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The former Secretary-General of the United Na-
tions, Boutros Boutros-Ghali, asserted that ‘devel-
opment cannot proceed easily in societies where
military concerns are at or near the centre of life.
Societies whose economic effort js given in sub-
stantial part to military production inevitably
diminish the prospects of their people for devel-
opment. Preparation for war absorbs inordinate
resources and impedes the development of social
institutions.” Jack Matlock, a former United States
ambassador to Moscow, makes 2 similar point in
relation to the required weapons spending for
new members joining NATO: “It’s extraordinarily
unwise for these countries to shoulder these costs
when they must pay the costs of meeting their so-
cial needs.?

Webster’s Dictionary defines militarism as a ‘pol-
icy of maintaining a strong military organization
In aggressive preparedness for war’® Militarism
thus includes the disposition to maintain national
power by means of strong military forces project-
ing menacing arms potency capable of deterring or
compelling enemy nations. The Secretary-General
and the ambassador argue that militarism repre-

sents a structural choice that accords military pri-
orities and arms spending a higher priority thap
meeting basic human needs. Are these distin-
guished diplomats right? Are there dire economic
consequences to high levels of military spending?
And if 50, what are the humap rights implications
of militarization?

The negative effects of militarism on society
overall are often dramatically shown through anal-
ysis of the policies of repressive governments in
the less developed world from Myanmar (Burma)
to Iraq to Syria. These dictatorial regimes clearly
choose militarism over human rights. In this ar-
ticle, however, I will undertake a tougher task. My
hypothesis is that there is a global tradeoff between
militarism and economic growth which impacts
on the protection of rights. High levels of military
spending in less developed and developed coun-
tries prevent all of these from fulfilling the basic
economic and social rights articulated in the Inter-
national Bill of Human Rights.
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Academic studies from the 1980s to the mid-1990s
confirm the negative relationships between milita-
rismand economic growth. Steve Chan, for example,
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-conicludes that the evidence is clear for advanced
Western economies: military spending does not
.encourage or facilitate sustained economic growth,
“In the long run, ‘these expenditures are more apt
“to'h¥ve a negative than a positive impact on invest-
":sment, inflation, employment, balance of payments,
_“dndustrial productivity, and economic growth. The
- «evidence on the United States...indicates especially
isignificant costs in these regards’ Heavy defense
- sspending ‘seems to have a particularly important
dmpact in dampening capital formation and in-
- wvestment, which in turn reduces economic growth
zinsthe :Jong run! Chan also notes the ‘customary
spreference of officials to finance defense and war
:by:running budget deficits rather than by cutting
~other programs or raising taxes, [with] much of the
- scost-of this spending shifted to future generations’*
These conclusions were confirmed in 2 1995 study
.iby AAlex Mintz and Randolph “Stevenson that was
_sgrounded solidly in neoclassical economic theory.
" Using longitudinal data from 103 countries, they
- «demonstrated that increases in nonmilitary spend-
ngscontribute to growth significantly more than
‘ncreases in military expenditures. Military ex-
‘penditures had either a negative effect or no effect
~on:growth in about 90 per cent of the cases. Mintz
~and Stevenson demonstrated that a shift away from
military spending significantly contributes to eco-
momic growth in the long run....*
- dn.summary, there are at least three different
“waysin which military spending restricts economic
“8rowth in the United States. First, it leads to a de-
“Crease:in investment and thus retards the expansion
-«of:Civilian industry; second, it leads to lower em-
‘ployment and ap inefficient use of labour resourc-
“esi-and third, it takes resources away from civilian
‘Tesearch -and development, impeding nonmilitary
“Hmovation and growth and siphoning off highly
Qualified engineers and labour from the civilian
‘Sector. The result is a diversion of resources away
fﬁ"Om the collective human rights of education,
+health care and subsistence. The implementation
"Qf':ba§iceconomic and social rights depends upon a
“SAItn scarce resources away from militarism and

towards these areas of human need.

Militarization, of course, is a global phenom-
enon. Expensive and sophisticated weapons are
sought and purchased everywhere in the name of
security and self-determination. Worldwide mili-
tary spending of $815 billion in 1992 equalled the
income of nearly half the world’s people. Military
expenditures in developing countries rose three
times as fast as those of the industrialized coun-
tries between 1960 and 1987; from $24 billion
to $145 billion, an increase of 7.5 per cent a year,
compared with 2.8 per cent for the industrialized
countries. In 1990-91 the ratio of military to social
spending (calculated as military expenditures as a
bercentage of the combined education and health
expenditures) was an astounding 373 per cent in
Syria, 222 per cent in Myanmar and 190 per cent in
Ethiopia. Some of the poorest countries are among
those which spend more on their military than on
education and health: Angola, Mozambique, Paki-
stan, Somalia and Yemen, as well as Ethiopia and
Myanmar.® Did these expenditures provide securi-
ty? Unfortunately not. In developing countries, the
chances of dying from social neglect (from malnu-
trition and preventabie diseases) are 33 times great-
er than the chances of dying in a war from external
aggression.” Yet U.S. arms and military aid con-
tinue to flow to countries that face no significant
external enemy. As a consequence, the function of
the military in these countries often becomes inter-
nal repression (as was heinously demonstrated in
Guatemala throughout the 1980s). The human cost
of military spending in developing nations is enor-
mous. The statistics are numbing. Twelve per cent
of military spending in developing countries could
provide funds for primary heaith care for all, in-
cluding immunization of all children, elimination
of severe malnutrition and reduction of moderate
malnutrition by half, and provision of safe drinking
water for all. Four per cent could reduce adult illit-
eracy by half, provide universal primary education
and educate women to the same leve] as men. Eight
per cent could provide basic family planning to all
and stabilize world population by 2015.¢



204 Militarism, the Military, and Deterrence in the Quest for Peace

The Enduring Tension between
Militarism and Human Rights

Militarism describes one type of society and world
vision; international human rights describe a very
different world. The two visions are incompatible.
To implement a human rights agenda means sacri-
ficing the fixation with military growth and mili-
tary spending.

Human rights claims evolve over time. There is
a strong link between the growth of new human
rights and social development. As modern global
society has matured, accompanied by deep ecologi-
cal interdependence, new threats to the individual
and the group have surfaced. To combat these
threats, governments and nongovernmental orga-
nizations (NGOs) have raised issues of environ-
mental balance, economic growth, social equality,
refugee relocation, drug interdiction and disease
eradication. Global cooperation between state and
nonstate actors is seen as critical to addressing this
perplexing new agenda of world politics. Accord-
ingly, the list of human rights claims keeps growing.
Complex social relations give rise to these demands
as new claims are made to alleviate suffering. What
appears fundamental in one historical era may not
be in another. Human rights claims today have no
relation to a primitive state of nature where peo-
ple’s lives were dominated by.a few essential needs.
As Norberto Bobbio points out, there are no cur-
rent charters of rights which do not recognize the
right to education, which broadens as society de-
velops to include secondary and university as well
as primary education. Yet none of the better-known
descriptions of the state of nature mentions such a
right....*

It is now commonly accepted that it is not pos-
sible to achieve significant progress on human
rights without subsistence needs (food, sanitation,
education, etc.) being met. It is also impossible to
achieve human rights progress and development in
societies controlled by repressive and corrupt re-
gimes. The government can be the main obstacle to
achieving either economic or political rights. Most

United Nations scholars and human rights activ-
ists promote an interdependence between the tw,
sets of rights (civil/political and economic/social/
cultural), and criticize those who make too Sharp
a distinction between them. Economic and sociaj
rights are complementary to libertarian principles
found within civil and political rights. They are
both symbiotic and mutually dependent. Civil anq
political rights can be enacted only if everyone hag
a minimum of economic security.

This human rights agenda can also only be im.
plemented within a framework of peace. Militarismy
has neither created a world of peace and stability,
nor protected the human right to physical security.
Overemphasis on military superiority undermines
the ability to build regimes of trust and harmony,
The arsenals of the war system are symptoms: of
deep conflict. Arms control and disarmament and
the demobilization of armed forces are prereq-
uisites to providing the institutional framework
within which nations may pursue implementation

of the corpus of international human rights law.

International security and stability are depen-
dent on domestic security and stability. The roots
of conflict within domestic societies are' often
the result of economic, social and environmental
pressures which cause poverty and unemploy-
ment and pit one community, class, sex or ethnic
group against another. Human rights as the core:
of domestic and foreign public policy can provide.
a route for the achievernent of peace and stability.
Preoccupations with ‘balance of power’ and mili-
tary prowess can only continue to produce a world
of insecurity and war. Polici€s based on outmoded
notions of realpolitik exacerbate insecurities. The
irony is that human rights policies provide the
clearest road to achieve the ‘realist’ objectives of
security and stability. Long-term interests in inter-
national stability should compel governments to
explore human security and positive peace.

It is commonly accepted that totalitarianism
and human rights are incompatible. The negative
impact of militarism on basic human rights must
also be understood. A militarized society exists in
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_contradiction to basic human rights and negates
the opportunities for human freedom.

inhibiting Militarism

‘The .collective human right to self-determination
-and the individual human right to personal securi-
ty.are fundamental needs of every human commu-
-nity. For this reason, proposals for immediate and
cunilateral disarmament consistently fail. As long as
-societies and individuals feel threatened, the need
<will ‘be-felt to possess armaments to keep aggres-
ssors:at bay. But could security be achieved without
smilitarism?

Three clear areas in which a beginning could
<bemade in inhibiting militarism while protecting
personal security rights are curbing arms sales; ini-
“tiating steps towards common security and basic
“deterrence; and launching institutions of war pre-
“vention and preventive diplomacy.

‘Limiting Arms Sales

Global .military spending since the Second World
“War stotals at least $30-$35 trillion. Enormous
/Aresources are needed every year just to maintain
superfluous military equipment. Converting mili-
tary industries is the first step to the release of re-
wsources needed to implement international human
Tights....

‘From Thucydides to present-day political scien-
tists, it has been noted that the influx of new weap-
“Ons-nto .a region sets off arms races and rekindles
‘traditional rivalries. Nations either acquire arms or
form alliances with distant states to balance out the
‘Perceived military power of their neighbours. The
“Clinton administration, however, in an Orwellian
Twist, asserts the opposite: its spokesperson claims
“that lifting the ban will stabilize the region and
{Promote democracy. Selling F-16s and other high-
-Powered weaponry to Latin America will have, in
I.raf'f, the opposite effect.

For the United States, a programme of positive
‘Peace would be based on converting a military
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based economic system to a civilian based system.
The conversion process can begin with a restric-
tion on arms exports. No longer can such weapons
sales be justified as a means of preserving jobs and
stemming economic decline. According to the an-
nual arms survey of the Congressional Research
Service, the U.S. share of the international weapons
trade grew by nearly 23 per cent in 1996, to $11.3
billion in orders, representing 35.5 per cent of the
global market.” Conversion must begin by trans-
forming these military industries to civilian enter-
prises. Clearly, cooperative security, positive peace
and Third World development are not enhanced by
the sale of high-tech weapons systems. The defence
technologies developed during the Cold War can
be redirected towards productive civilian ends.” A
compulsory registration of arms sales and transfers
should be established under U.N. auspices. World
conflicts and the fires of war are fanned by these
sales. The NGO community can play a key role in
publicizing illegal and surreptitious sales of arms.

Institutions for Peace

To implement this ambitious agenda, it will be nec-

essary to develop new institutions specifically com-

mitted to demilitarization and human rights. Since
the end of the Cold War, a plethora of proposals for
the restructuring of the U.N. has been produced.®

The following ideas could be useful first steps in

the construction of global institutions dedicated

to overcoming militarism and establishing a frame-
work of common security.

1. The creation of a new International Verification
Agency. This could help create confidence that
disarmament enhances rather than undermines
security. Reagan’s quip to Gorbachev, ‘trust but
verify) holds true internationally. Effective in-
spections and monitoring arrangements are es-
sential to verify compliance with disarmament
agreements. This new agency could be charged
with inspection responsibilities for nuclear,
chemical and conventional disarmament. The
Chemical Weapons Convention established the
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Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical
Weapons to verify global adherence to the trea-
ty. The new International Verification Agency
could draw on this experience and expand
the verification function to cover other arma-
ments."”

2. The creation of a Global Demilitarization Fund
as proposed by Nobel Peace Prize winner Oscar
Arias. Arias calls on the nations of the world,
both rich and poor, to ‘commit themselves to at
least a 3 percent a year reduction in their mili-
tary spending levels over the next five years’
The rich would be asked to earmark only one
fifth of these savings towards the demilitariza-
tion fund, and the developing countries would
contribute perhaps one tenth. The money
raised could address other human security
needs, such as those arising from famines, nat-
ural disasters and resource depletion.*

3. The establishment of a ‘crisis management cen-
tre’ at the U.N. to enable proactive mediation
and dispute resolution measures to be taken
effectively. The centre would undertake an
International monitoring function to ensure
compliance with demilitarization and human
rights norms. The U.N. will need an indepen-
dent capacity to verify information and gather
data on its own. Such monitoring could help
end illegal shipments of arms and technology
across borders and deter illegal tests of missiles
or warheads.’
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