is an ideogrammic compound of two characters 1I: and . The character 1I: means "to stop." The
character X, means "spear" and refers to weapons in general; thus, "E." is often thought to denote “to stop
arms” or “to stop war” (1 X A). This literal interpretation of the meaning of the character i originates
in the Spring and Autumn Period (771-476 BC). During this historical period, the four most powerful states—
Qin, Jin, Qi and Chu—struggled for supremacy. These multi-city states often used the pretext of aid and
protection to intervene and gain suzerainty over the smaller states. Interstate relations alternated between
low-level warfare and complex diplomacy. Out of the total recorded 148 states, 128 of which were absorbed
by these four largest states by the end of this period. This definition of "I\" as "military power means cease-
fire" reflects people's attitude towards war in one of the most conflict-ridden period in Chinese history. The
sense that a powerful state (person) should know when to stop force rather than waging wars at will has
significantly influenced Chinese political thoughts since.

[. INTRODUCTION

"The world changes according to the way people see it, and if you can alter the way people look at
reality, then you can change the world."

James Baldwin
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OUR CAMPAIGN OFFERS A FORMULA TO SUSTAINABLY REDIRECT A LARGE PROPORTION OF THE
PUBLIC MONEY CURRENTLY USED FOR EXCESSIVE GLOBAL MILITARY SPENDING TOWARDS MEETING
GLOBAL SOCIAL NEEDS OVER THE NEXT 20 YEARS.

WHY DOES EXECESSIVE MILITARY SPENDING MATTER?

Global military spending is at an all-time high of nearly $1.8 trillion a year (2011) — roughly $4.8 billion a day
or $249 per person per year." Yet for all this, are we ‘safer’? To take the example of the USA - by far the
biggest military spender in the modern history — it has to be asked if the vast amount of tax dollars spent on
defence has equated to ‘value for money’ eg peace and stability, either to itself or the rest of the world.

Former USA President Jimmy Carter recently said, " Since World War Il, USA has been at war in Korea,
Vietnam, Cambodia, El Salvador, Nicaragua, Grenada, Libya, Panama, Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, Herzegovina,
Iraq, Afghanistan, and many others. AlImost constantly since World War Il, our nation has been at war."?

The 20th century was a notoriously violent and paranoid one with vast amounts spent on war, defence and
security; yet we are currently spending more now than at the peak of the cold war. For this reason, many
rightly regard such present day high spending as wasting valuable resources, provoking hostility, fuelling an

! World military expenditure, 2011: $ 1.74 trillion (SIPRI, 2013). World population, 2011: 7 billion (United Nations).

2 Robert and Margaret Pastor Lecture in International Affairs, Jimmy Carter, Lafayette College, 22 April 2013




ever-expanding arms race between neighbouring countries and resulting in yet more weapons proliferation.
It has not delivered a safer world — quite the opposite.

"Europe, with only 7 per cent of the world’s population and 20 per cent of global military expenditure, has
no reason to fear that military spending is too low," said Frank Slijper of Transnational Institute. Instead of
sensibly spending money on education, health or other social expenditure, "the shocking fact at a time of
austerity is that EU military expenditure totalled €194 billion in 2010, equivalent to the annual deficits of
Greece, Italy and Spain combined." The high levels of military spending are clearly not paying off. "Five years
into the economic crisis in Europe and the elephant in the room is the role of military spending in causing
and perpetuating the economic crisis.">
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"We should not have acquired systems that we are not going to use, for conflict situations that do
not exist and, what is worse, with funds that we did not have then and we do not have now.”

Former Spanish Secretary of Defence, Constantino Méndez
\
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Redirecting funds captured from ever-rising and excessive military spending would present a significant
‘new’ revenue stream to deal with such mass social need — the amount spent on weapons and war dwarfs
the amount needed to deal with hunger, poverty and education globally. According to the World Bank and
the Office of Disarmament Affairs, only about 5% of the amount spent annually on defence would have
been needed each year to achieve the Millennium Development Goals by 2015.

WHY NOW?

There is growing awareness among the global public — the ‘99%’ — of the collusion between political elites,
finance/banks, big business and mass media. They see the resulting absence of accountability, undermining
of democracy and the wildly disproportionate accrual of profits to the remaining 1%. Critically, this is also
happening against a backdrop of climate crisis and a world majority living in poverty.

Within this context, there is an opportunity to remind the global public of the fundamental need to start to
see military spending as central to understanding power, poverty, economic collapse, unjust distribution of
resources — and to appreciate how much this analysis matters to the ‘development’ agenda. In this sense it
mirrors the aims of established campaigns on structural issues such as debt, trade, tax, climate change, and
most recently, the ‘war on drugs’. Military spending is not an add-on to these issues — it is implicated in
every one of them. Central to this campaign is the need to debate what we mean by ‘defence’. This issue is
tackled in this summary paper, and in our full report, The Five Percent Campaign.

Current Context

» The new Sustainable Development Goals have been drawn up and, like so many cross cutting issues,
we would argue that runaway military spending impacts on many of the 17 SDGs but there remains
a great deal awareness raising to be done for this to be more fully appreciated. SDG 16 (of 17) is
tasked to promote just, peaceful and inclusive societies with one specific target to significantly
reduce illicit arms flows by 2030.

3 Guns, Debt and Corruption, Frank Slijper, Transnational Institute, April 2013




A large part of the development sector has dedicated policy and campaigning resources to the Arms
Trade Treaty campaign — which is concerned with Small Arms and Light Weapons. The international
trade in small arms amounts to a small portion of the overall arms trade and is minuscule compared
to total global military spending. The Arms Trade Treaty was nonetheless adopted by the UN
General Assembly in April 2013. Now is a good time to influence organisations about how this work
could be extended.

The UK government will decide whether or not to renew Trident in 2016. Trident offers a key debate
around which to work towards to build our coalition for The Five Percent Campaign.

As we witness the respective impacts of climate change and austerity, there has never been a
greater need to find the resources to fund a global green economy and drive forward a long-term,
green, sustainable pro-community effort, paid for in part by savings made on excessive military
spending.

The movement and displacement of millions of refugees from Syrian, Iraq, Afghanistan, North Africa,
West Africa and the horn of Africa has focused minds on the ongoing fallout of intervention in Iraq
and other countries as share prices rise for defence contractors and arms manufacturers.

TO ADDRESS THE ISSUE OF RUNAWAY GLOBAL MILITARY SPENDING WE NEED TO:

>

Develop a practical, feasible and fair formula — The 5% Formula — for delivering deep, sustainable
cuts to global military spending that gives every government a fair, proportionate and achievable
calculation by which to reduce their military spend, and to redirect savings to address the economic
and environmental catastrophe faced by ‘the 99%’

Engage and mobilise primarily the NGO community in the UK around runaway global military
spending — in particular the development sector.

Build on the extensive and longstanding policy and campaigning work of the peace movement,
across many inter-connected issues; and for this work to be the foundation for a wide-based,
paradigm-shifting international coalition that folds development, climate and other relevant policy
areas into its activity.

Grow a global coalition around The 5% Formula with strong, regionally relevant campaigns (i.e.
Europe, USA, Middle East, sub-Saharan Africa, Far East) — that share a common understanding of
how military spending — and the arms industry by extension — is a globalised industry, further
entrenching the globalised nature of power and economic interests.

Enable excessive military spending to be seen as a ‘structural’ issue — i.e. one central to
understanding power, poverty, economic collapse and unjust resources distribution as debt, trade,
tax and climate change.

Change the way the public thinks and thereby influence the media debate (from Mumsnet to the
Guardian) regarding military spending and what it really means for jobs, security, and geopolitical
status.

This campaign is part of our ongoing commitment to the issue and sits alongside the Tipping Point
Film Fund supported film WE ARE MANY, directed by Amir Amirani (released in 2015) and which
explores the untold legacy of the global anti-war movement mobilized at the time of the Iraq
invasion.




1. THE 5% FORMULA: WHAT IS IT?

The 5% Formula is a mechanism to achieve major, year-on-year cuts to global military spending over 10
years and beyond. It is a long-term, sustainable campaign, with a top-line demand that works for civil society
groups in every country where there is a perceived value in challenging policies concerning military
spending. It would see annual global military spending cut by 40% after the first decade, back to mid 1990s
spending levels ie $1 trillion dollars, the lowest in recent history (and even then, ‘low’ is not low enough for
many peace campaigners — indeed far from it). This would deliver an estimated $700 billion to be redirected
to core urgent human and environmental needs. After the first 10 years, we call upon all nations to adopt
the 5% threshold rule to sustainably restrain the global military spending — no country allows any increase in
military spending to outstrip economic growth. The 5% Formula would therefore drastically cut annual
military spending to $1 trillion in a short but practical period of time and then maintain an effective check on
military spending in perpetuity by considerably lagging its annual change behind economic growth.

CUTTING DOWN TO $1 TRILLION DOLLARS

The 5% Formula would be applied for the first decade as follows: we call for all nations to cut their annual
military spending by 5% every year. Our primary targets are the ‘Top 20’ military spending nations who
account for 87% of total spending ($1.7 trillion dollars) in 2012.

5% annual and absolute cuts to national

Year | Annual Yearly cut | Percentage
military budgets: This is equivalent to a military change versus
compound 40% cut for each nation’s budget Year 0
respective annual military spending .after 10 0 $100 billion
Years gsee the Table on the right 'for 1 $95 billion 59 59%
|IIustrat.|on). Lhese cutsb.a“r.e ex;?ected tlo dellvt()er 2 $90 billion 59 10%
an.estlmate $700 billion in total to be 3 $86 billion 5% 14%
redirected.

SUM CAPTURED: $700 billion 9 |  $63billion | 5% | 37%

BEYOND THE FIRST DECADE - THE 5% THRESHOLD RULE

The 5% threshold rule is designed to be mainstreamed into budgeting beyond the first 10 years, acting as
both a military expenditure ‘dampener’ and an economic growth ‘accelerator’ for all nations, while
facilitating and enabling the public to more deeply interrogate the many inter-linked issues of the military
spending debate.

*In many ways, military expenditure hinders rather than advances economic prosperity, compared to investments by the
government in other productive areas of the economy. The 5% threshold rule ensures a government allocates more of its revenue to
grow the economy while still preserving its ability for sensible defence.




All nations adhere to a ‘5% threshold

rule’, where military spending growth For example:

(% change) in a given year is limited by 0% economic growth = 5% cut to annual military spend
previous year’s economic growth 2% growth = 3% cut to annual military spend
(measured as % increase in gross 5% growth = no increase

domestic product or GDP), less 5 7% growth = only 2% increase on annual military spend.
percentage points (5%).

The 5% threshold rule in practise means that no country allows any increase in military spending to outstrip
economic growth. Most economies grow less than 3% annually; this effectively translates as 2% annual
reduction to their military spending. These savings are then divided equally to fund both domestic and
international needs.

The fast-growing economies (eg BRICS), according to this 5% threshold rule, might be able to increase their
spending in some years if their economic growth merits it (albeit at a much lower rate than they might
otherwise do without the threshold). In that case, there will be no 'cuts' per se to their military spending to
be diverted, we propose that they are therefore required to ‘gift’ a contribution of an amount equal to 2.5%°
of their previous year’s military spending to fund international development programmes.

EXPECTED SUM CAPTURED: tens of billions of dollars per year
How would we track this?

Governments' proposed military budgets and actual military spend can be assessed in light of the previous
year’s national economic growth and defence budget figures. Statistics for both GDP and the defence
budgets are regularly released and readily available in most countries. These figures can then be directly
used to judge whether the governments concerned are proposing to spend or have already spent an amount
of money on military-related purposes that are not consistent with The 5% Formula.

BEYOND THE FIRST DECADE — THE 5% THRESHOLD RULE

The goal would be to look beyond the first 10 years and towards implementing a longer-term sustainable
mechanism that sees global military spending revert to mid 1990s spending levels —i.e. the lowest in recent
history (and even then, ‘low’ is not low enough for many peace campaigners — indeed far from it). The
campaign goal is to cut 20% in the first 10 years, and another 20% in the following 10 years — so 40% cut in
total.

To achieve this, the 5% threshold rule is designed to be mainstreamed into budgeting beyond the first 10
years, acting as both a military expenditure ‘dampener’ and an economic growth ‘accelerator’’ for all

> The 5% threshold rule: Annual percentage change in military spending < (Percentage change in yearly GDP - 5%).
Annual economic growth is the % difference between any two consecutive years' GDP: we assume most economies will not grow
more than 5% on average for the foreseeable future.

® This 2.5% ‘contribution’ is a fixed percentage, no matter how negligible the annual military spending is increased. This is consistent
with the requirement for Top 20 spenders who are required to cut 5% of their annual military spending every year in the first decade
and to divert these savings to fund both domestic and international needs equally — in effect, Top 20 spenders are diverting 2.5% of
their annual military spending to fund international development programmes every year.

" In many ways, military expenditure hinders rather than advances economic prosperity, compared to investments by the
government in other productive areas of the economy. The 5% threshold rule ensures a government allocates more of its revenue to
grow the economy while still preserving its ability for sensible defence.




nations, while facilitating and enabling the public to more deeply interrogate the many inter-linked issues of
the military spending debate.

WHAT IF...? RETROSPECTIVELY APPLYING THE 5% FORMULA, 2001-10

If the world’s highest military spenders had . , ) | )
What!| 1 001 2010, t ilit: ;
adopted the 5% threshold rule in 2001, their total 7 ity wadngseuh el W1 =00 MBI K

military expenditure would have been reduced to

=1 |
| mwsdi Arsbi
= whuzm
mching
ity
mu
German,
N
muss

2006 ong 2010

5730 billion by 2010, rather than actually increased
to £1.3 trillion.®

The mechanism therefore would have made a
significant impact. The difference of $570bn is a
significant sum, hence, the campaign demand is
reasonable — both as a reachable target as well as 5l
delivering meaningful reductions. Using this
retrospective approach to illustrate the benefit to
society of The 5% Formula enables the campaign to
engage society with some of the core issues that
underpin the demand, such as: Why do we need to
prioritise military spending? How do we define ‘defence’? Who are the real beneficiaries of excessive war
spending?
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$700 BILLION IN FIRST 10 YEARS: HOW COULD IT BE USED?

The $700 billion captured in the first 10 years can be diverted to and divided equally between, domestic and
international needs:

e International: $350bn
0 Immediate and urgent poverty reduction
0 Sustainable development - reflecting civil society activism on climate & economic justice
0 Peace/conflict prevention & human rights

e Domestic: $350bn

O The global green economy

The debt cancellation campaign and the financial transaction tax are two examples of how it is possible to
win both public and political support for the redirection of monies from one end-use to another, more
progressive one. The 5% Formula would have a great deal to learn from both of these international, high-
profile and successful campaigns.

& Sources: World Bank; SIPRI. Military expenditure figures are based on SIPRI’s annual global defence spend calculations and GDP
rates based on World Bank figures. The global military spending grew by around 4% every year on average between 2001 and 2010.

{actual spendingincrease] = {actual military fven year] - [the hyp lewel of spendingif the 5% abeyed)

World Bank. SIPRI




THE SDGS

Like so many cross cutting issues, we would argue that runaway military spending impacts on many of the 17
SDGs but there is a great deal of awareness raising that needs to be done for this to be more fully
appreciated.

SDG 16 (of 17) is tasked to promote just, peaceful and inclusive societies

Peace, stability, human rights and effective governance based on the rule of law are important conduits for
sustainable development. We are living in a world that is increasingly divided. Some regions enjoy sustained
levels of peace, security and prosperity while others fall into seemingly endless cycles of conflict and
violence. This is by no means inevitable and must be addressed.

High levels of armed violence and insecurity have a destructive impact on a country’s development, affecting
economic growth and often resulting in long standing grievances among communities that can last for
generations. Sexual violence, crime, exploitation and torture are also prevalent where there is conflict or no
rule of law, and countries must take measures to protect those who are most at risk.

The Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) aim to significantly reduce all forms of violence, and work with
governments and communities to find lasting solutions to conflict and insecurity. Strengthening the rule of
law and promoting human rights is key to this process, as is reducing the flow of illicit arms and
strengthening the participation of developing countries in the institutions of global governance. SDG 16

The 12 targets within SDG 16 are wide-ranging and include those that relate to rule of law, corruption,
accountability and transparency, access to justice and extended participation in democratic processes. In
relation to conflict there is one target that specifically references the arms trade which reflects the work
undertaken by civil society on the Arms Trade Treaty - by 2030, significantly reduce illicit financial and arms
flows.

Arms Sales: This is a good starting point from which to expand the debate in order to take on board the
(much) wider ramifications of this one target within SDG 16. More often than not, the lines that separate
the ‘goodies’ (eg governments) from the ‘baddies’ in the arms trade are (deliberately) blurred as author
Andrew Feinstein makes clear in his book ‘The Shadow World'.

And the use of the word ‘illicit’ also begs a question: where it is the case that arms sales are legal, does it
automatically follow that this is a good enterprise between buyers and sellers (ie arms industries, defence
corporations and governments)? Approximately 70% of arms sales are made by the P5 members of the
security council, the same five nations charged with keeping the peace of the world (USA, France, UK, Russia,
China) — and the majority of those arms sales go to the global south. While we all live in the real world and
understand that weapons will be made, sold and used, the distinction between ‘good’ arms sales and ‘bad’
arms sales is not helpful, self defence or freedom struggles notwithstanding.

And finally, let’s not forget that arms manufacturing, arms sales and military spending are interconnected.
So while we do need a reduction in illicit arms flows, we also need a much bigger debate about the
‘legitimate’ billions of dollars spent by governments, in our name (and legally) on overpriced and wasteful hi-
end projects ( F35 and Trident to name two) to the multitude of weaponry and hardware deployed to kill or
injure civilians and destroy environments and infrastructure along with it.




I1I.  CONTEXT FOR THE CAMPAIGN

World military spending is at an all-time high — almost $2 trillion annually. We are spending more now than
at the peak of the Cold War. At the same time, we have also witnessed massive amounts of taxpayers’
money directed to the bailout of banks and bankers. Austerity policies are being directed at ordinary people,
while those responsible for the financial crisis have, in reality, been rewarded for their actions. It is the wider
society — especially the youth and the most vulnerable — who are, instead, being punished.

GLOBAL MILITARY SPENDING: THE TOP TEN

According to the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI, 2013), world military spending in
2011 came close to reaching $2 trillion, hitting all-time record of $1,741 billion. The United States spent $711
billion, followed by China (5146 billion), Russia ($78 billion), the United Kingdom ($60 billion), France ($63
billion), Japan ($60 billion), India ($50 billion), Saudi Arabia ($49 billion), Germany ($48 billion) and Brazil
($37 billion).’

These top 10 spenders are responsible for 75% of global military spending, with the US alone accounting for
41%. It also must be noted that the Permanent Five nations on the Security Council (USA, Russia, China, UK
and France) and Germany account for approximately 80% of arms sales — all this while their role on the
Security Council is to keep the peace.’

THE ARMS TRADE

As arms trade expert Andrew Feinstein writes:'* “The arms trade drives the gargantuan amount spent on
‘defence’ every year — $1.6 trillion in 2010 alone: $235 for every person on the planet. It accounts for almost
40 per cent of corruption in world trade.”

Top 10 arms exporters, for the period 2007-2011

Top 10 arms importers, for the period 2007-2011

Others.
53%

% 24%

TOP 10 ARMS EXPORTERS AND IMPORTERS, 2007-2011"

? See Section 2.1.6 The Current Scale of Military Spending in our full report.

Vgee Appendix 4.12 Arms Trade in our full report.

1 The shadow world: corruption in the arms trade, Andrew Feinstein, New Internationalist, 11/12/2011

12 5ource: SIPRI. These rankings are based on SIPRI Trend Indicator Values (TIVs). TIVs represent the volume of arms transfers and
not the financial value of the goods transferred. TIVs can be used to measure trends in international arms transfers, such as changes

in the total flow of weapons and the geographic pattern of arms exports or imports. However, they are not comparable to official
economic data such as gross domestic product or export/import figures.




Arms producing and military services companies headquartered in North America and Western Europe

continued to dominate. Forty four US-
based arms producers accounted for
60%, while 30 companies based in
Western Europe made up another 29%
of the total. US arms giant Lockheed
Martin tops the list, selling $35.7 billion
worth of arms in 2010; the second
biggest is the British company BAE
Systems — it sold $32.9 billion of arms,
which is around 95% of the company’s
total revenue that year; Boeing is third
with $31.4 billion, which is around half
of its total sales for the company most
famous for its commercial airliners.
Northrop Grumman, the world's largest
builder of naval vessels, is fourth, with
$28.2 billion; General Dynamics is fifth
with $23.9 billion.

Sales of the Largest Arms-Producing Companies
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The ‘unmanned aerial vehicles’ (UAVs) market is projected to total $89 billion worldwide over the next
decade.” The United States and Israel are the predominant exporters.**

NUCLEAR SPENDING

Cuts to nuclear capacity have been undertaken by the leading nuclear weapons powers since the fall of the
Soviet Union. However, tens of billions of dollars are still spent annually on nuclear weapons.*® Global Zero,
in its S1 Trillion Per Decade reportin 2011, found that:

“The nine nuclear weapons countries passed a new milestone in 2011 by collectively spending approximately
5100 billion dollars on their nuclear programs. This conservatively estimated expenditure represents about
9% of their total annual military spending. At this rate the nuclear-armed states will spend at least S1 trillion
on nuclear weapons and their direct support systems over the next decade. It will likely go significantly higher
as numerous modernization programs underway are ramped up. It would go higher still if the true intentions
of many non-nuclear weapons countries could be divined and their secret weapons programs added to the
total.”
EXCLUDED EXPENDITURES: THE ‘BI-PRODUCTS’ OF WAR

Interestingly, some of the ‘excluded’ expenditures from national military budgets are — arguably — some of
the more valuable uses to which we should allocate military expenditure, e.g. the ‘mopping up’ after the
calamity of war. This includes veterans benefits, demobilisation (especially important in developing
countries emerging from war as means to support (often young) men in post-conflict regions where the
temptation to return to arms is real); destruction of weapons and, indeed, the conversion of arms-
production facilities. Some if these activities are currently profoundly underfunded, and could benefit greatly
if we were to succeed in diverting some of the excess global military expenditure for better use.

IV.  MYTHS, MESSAGES AND HURDLES

MYTHS

There are two myths central to this campaign that need scrutinising.

Myth no.1: ‘There is no money’ for the social good — local, national and/or international. This is clearly
nonsense. The resources to invest in more equitable communities and by extension, our global society, are
there — just not where the majority of people need them to be.

a N\

On average the industrialized countries spend 3 times as much on defence as on
education; in particular, the ratio is 6:1 rather than 3:1 in USA. Many of the world’s
poorest countries and fastest growing economies (both measured in terms of GDP per
capita) spend much more on defence than either on education or on health.

1 j

& -/

3 Teal Group 's 2012 market study.
1 see Appendix 4.15 Drone Proliferation in our full report.

> see Appendix 4.11 Nuclear Proliferation.
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(Source: State of the World’s Children 2012, UNICEF)

Hunger, disease and austerity: handmaidens to military expenditure

In 2006, ‘S104 billion was allocated to development aid while world military
expenditure in the same year was $1,158 billion. The United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP) has named military expenditure by developing countries as a
major barrier to achieving the Millennium Development Goals’. (Banking on Bloodshed,
War on Want)

The economic impact of violence containment to the world economy in 2012 was
estimated to be $9.46 trillion, comprised of $4.73 trillion of direct costs and an
additional $4.73 trillion in additional economic activity that would flow from the
reinvestment of these costs into more fruitful economic activities. Were the world to
reduce its expenditure on violence by approximately 50% it would repay the debt of
the developing world (54076 billion), provide enough money for the European stability
mechanism (S900 billion) and fund the additional amount required to achieve the
annual cost of the Millennium Development Goals ($60 billion). (Global Peace Index
2013, Institute for Economics & Peace)

The amount of money spent on the defence sector equals $4.7 billion a day or $249
per person. According to the World Bank and the Office of Disarmament Affairs (ODA),
only about 5% of this amount would be needed each year to achieve the Millennium
Development Goals by 2015. (International Peace Bureau, November 2012)

Meanwhile, around 15 million people die every year largely due to a lack of access to
nutritious food, basic healthcare services, or clean water for drinking and sanitation —
equivalent to more than 40,000 preventable deaths every single day; 300 million
people are currently affected by global warming; 300,000 people lose their lives every
year as a result of climate change.

Research by the New Economics Foundation suggested that economic growth benefits
the richest 1% of the world’s population 120 times more than it benefits the poorest
10%, while levels of inequality in wealth, income and opportunities have rocketed
across the world. In terms of assets the top 1% of the world’s population owns 40% of
the world’s wealth. In comparison, 40% of the world’s population — almost three billion
people — share a mere 1% of the world’s combined wealth. At the current rate of
change, it would take more than 800 years for the ‘bottom billion” of the world’s
population to achieve 10% of global income. (Financing the Global Sharing Economy,
STWR)

Myth no.2: ‘The west is unsafe and needs big military budgeting’. This too, is nonsense as some of the
biggest military spenders (USA, UK, France) are actually among the safest nations on the planet — in spite of
and not because of their military spending, which is more often perceived as provocative than
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proportionate. Military spending is often employed as a way to enforce these countries’ political and/or
economic interests overseas, and the increasing use of technology — notably drones — now means that it is
ever easier to engage or provoke conflict beyond their own borders whilst enjoying very high levels of
‘safety’ at home. At the other end of the spectrum, in nations or regions where insecurity is high, we see
those same ‘safe’ western nations, selling arms and military equipment, further escalating tensions and
conflict.

Cuts to excessive global military spending do not undermine defence, nor do they amount to ‘no defence’.
On the contrary, they promote debate about definitions of ‘sensible’ (non-offensive) defence; what the key
drivers of insecurity actually are; and how we best create conditions for real security in the 21st century,
including transferring of skills from arms industry to, say, a growing green economy.

Defence spending — what we get and what we need — are not aligned. We need citizens to engage with
redefining ‘defence’ and to understand more fully how this term masks other related issues (i.e. arms
sales), and how this in itself has a corrosive impact on governance all over the world.

The opportunity costs of over-militarisation

“A high level of militarization of a state is also likely to hinder effective governance and
encourage corruption. Time and again we see how powerful military interests influence
political processes in order to favour their own positions or line individuals’ pockets.
Moreover, over-militarization tends to fuel regional tensions which may lead to an arms race,
hampering the sustainable development of both the country itself and its neighbours.”
Opportunity Costs: Military Spending and the UN’s Development Agenda, IPB

MESSAGES

A menu of key demands for a structural campaign focussed on reducing global military expenditure includes
the following:

= Contrary to what we are told, there is funding to push back the ‘desperate measures’ humanity and
planet find themselves facing.

=  War spending is an elephant in the room — no country should grow their military spend faster than
their economic growth — especially in times of austerity. Can’t afford, shouldn’t spend.

= Increased war spending is a double negative whammy — it increases insecurity AND it undermines
economic development / job creation.

= The fossil fuel economy is not only bad for our health and the planet — it also drives military
spending and heightens risk of war or conflict.

=  Global reductions in military spend — with parity — will increase security not lessen it. It will act as a
dampener on conflict potential — an all-round confidence-building measure.

= Peace is a process not an end — $600 billions= redirected to human needs over a 10-year period will
— inevitably — move us all forward to a world where the majority are not exploited by a few.
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We are not ‘planet-playstation’ — we reject the increasing deployment of killing by ‘remote control’
along with the deliberate use of the virtual war games to both entice and train young minds into the
business of warfare by simulating the excitement of violence while detaching the physical and
mental consequences of killing and harming ‘victims’ from the ‘players’.

HURDLES

There are a number of hurdles this campaign will face, both within the wider NGO community (especially the

development sector) and the wider world. Below are some key reasons why military spending has yet to be

taken up as a cross-cutting, structural policy and campaigns issue for all but those in the peace and conflict

prevention sector.

1)

2)

3)

The peace movement profile ‘waxes and wanes’ — appearing to be rooted in ‘moments’ — and not as
mainstreamed as it should be

The impact and lasting legacy of the peace movement is very much rooted in high points, e.g.
Aldermaston; Vietnam; Greenham Common; and the anti-lraq war marches of 2003.

The peace movement comes to public attention in those moments where it — often very effectively —
rises to the challenge of imminent conflict or to protest existing conflict. It has been highly effective
in mobilising people and public opinion on a variety of issues over many decades. The 2003 protests
were more complex — the movement was perceived as a failure for not stopping the Iraq Invasion —
yet evidence now shows that its influence on Barack Obama being elected as the President of the
United States in 2008, the Arab Spring in 2011 and subsequently the Occupy movement, was
considerable. Yet peace movement organisations do not have the same level of day-to-day presence
and profile in the wider public arena as do the human rights, environment or development sectors.

The wider NGO community will be acutely aware of the issue (and many dealing with consequences
of conflict — human and environmental) but are not tackling military spending as structural issue

Despite dwindling public money to fund development, climate change impact and other basic
human needs and rights, an opportunity is lost by failing to address military spending savings as a
significant ‘new’ revenue stream. While there is always the concern of over-stretching resources
and capacity in the decision-making around campaigning (and taking on new ones), the issue of
military spending is an ‘elephant in the room’ that needs addressing.

The development sector specifically has so far failed to call for significant cuts to military spending
for a variety of reasons — all of which need to be challenged

The development sector is hugely influential in setting agendas for discussion, both in the UK and
the EU more widely. Therefore, it is a key player to engage in the effort to challenge runaway
global military spending. There are many inter-linked issues that need to be explored:

O There has been a primary focus on small arms and conflict/post-conflict work combined in the
belief that it’s ‘not their remit’ to go wider on military spending, despite much evidence that
demonstrates the negative impact of excessive global military spending on development.

0 Critically, to take on global military spending means to be interrogating the role of the big
defence corporations. This is a major challenge in itself, but one that needs including in the
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wider development debate given its impact on transparency and accountability, justice and
peace — all of which are central to the wider development / pro-poor agenda.

0 However, they may perceive a threat to their income and reputation if they speak out what they
may perceive as the ‘controversial’ issue of the military-industrial complex influence on both
domestic and international politics.

0 And while they may understand that excessive military spending is a, if not the, major factor
hindering an emerging economy’s social and economic progress, they are yet to directly
challenge the vested interest of their own (western) politicians and powerful defence industry
lobby groups — ones that benefit greatly from runaway spending.

0 Moreover, by not challenging the interests of the politicians and powerful defence industry
lobby groups in the developed world, civil society groups in emerging economies may feel
doubly powerless to stop their governments (often under pressure) purchasing weaponry
without their civil society partners in the developed world bringing equal pressure to bear.

4) All these factors combine to hinder the development of thinking around credible and winnable policy
alternatives on military spending. As a result of all these factors, it’s an issue that inevitably lacks
internal champions.

5) Over time, the defence industries will mount a powerful campaign to challenge The Five Percent
Campaign. As with the campaigns on unpayable poor country debt, trade, tax, and climate change,
there will be inevitable resistance from those being called to account. However, a mark of success
will be exactly this — resistance from the defence industry sector. The combination of thorough
policy work and effective public campaigning will — over time — make headway with the media as
well as decision-makers.

V. RUNAWAY MILITARY SPENDING: WHO BENEFITS?

Selling the myth of insecurity to their publics while maintaining highly competitive and globalised arms
industries ensures that the USA, UK, France and Germany remain in the top 10 of the world’s biggest
spenders — a fact closely tied to their role as manufacturers and sellers. With the BRICS nations, plus Japan
and Saudi Arabia, completing the top 10, we see how the entire planet is now caught up in increasing
militarisation. But who is the enemy? The so-called perceived enemies of the West — i.e. North Korea, Iran,
Sudan, Syria, Cuba and Libya — reportedly accounted for less than 1% of the global military spend in 2011.
Even if we factor in China's defence spending and Russia's spending, the total defence spending of all these
states (‘potentially hostile’ to the US and NATO) came to just about 13% of the global total.™

WARS AND MILITARY SPENDING

It is often said that wars and associated military spending are good for economy. Contrary to this belief, the
Institute for Economics and Peace, after examining the USA's five major wars over the past 70 years
including World War Il and Iraq War, found that:*’ Higher levels of government spending on wars and the

8 51pRI, 2013

v Economic Consequences of War on the US Economy, Institute for Economics and Peace, February 2012
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military might generate some positive economic benefits in the short term, particularly higher GDP growth,
but would harm the US economy in the longer term through increased levels of public debt and taxation,
decreased investment as a percentage of GDP, and increased inflation as a direct result of conflict.
Additionally, excessive military spending can crowd out more productive non-military government spending
in areas such as education, R&D, or infrastructure that are integral to long-term economic growth.

THE WAR ON TERROR

Professor Linda Bilmes and Nobel-laureate economist Joseph Stiglitz, co-authors of The Three Trillion Dollar
War, recently revised their estimation of the total cost of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan from $3 trillion to
astronomical $6 trillion — money that they (and many others) argue would have been much better spent on
health and education, with the added benefit of not adding to the national debt.'® Both wars were almost
entirely financed by debt.

“When | walked into the Oval Office, | had more than a trillion-dollar deficit greeting me. And
we know where it came from: two wars that were paid for on a credit card; two tax cuts that
were not paid for; and a whole bunch of programs that were not paid for; and then a massive
economic crisis.”

US President Barack Obama

The financial costs are high, but the most devastating consequences of the wars are the direct impact on
people: since the start of the ‘war on terror’, hundreds of thousands of people have died and millions of
people internally displaced in Afghanstan, Iraq and Parkistan.'® The General Accounting Office (GAO)
reported that US forces had expended around six billion bullets between 2002 and 2005, that is at least
250,000 bullets for every insurgent killed in the ‘war on terror’.”* The demand was so large that American
ammunition-makers could not keep up with demand, and the Pentagon had to rely at least in part on foreign

commercial producers to meet its needs.

The wars also took its lasting toll on the environment and the population; for example, just in a three-week
period of conflict alone in Iraq during 2003 it was estimated that nearly 2000 tons of depleted uranium (DU)
munitions were used.?? Particularly in Fallujah, radiological and toxic contamination from DU (and other
toxic metals) has caused birth defects at a rate more than 14 times the rate experienced by Hiroshima and
Nagasaki. DNA mutations caused by DU can be passed from parent to child. Furthermore, the remaining
traces of DU in Iraq will remain radioactive for more than 4.5 billion years.?

18 The Financial Legacy of Iraq and Afghanistan: How Wartime Spending Decisions Will Constrain Future National Security Budgets,
Linda J. Bilmes, HKS Faculty Research Working Paper Series, 03/2013

19 The Costs of War project. Also see Appendix 4.1 The Real Costs of War in our full report.
20 Defense Ammunition, United States Government Accountability Office, GAO-05-687, July 2005

2L us forced to import bullets from Israel as troops use 250,000 for every rebel killed, Andrew Buncombe, The Independent,
25/09/2005

22 Gulf troops face tests for cancer, Paul Brown, The Guardian, 25/04/2013

23 Iraq: War's legacy of cancer, Dahr Jamail, Al Jazeera, 15/03/2013.
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MILITARY SPENDING AND... TAX AVOIDANCE, LOBBYING AND PROFITEERING

The big defence contractors are the ultimate beneficiaries of the current situation: in peacetime or wartime,
their shareholders consistently benefit from the business of making arms for governments and/or private
buyers. Huge amounts are spent on lobbying; tax avoidance is commonplace and influence over policy-
making is greatly enabled via the revolving door connecting defence contractors, defence force personnel
and government.

Lockheed Martin, “positioned to profit from every level of the War on Terror, from targeting to intervention,
and from occupation to interrogation",24 saw its monthly average share price rise from $15.32 in January
2000 to $92.91 in January 2013, a sixfold increase. In 2011 alone, Lockheed spent $15 million on lobbying
and received $42 billion worth of US federal contracts. The defence industry also paid much less tax than the
US federal corporate income tax rate of 35%; for example, Lockheed paid an effective tax rate of 2.8% on

$4.2 billion in profit in 2012.

MILITARY SPENDING AND... DEVELOPING-COUNTRY INDEBTEDNESS

Military spending is a major element of some developing countries’ indebtedness. The business of rich
nations selling military equipment and arms to countries in the global south continues apace. The Jubilee
Debt Campaign reported in 2012:

e 75% of Indonesia’s £400 million debt comes from loans for military equipment. This includes exports
of aircraft and tanks later used against the Indonesian people. The Indonesian people currently pay
£50 million a year on this debt.

e 38% of Argentina’s debt comes from loans for military equipment. In the late 1970s, the UK
government lent the brutal Argentinian dictatorship money to buy two warships, helicopters and
missiles, which were later used to invade the Falkland Islands.

e 56% of Ecuador’s debt comes from loans for military equipment.

e 23% of Egypt’s debt comes from loans for military equipment — including military equipment to
dictators Sadat and Mubarak in the 1970s and 1980s.

MILITARY SPENDING AND... CLIMATE CHANGE: THE US DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

During the Kyoto Accords (the negotiations to create binding CO, emissions targets in December 1997), the
US demanded, as a pre-requisite of signing, that any and all of its military operations worldwide (including
operations in partnership with the UN and NATO) be exempt from measurement or reduction. After
attaining this concession, the Bush administration then refused to sign the accords, and the US Congress
passed an explicit provision guaranteeing the US military exemption from any energy reduction or
measurement. This has meant, for example, that emissions associated with the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq
are unreported as they are ‘incurred’ outside the USA and are therefore not captured in the national
greenhouse gas inventories that all industrialised nations, including the United States, report to under the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change.

2 commented by Bill Hartung in Meet the new interrogators: Lockheed Martin, P. Chatterjee, CorpWatch, 04/11/2005.
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“The Iraqg war was responsible for at least 141 million metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalent (MMTCOZ2e) from March 2003 through December 2007. .. That war emits more
than 60 percent that of all countries. . . This information is not readily available . . . because
military emissions abroad are exempt from national reporting requirements under US law
and the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change.”

Steve Kretzmann, director of Oil Change International

Meanwhile, the United States Department of Defense is one of the largest single consumers of energy in the
world, responsible for 93% of all US government fuel consumption in 2007. Some efforts are being made to
curb this. President Obama told the American people in his June 2013 Speech on Climate Change that ‘the
Department of Defense - the biggest energy consumer in America - will install 3 gigawatts of renewable
power on its bases, generating about the same amount of electricity each year as you'd get from burning 3
million tons of coal’.

According to the 2005 CIA World Factbook, if it were a country, the Department of Defence would rank 34th
in the world in average daily oil use, coming in just behind Iraq and just ahead of Sweden. As part of this, the
B-52 Stratocruiser, with eight jet engines, guzzles 500 gallons per minute — 10 minutes of flight uses as much
fuel as the average driver does in one year of driving.

MILITARY SPENDING AND... THE WAR ON DRUGS

The ‘war on drugs’ incurs massive military costs for the USA (and by extension for its ‘allies’ in this ‘war’).
Billions of dollars are wasted globally on ineffective law enforcement, undermining international
development and security, resulting from an enforcement-led approach that puts organised crime in control
of the trade.”

The ‘war on drugs’ is deeply entwined with the ‘war on terror’; while the US/NATO occupation of
Afghanistan has cost the coalition hundreds of billions of dollars, Afghanistan has quickly became the world’s
first true ‘narco-state’. Between 2001-2006, Afghanistan’s opium production jumped from 185 tons to 8,200
tons, a remarkable 53% of the country’s GDP, and 93% of global heroin supply. The UK took a lead role in
counter-narcotics, and sent troops to Helmand (the biggest poppy-cultivating province by far). Deployment
in Helmand since 2006 has cost £15 million per day. Despite this, the cultivation of opium in Helmand has
tripled from 25,500 hectares of land in 2005 to 75,000 hectares in 2012. The drug problem is not going away,
but the coalition’s presence continues to cost billions of dollars per year. And according to a US Senate
report (2011), the Latin American war on drugs has ‘largely failed’. From 2005 to 2009, the majority of
counter-narcotics contracts in Latin America went to only five major defense contractors: DynCorp,
Lockheed Martin, Raytheon, ITT, and ARINC, who collectively received contracts worth over $1.8 billion;
many of the contracts were awarded on a no-bid basis. The Department of Defense has spent $6.1 billion
since 2005 to help detect planes and boats heading to the US with drug payloads, as well as on surveillance
and other intelligence operations.

A long overdue and fundamental re-evaluation of the war on drugs — a ‘war’ started under the Nixon
administration — will inevitably have a knock-on effect on the global military spend and will especially impact
on both the defence industry and the private military industry.

25 Count the Costs. http://www.countthecosts.org/
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VI. REDEFINING DEFENCE

“If the Department of Defense can’t figure out a way to defend the United States on half a
trillion dollars a year, then our problems are much bigger than anything that can be cured by
buying a few more ships and planes.”

Former Secretary of Defense, Robert Gates, July 2009

We need a much more ‘sensible’ approach to defence and (sustainable) security. Cuts to excessive global
military spending do not undermine defence and security, nor do they amount to ‘no defence’ — rather they
promote debate about definitions of ‘sensible’ defence; the drivers of insecurity; and how best to address
the whole notion of what defence means in the 21st century.

With global military spending higher than at the peak of the Cold War there is an urgency to:
e challenge traditional notions of what we mean by defence so they are fit for a 21% century reality.

e address the real underlying causes of conflict (foreign policy failures; poverty and inequality;
commercial exploitation and resource wars).

e question the perennial issue used to defend defence spending —i.e. protecting jobs in the defence
industry. Instead, we need to open up the debate about transference of high-tech weapons-related
skillsets to the high-tech (comparable) needs of the green economy.

The language of defence, and of security, is inevitably loaded, depending on who may be defining it or
defending it. Spending billions on ‘defence’ will not deliver security as 9/11 proved. On the other hand,
security means one thing (often socially controversial) to national intelligence services, and quite another to
pastoral farmers in climate-challenged communities. Beyond the world of extremes exemplified by PRISM or
the billions spent on the F35 Strike Fighter there is a genuine and fundamental question that underpins the
debate on military spending — how much is ‘enough’ for any given nation’s true security needs? This is a
much marginalised debate in the mainstream media, which in turn closes down opportunities for wider
society to comprehend ‘alternative’ ways of understanding what ‘defence’ and ‘security’ can mean.

In recent years, we saw China buck a trend where its nuclear missile policy was based on minimal deterrence
(ie a ‘sensible’ policy on missile numbers) and there are many conflicts where the solutions (indeed the root
causes) lie more in the need for economic and environmental justice; and oil as a driver for conflict is now
an everyday understanding — so a move away from the fossil fuel economy would also play a major role in
making the world a less volatile and less militarily armed place.

Below are two approaches which chime with the three key points above.

NON OFFENSIVE DEFENCE

This is perhaps a term that needs more ‘oxygen of publicity’. As Dr Stephen Scholfield explains in his report
‘Oceans of Work: Arms Conversion Revisited’ (BASIC, 2007):

A Non-Offensive Defence policy is one alternative that breaks with this subordinate
relationship [with the USA] and allows the UK to make an effective contribution both to new
international security challenges, and to international disarmament. The focus is on territorial
defence and a contribution to an EU peacekeeping and reconstruction force that can carry out
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UN endorsed humanitarian interventions. Under this policy, major offensive platforms,
including the follow-on Trident ballistic missile system, aircraft carriers and conventional
nuclear submarines would be cancelled and the UK would be a leading proponent of a new
international security architecture based on global disarmament. There would be the potential
for major annual savings of between £3-4 billion on military expenditure by 2012, available for
the ‘national needs’ programme of civil investment.

SUSTAINABLE SECURITY (OXFORD RESEARCH GROUP)

Sustainable security goes beyond analysis of threats to the development of a framework for
new security policies. It takes global justice and equity as the key requirements of any
sustainable response, together with progress towards reform of the global systems of trade,
aid and debt relief; a rapid move away from carbon-based economies; bold, visible and
substantial steps towards nuclear disarmament (and the control of biological and chemical
weapons); and a shift in defence spending to focus on the non-military elements of security.
This takes into account the underlying structural problems in national and international
systems, and the institutional changes that are needed to develop and implement effective
solutions.

VII. THE ROLE OF THE USA

It is unavoidable that this proposal gives great attention to the USA’s military budget — and by extension —
the US military’s reach and influence over the rest of the world’s decision-making on both arms imports and
foreign policy. The USA accounts for almost half of global military spending — almost as much as the rest of
the world combined — and is consistently responsible for more than one third of global arms sales. By
extension, USA military budget trends (increase or decrease, depending on domestic and foreign policy-
making) influence budget trends in the rest of the world — the Iraq invasion is evidence of this.

Contrary to many people’s perception, polling indicates that a majority of Americans support a significant
reduction in their military spending. One representative survey in 2012 found 76% of respondents called for
23% cut on average. Equally, there has been a great deal of thinking done in the USA as to how the world’s
largest spender can make cuts to its military budget — this is echoed by campaigners in the UK and other
parts of the world who have studied how cuts can be made and savings redirected to more productive social
uses. There is ample evidence out there that indicates how and where cuts can be made.

Along with this is ample research to show that governments get much more comparative value for their 'tax
dollars' by spending in non-military sectors than they do with current military spending. Specifically one
study shows that military spending per $S1 billion creates the fewest number of jobs, less than half of what it
could generate if invested in education and public transport.*®

% The U.S. Employment Effects of Military and Domestic Spending Priorities, Robert Pollin and Heidi Garrett-Peltier, University of
Massachusetts, 10/2007
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Better Ways to Create Jobs

Itis indisputable that the Pentagon is a major employer in the US economy. In fact, Pentagen spending as of 2011 was
responsihle for creating nearly 6 million jobs, within the military itself and in all civilian industries connected to it.

Howsever, the crucial question is not how many jobs are areated by military spending. Rather, it is whether spending
that same amount of money would have created more or fewer jobs on alternative public purposes, such as
education, healthcare and the green economy — or having consumers spend that same amount of money in any way
they choose.

HOW MANY JOBS DOES $1 BILLION BUY?
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Source: RobertPollinand Heidi Garrett-Peltier, The Nation

VIIl.  WHEREVER YOU ARE, THE 5% FORMULA CAN WORK FOR YOU

e G8: Our first target is the G8 group. The biggest spenders, they account for a staggering 65% of
global military expenditure and 85% of the global arms trade.”’” We call on them to cut 5% year-on-
year for the first 10 years.

e Middle East: We also believe the campaign will also have a particular (and different) resonance, post
Arab awakening/uprisings, for civil society groups in the Middle East. Military expenditure in the
region has been growing exponentially, greatly influenced by USA foreign and security policy, and its
spending in the region (including its military aid support to Israel). Israel’s peace movement and
Israeli/Palestinian peace initiatives would be key to some of this work.

e Sub-Saharan Africa: Civil society experience of military expenditure in sub-Saharan Africa is —
generally speaking — one of procurer from richer G8 nations, who in turn profit hugely from selling
arms to (often poor) African nations. Small arms also proliferate. In a 2008 report by IANSA, Oxfam,
Saferworld entitled Africa’s Missing Billions, it was estimated that armed conflict cost Africa $18bn
annually.

e Brazil is spending more on arms now that its economy is growing, despite the historic truth that it
does not have a history of border concerns/‘natural enemies’. So why the spending increase? Could
Brazil be encouraged to offer hope for a different approach?

e India: All major arms sales nations see India as an important new market — especially the UK and
USA. In February 2013, representatives of a dozen British or partly British-based companies with
defence interests accompanied David Cameron on his trip to India: Rolls-Royce, Serco, Bae, Eads,
Thales, Atkins, Cobham, Jcb, Strongfield Technologies, Mbda, Ultra Electronics.

CURRENT MILITARY-SPEND RELATED CAMPAIGNS

2" http://www.corporatewatch.org.uk/?lid=1293
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This proposal draws inspiration from many existing — often longstanding - campaigns both here in the UK
and in the USA, and which address a wide variety of related military spending issues. Many are listed and
explained in our main The Five Percent Campaign report. It is our hope that The 5% Formula (the 5%
absolute annual cuts and the 5% threshold rule) can offer a top-line campaign idea in which campaigners
can see value and a way to add more value / draw more attention to their work; we also hope it is one that
offers a fresh , overarching demand around which we can campaign together, where ever in the world we
are.

Integral to this, is the recognition that the business of military expenditure and, by extension, defence
industry sales (at home or overseas), is a truly globalised one which — we feel — demands a globalised, co-
ordinated response, and one that can present the ‘peace’ issue anew to a wider audience (media, public,
policy-makers) in a way that brings together those with many years of experience on this issue and
newcomers to the issue.

Currently 60% of global arms sales go to developing nations from a handful of rich nations.? In the case of
many (often smaller but not necessarily) developing nations, or nations whose defence relies on buying from
G8 nations and their respective defence industries, we would like to suggest a ‘sub-campaign’ — ‘Don’t Buy,
Don’t Sell’ — which would be a ‘solidarity’ campaign between campaigners in the north and south.

IX. CONCLUSION

"Our only hope today lies in our ability to recapture the revolutionary spirit and go into a
sometimes hostile world declaring eternal hostility to poverty, racism, and militarism."
Martin Luther King, Jr.

At the time when Greece was on its knees, Germany and France included military sales as part of the bailout
package conditions. The business of military spending — and in this regard, the line between government and
defence industry activity is a very blurred line indeed — whether domestic or as part of arms deals, is more
about contracts and profits than ‘defence of the realm’.

The Arab Spring, the Indignadoes, Occupy movements and UK and USA Uncut are all part of the global call to
assert a new progressive set of values. Hugely inflated military spending budgets are a major part of the
problems we face today — their contribution must be more prominently factored into the causes of global
inequality and climate change. Global military spending must be challenged, reduced and redirected
because:

o the ‘business’ of the defence industry does not advance or respect notions of ‘sensible defence’
spending when so much profit is to be gained from contracts and/or war. Its close relationship with
governments around the world is central to this and we need the wider public to share the concerns
of civil society groups working on how our taxes are spent with regard to the military. We also need
to challenge the notion that defence spending is de-facto good for jobs and the economy.

e increased inequality around the world where the rich (individuals, businesses, nations) seek to
consolidate their wealth while global poverty is widespread undermines local, national and

8 Arms sales to developing countries, The Economist, 01/09/2012
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international security and well-being. Over 900 million people in the world are hungry; 1.5 billion
people subsist on less than $1.25 per day. Furthermore, over 40% of people in the world live on less
than $2 per day. And this is not just confined to the global south — 40 million Americans are on food
stamps in 2012.

e the connection between oil as a driver for both conflict and increased military spending is clear.
The fossil fuel economy increases instability and likelihood of conflict and therefore increased
military spending.

These three factors (defence industries’ interests; global inequality; and oil) conspire to escalate military
spending and therefore are central to the campaign’s intended outcomes:

e reducing the power and influence of the defence industry over governments and society.

e diverting military spending into a transformative funding stream, delivering social justice and
meaningful investment in conflict prevention and peacekeeping.

e diverting military spending to deliver a sustainable, non-fossil fuel, green economy that addresses
the many dimensions of climate (in)justice.

We believe that this international campaign, and its 5% Formula, allows every nation — relative and
proportionate to its economic growth and GDP — to share in ‘sensible’ defence budgeting, with the long-
term effect also acting as a dampener on arms races. In the past 10 years, the world economy grew by
roughly 2.5% per year on average, but global military expenditure increased on average by around 4%
annually. Military spending is one of the least efficient ways of investing our limited resources to advance
economic growth and prosperity; thus, the significant outpacing of its increase to the economic growth is
harmful to the real economy and consequently society.

To paraphrase James Tobin, there is therefore the need to ‘throw some sand in the wheels’ of our excessive
but highly successful international military-industrial complex. For this purpose, our proposed 5% threshold
rule will serve as a brake mechanism embedded in the budgeting process, deliberately intended to slow
down runaway military expenditure increases around the world. In the meantime, money saved will be
redirected to productive areas to further economic and societal advancement. The 5% threshold rule is our
first step towards a prosperous economy based on sustainable sensible defence and the efficient use of our
precious but finite resources.

If — as we hope — we can extend the initial proposed first 10-year framework, then the global public could
call upon their governments to continue a sustainable downward trend in military expenditure, saving
further monies for constructive reallocation to areas of greater human need. This campaign concept is fair,
proportionate, just — and long, long overdue. It speaks to a multi-polar world where reduced military spend
equates to a safer world, and where the notion of non-offensive defence and sustainable security are a
powerful combination.

Redirecting funds saved from excessive military spending towards more vital areas — domestically and
internationally — we can deliver a much more real and tangible security than we have at present, and in
doing so, see a rebalancing and redistribution of resources.

Excessive global military spending is a structural issue and the defence industry sector is at the heart of it.
Like odious debt, corporate tax evasion, the fossil fuel industry and unfair trade rules, it too works against
the interests of the populations of the global south; is all too often (ab)used as a tool of trade and/or foreign
policy; it also places an excessive financial burdens on citizens at a time when public services are being
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eroded all over the world. For this reason, greater scrutiny placed upon the defence industries sector within
this structural framework can only serve the global common good.

Dwight D Eisenhower was born to pacifist Mennonites who considered war a sin. He was to become a five-
star general who, during the Second World War, served as the Supreme Allied Commander. His pacifist
upbringing may have come to bear, finally, in the farewell address he delivered on leaving office, in 1961,
after years of failing to end the U.S.-Soviet arms race. Fifty years on, his words now speak to a truly
globalised military industrial complex against which - as a global community - we have failed to guard
ourselves.” The Five Percent Campaign has been developed within this global context,

“In the councils of government, we must guard against the acquisition of unwarranted
influence, whether sought or unsought, by the military-industrial complex... Only an alert and
knowledgeable citizenry can compel the proper meshing of the huge industrial and military
machinery of defense with our peaceful methods and goals, so that security and liberty may
prosper together."

Former president of the United States, Dwight D Eisenhower

ABOUT US

Tipping Point North South

www.tippingpoingnorthsouth.org

Tipping Point North South Ltd (TPNS) was formed in 2009 and is constituted as a co-operative ‘for the
benefit of society’. Its two key areas of work are the support of feature length documentary film and social
action campaigning. It can work across both the not-for-profit sector as well as the creative industries. Its
activities include its film fund; partnership events that link film to issues; consultancy and in house
commissions; single issue campaigning.

The Five Percent Campaign has been developed by Tipping Point North South as a stand-alone proposal

Tipping Point North South’s main activity (and which it trades as) is Tipping Point Film Fund (TPFF),
supporting a small number of films in an executive producing role and working closely on their respective
call to action outreach campaigns. This new campaign proposal will be linked to the film ‘We Are Many’,
directed by Amir Amirani and supported by TPFF. The campaign is designed to work in conjunction with the
film on its release as well as a ‘stand-alone’ campaign which will, over time, mature into an international
demand with longevity — and we hope, success.

Tipping Point Film Fund - an activity of TPNS

www.tippingpointfilmfund.com

Tipping Point Film Fund’s roots are deep in the social action campaigning world where, to understand the big
issues affecting all of us, you need to dive deep into the structures that underpin them.

2 The Force, Jill Lepore, The New Yorker, 28/01/2013
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We support provocative and challenging non-fiction cinema films with an international reach, providing
development and production funding, as well as campaigning outreach support to each film we work with.
Our primary sponsor for our first three years (2009-2012) was The co-operative. Since 2009, two films have
been completed and are preparing for release, one is fully developed seeking production funding and
another is in development. We raise funds for projects from individuals, trusts, NGOs.

THE FIVE PERCENT CAMPAIGN TEAM

TPNS has a wealth of combined campaign experience and expertise to draw on - especially development
sector issues (debt, trade, tax, climate). The Five Percent Campaign will draw on considerable knowledge of
international campaigning and (global) coalition work.

Deborah Burton, Campaign Development & Project Manager

Deborah first worked for UNESCO backed African publications before programming international
film and arts festivals. She later became head of development for Patrick Rainsford and actor Gabriel
Byrne’s company, Mirabilis. Her first short screenplay starred Martin Sheen, and she is a former
governor of the London Film School. A change of direction took her into single issue campaigning —
peace movement; public health and environment; children’s human rights. In 2004, joined Christian
Aid on the Trade Justice campaign as Global Campaigner, role to popularise the campaign, later
working on climate and tax campaigns. With her trade campaign colleague Kevin McCullough, she
co-founded TPNS/TPFF in 2009.

Dr. Ho Chih Lin, Deputy Project Manager & Lead Researcher

Ho-Chih holds a PhD from University College London and an MSc from London School of Economics
and Political Science. He first got involved with film via a highly successful crowd-funding campaign
on Kickstarter — which he led on - for We Are Many, a feature documentary and is one of the film’s
Associate Producers. Building on his work with TPFF on film outreach, he has become an integral
part of the growth of the wider work of TPNS — in particular Five Per Cent campaign development
including the 5% formula; creating TPNS website and managing social media development.

Kevin McCullough, TPNS Co-founder and Five Percent Campaign Development Consultant

Kevin currently holds two part-time posts as Co-Head Campaigns at the Fair Trade Foundation & CEO
of Photovoice UK, and has over 20 years of campaigning experience. In 1992 Kevin began working
for international development agency Christian Aid and has been at the forefront of the
organisation’s campaigns on landmines, Jubilee 2000 debt cancellation, supermarkets, trade justice
and climate change.

Martin Drewry, TPNS Founding Board Member and Five Percent Campaign Advisor

Martin has a long background in the voluntary sector. He spent the next decade as head of
campaigns at Christian Aid. Here he played leading roles in Jubilee 2000, Drop the Debt, the Trade
Justice Movement and was one of the coordinators of Make Poverty History. Martin’s academic
grounding came from the Bradford University School of Peace Studies in the mid-1980s, an
experience he valued. He became director of Health Poverty Action in April 2006 — an international
NGO working with some of the poorest and most marginalized communities in Africa, Asia and Latin
America to help them change the factors that deny them their right to health.
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