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The increasing influence of defence lobbyists over Canadian politics has lead to the
appropriation of billions for programs with no conceivable peacekeeping purpose while
establishing a dangerous precedent for their implementation.
Major defence contractors, Lockheed Martin, General Dynamics, Raytheon and others have
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forged very strong ties to the Harper government. Through a web of lobbyists, former officials,
generals and government insiders, critics say it is the interests of defence contractors, not the
public that drives the purchase of military equipment.
As a result, billions are spent on high tech military equipment that is great business for the
contractors, but out of step with Canada’s defence needs. Of course, once this equipment has
been purchased, there are no refunds. Because of this, Canada’s foreign policy has been
reshaped by the Harper government to suit equipment capabilities, determined, largely by
defence lobbyists.
Steven Staples, director of Public Response says “the lobby has been very successfulLockheed Martin in particular- in pushing the use, uncompetitive procurement, special deals
and massive wishlists of whatever pet-project the generals had in order to get money flowing…
Between the interests of the defence lobby and it’s ability to sell the arm industry in terms of
industrial development to regional lobbying… All of these factors have kept defence spending
about what it should be [and] we are still purchasing equipment that we don’t need.”
Last year, the CBC reported that Canada spent $ 20.1 Billion on defence with a commitment
for an additional $11.8 billion over the next decade, should the Tories get re elected. Though
$20 billion is roughly average for the Harper government, it is quite high as compared to $13
billion in the final year of the Martin government.
Ceasefire, a project of the Rideau Institute says the ballooning defence spending began in
2008 with the Canada First Defence Strategy. It says this “introduced a massive shopping list
of military equipment including entire fleets of warships, fighter jets, helicopters, tanks, and
even drones.[Costing] half trillion dollars over the next twenty years [this lead to an]
unprecedented arms buildup [which] has increased the influence of the defence industry in
Canada dramatically. Lobbying, publicity, conferences, and advertising are all used to secure
contracts and push programs forward.”
One of the most controversial purchases in the Defence Strategy was Lockheed’s F-35 fighter
jet as a replacement for the CF-18s. Critics said the plane was too pricey, ineffective and not
suited to Canada’s foreign policy goals. The CBC reports that “it’s the most expensive weapon
ever built in human history. [with] an estimated cost of a trillion dollars [that is, according to
a leaked report,] terrible at air-to-air combat.” This was made worse by an Auditor General’s
report which said that the “Department of National Defence didn’t exercise due diligence in
choosing the F-35 fighter jet to replace the CF-18.” Despite this record, the Harper
government, particularly the defence minister, Peter Mackay stood by the purchase, which
Ceasefire says was him doing favours for the arms lobby. But, despite Mackay’s best efforts,the
blowback was so severe that Harper put the F-35 on hold until after October’s election.
https://canadiandimension.com/articles/view/inside-canadas-defence-lobby
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Staples says “The defence lobby has a massive footprint in Canada and it is all around us. You
can’t walk around in Ottawa these without tripping over some arms dealer on spark street.”
Ken Epps, policy advisor for Project Ploughshare says “the corporations involved wouldn’t be
spending this kind of money if it wasn’t affecting the decisions.This influence peddling has
been a part of Ottawa for a long time and it’s clear that attempts to curb this influence
peddling and conflicts of interest are limited and it certainly hasn’t stopped this kind of
activity continuing.”
Ceasefire says the top defence companies include Lockheed Martin, Boeing, BAE systems,
General Dynamics, Raytheon, Northrop Grumman, EADS L-3 and others. These companies
determine spending by hiring their own lobbyists, either in-house or from firms, and by
working with larger associations which represent multiple companies on overlapping issues.
Lockheed Martin, for example, has about 30 registered lobbyists according to the Lobbyist
Registry. It lobbies the Department of National Defence, Foreign Affairs,the Treasury
Board,the Prime Ministers Office,the House of Commons and others. Their meetings mostly
concern defence and government procurement, with the company hoping to receive
government contracts. Many have either met or have arranged to meet government officials.
Since Harper took office, Lockheed has registered about 240 lobbyists, with 36
communication reports.
In-house defence lobbying received some attention last year when Raytheon lobbied a senator
shortly before the senate released a report, arguing that Canada should, in effect, give more
money to companies like Raytheon. The report urged Canada to join the US’ warhead
interception missile defence network, which Raytheon would likely benefit from. The Globe
says this “raises questions about the credibility of this recommendation.”
Michael Brys, professor at the University of British Columbia told the Globe that “Raytheon’s
lobbying undermines the Senate report because the company is a potential beneficiary should
Canada join the U.S. anti-ballistic missile program.”
Ceasefire says companies also hire from “firms [which] help their corporate clients to win
military and other government contracts. While companies often have their own in-house
lobbyists, these firms provide additional consultant lobbying services.” These include CFN
consultants, the Capital Hill group, Hill+Knowlton and Summa Strategies.
Hill+Knowlton is notable for hiring Gordon O’connor, Harper’s first minister of National
https://canadiandimension.com/articles/view/inside-canadas-defence-lobby
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Defence as a lobbyist. The lobbyist registry says he represented BAE systems, Raytheon and
General Dynamics. The Toronto Star reports that “Records show that O’Connor lobbied
Industry Canada, Department of National Defence and Public Works and Government
Services in the late 1990s [this] renewed the concerns of critics who say that O’Connor,
because of his past work, should never have been appointed defence minister.” O’Connor
became a lobbyist for the defence industry after he retired as a brigadier-general, which was
certainly beneficial in his lobbying activity while also in keeping with the pro-war Tory
image .O’Connor was replaced by Peter Mackay in 2007 who stayed minister until 2013.

A wooden mock-up of the F-35 in Canadian Forces markings, 2010 • Photo by Ahunt

Epps says “representatives of the industry have had offices in Ottawa for a long time. The
bigger companies will employ Department of National Defense officials or even senior military
staff who are retired as representatives of the company. There are many cases of government
officials who, very early after retiring: become lobbyists or advocates of certain types of
equipment or representatives particular companies.They come from government and know
https://canadiandimension.com/articles/view/inside-canadas-defence-lobby
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the ins and outs of how government decisions are made, who in government to contact and
what arguments might be useful to advocate for certain types of equipment.”
Ceasefire also earmarks CFN consultants as an especially successful firm. Ceasefire says “CFN
Consultants has been at the centre of many multi-billion-dollar arms deals, including the
controversial F-35 stealth fighter built by Lockheed Martin, one of its clients. More than any
other firm of its kind, CFN Consultants symbolizes the trend of senior military officers
‘retiring’ and then lobbying for the arms industry.”
CFN consultants received some attention during the 2011 federal election, when Raymond
Sturgeon, who was running as a conservative MP was revealed to be a former lobbyist for CFN.
The Globe and Mail reports that “As senior partner at CFN Consultants, an Ottawa firm
specializing in defence issues, Raymond Sturgeon lobbied the government on behalf of
Lockheed Martin Aeronautics, the U.S. manufacturer of the F-35 Lightning II, the jet whose
multi-billion sole-sourced price tag has been heavily criticized [as well as] BAE Systems, Israel
Aerospace Industries and General Dynamics” One month before running as a federal Tory
candidate Sturgeon stopped lobbying for Lockheed.
Another firm mentioned by Ceasefire is Summa Strategies, which represents Boeing as a
crucial firm for the defence lobby. Summa is particularly notable for their vice president, Tim
Powers whom The Politic says is “a trusted advisor and confidante for the Prime Minister’s
Office (PMO), and is the Conservative Party‘s top draft pick for television punditry.” Ceasefire
says Boeing hired Summa to gain support for Long-range transport aircraft, Harpoon missiles,
transport helicopters and military satellite systems.
Staples says “It’s common for lobby firms to have senior staff members with trusted
relationships with the government or the departments they are lobbying. In the case of
defence contractors, they will want a firm who can provide insider information about and
exert influence over the government, opposition parties or departments responsible for
military procurement including National Defence, Industry, and Public Works. These firms
will frequently employ former government members or staff, such a cabinet ministers or
people who have worked in the Prime Minister’s Office. Retired military officers are also
valuable, such as in the case of CFN Consultants which is almost entirely comprised of former
senior military brass.”
In addition to in-house and firm lobbyists: companies utilize the influence of much larger
lobbying associations. These represent multiple corporate clients where interests overlap.
These associations include the Canadian Association of Defence and Security Industries,
Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters Canadian, the Council of Chief Executives, Canadian
Chamber of Commerce and the Conference of Defence Association.
https://canadiandimension.com/articles/view/inside-canadas-defence-lobby
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Ceasefire says defence companies use “these associations [which] are funded by defence
companies, the military, or both, [to] advocate for greater military spending, research and
development subsidies, and business-friendly programs and regulations.”
A notable association that companies use is the Council of Chief Executives. The Council of
Canadians says it “has a bully pulpit with which to create an acquiescent Canadian electorate
on issues of importance to big business… to conflate corporate interests (tax cuts, smaller
government, monetarist fiscal policy) with the public interest… [Allowing it to] work on
government policy without the inconvenience of having to get elected.” The CCCE is also
notable for its president, John Manley, who served as the deputy Prime Minister from 2002 to
2003 under Chretien,as well as minister of Foreign Affairs, Finance and industry. After 9/11,
he was made chair of the cabinet committee on public security and anti-terrorism, working
closely with the US.
Another lobby mentioned is the Chamber of Commerce. The top of their website says the
chamber of commerce is “the voice of Canadian business,” with “the power to shape
policy.”The Chamber says it is “the largest business association in Canada, and the country’s
most influential [acting as a] primary and vital connection between business and the federal
government.”
The Canadian Association of Defence and Security Industries operates similarly to the CCCE
and the chamber of commerce. CADSI identifies itself as the “voice of more than 1,000
member companies operating in the defence and securities industrial sector.” The group’s
president, Christyn Cianfarani served as a director for CAE and in 2014 was appointed by
Harper to the board of directors of the Defence Analysis Institute.
One could imagine these associations give the arms lobby a kind of business credibility,
allowing them to push programs forward as ‘job creators.’
Staples says “we predicted that- back when Canada was signing onto all of these trade deals
that introduced exceptions for the arms industry, we said ‘the government’s hands are going
to be tied in terms of industrial support and job creation policies by these deals that the arms
industry is going to be the only thing left,’ and I think that’s sadly been proven correct. The
arms industry is particularly successful that arguing ‘oh we need all of these investments in
defence for jobs.”
With these three categories of lobbyists: in-house, firm and associations, defence companies
convert industry-friendly politicians to their cause. These politicians then advocate for the
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contractors to their colleagues.
Staples says “it is completely integrated. The government and the arms industry. For instancefor years the role of the minister of defence has been to promote the view of the democratically
elected government onto the military. That’s shifted. Now the minister of defence, particularly
after Peter Mackay- where the defence minister, becomes a shill for the industry inside
cabinet. It’s caused some controversy for Harper in some respects with this F-35 deal that
Mackay strongly championed internally. But, you can see that there’s very little control over
the arms industry now that they’ve really integrated themselves in the government.”
The Ottawa Citizen reports that “MacKay’s name became forever linked to the F-35 jet
controversy when he became the driving force at the Cabinet table behind the purchase of the
stealth fighter. Even as U.S. military officials and lawmakers warned the cost of the problemplagued jet was spiralling, MacKay was adamant the project was proceeding smoothly.”
Epps gave spoke against the F-35 purchase in front of the house of commons. As one of the
few dissenting parties, he saw first-hand how effective the arms lobby has been in influencing
public officials. noting that the views of government and industry were almost identical.
Epps says during the “hearings on the F-35 to the defence committee, the morning sessions
were devoted entirely to government and cabinet officials, followed by industry leaders,
followed by senior officials in the military all sounding the praises of the F-35 saying they were
the most remarkable thing for military procurement in a generation.It wasn’t until long after
the media had gone that some of the critics, including Project Ploughshare got to speak. The
interesting part of the morning sessions was that we had a clear lineup of government and
industry all of the same mind in terms of promoting the F-35 as a great thing for National
Defense.They all sounded like they’d been written by the industry and were doing their best to
justify their position.”
Epps says “Lockheed Martin did a very good job of convincing National Defense officials that
the F-35 is the right aircraft to purchase and National defense used those arguments to
convince the cabinet.”
By utilizing the influence of government insiders and industry-friendly policy makers, the
lobby can push programs forward and arrange contracts for multi-billion dollar purchases.
Once industry has convinced government to buy their equipment, defence policy is often
changed to reflect those purchases. This establishes a precedent which further engrains the
power of the defence industry over Canadian politics.
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Staples says “what you see in terms of deployment of the armed forces is driven by
procurement. One of the criticisms of the purchase of the F-35, for example was that we so
rarely deployed the F18s. Then what happens? Well, then comes Libya and then we’re at the
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The Libyan intervention and the defence lobby are also linked by a key actor in the mission, as
former lieutenant-general, Charles Bouchard who oversaw the bombing campaign took a high
level job at Lockheed Martin in 2013. After hiring Bouchard, Lockheed delivered a statement,
touting the F-35 and their plans to work with Bouchard to secure the purchase, saying “We
look forward to delivering a fifth-generation fighter, expanding our business in cyberspace
and security, and continuing our role as combat systems provider.”
Staples wrote in an op-ed on rabble that “Conflicts have been used to justify military projects
in the past. The Libya conflict was used by the government to justify their disastrous deal for
the underperforming F-35 stealth fighter. The air force tried to use the Libya conflict to fasttrack their plan to buy attack drones… Would another conflict like Mali, or the next crisis,
provide the political momentum to the defence lobby to advance the military’s floundering
weapons projects, and avoid the budget cuts that other departments are experiencing?”
The influence of the arms lobby over our political system seems unlikely to change. During
Kenney’s appearance on Power and Politics he celebrate the Harper government’s ballooning
defence budget, noting that it was higher than most NATO states, saying “The secretary
general of NATO told me Canada has been punching above its weight.” Despite this, Kenney
still says “We don’t have all the equipment we would like immediately. It does take time to do
multi-billion dollar acquisitions.
Mitchell Thompson is a freelance writer and second year journalism student at
Ryerson University as well as a contributor at Disinformation.
Published since 1963, Canadian Dimension is
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THE POLITICAL INFLUENCE OF
ARMS COMPANIES
Introduction
The political influence of military companies is often
anecdotally cited as a significant, even dominant, factor in
arms deals. However, there appears to be no study that has
fully surveyed the range of arms company influence within
the UK political process. This may be because interest in the
issue has traditionally been focused on high profile
individual cases, such as those involving Jonathan Aitken
and allegedly Mark Thatcher. As well as providing obvious
‘scoops’, these are much easier to grasp (though not
necessarily to uncover) than a broader consideration of more
subtle influence. We now need to assess these influences and
evaluate their cumulative impact.
This report is a first step towards understanding the breadth
of the links between military companies and the UK
government. It primarily provides information rather than
analysis and focuses on three areas:
Ministerial Support for Arms Deals
The Revolving Door
Advisory Bodies
In order to make the initial report manageable, it focuses
on one company: BAE Systems (formerly British
Aerospace). BAE Systems’ dominance of UK arms
production and export makes it an uncontroversial selection.
An extended report is currently being worked on. In
addition to developing the issues in this report, it will bring
in other companies and further issues including:
company donations and sponsorship
the use of lobbying companies
lobbying via constituency MPs
lobbying via unions
the role of Private Finance Initiatives
the extent to which companies feed into military
strategy/scenario setting and then produce the weaponry
to fit the identified need.
Knowledge of other studies or leads we could follow
would be greatly appreciated.

Ministerial support for
arms deals
The UK government provides a wide range of dedicated
services in support of arms deals. They range from assistance
to arms companies attending arms exhibitions, through
financial support for individual deals, to a significant
portion of Defence Attache and embassy time spent
promoting UK arms exports. However, these benefits,

though expensive and far beyond the help that most UK
manufacturing sectors could expect, are clearly not enough
from the point of view of the UK government. Ministers, as
well as officials and royalty, travel the world to push arms
exports in personal meetings with foreign leaders.
When Defence Minister Dr Moonie was asked in the
House of Commons in Dec 2002 ‘What work is he doing
to ensure that BAE benefits from further export orders for
the Hawk aircraft?’ Dr Moonie was able to ‘assure the right
hon. Gentleman that, we are working hard, as we have done
continuously, to try to help the company to secure orders
for Hawk abroad.’1 There is little doubt he was telling the
truth. Ministers are kept very aware of BAE Systems’ needs.
In November last year a list of meetings between BAE
Systems and the Secretary of State for Trade and Industry
and her ministers was published and indicated a high level
meeting, on average, every 6 weeks.2 And this is just for
DTI ministers. As we will see below, the relationship appears
to be even closer for the Ministry of Defence, the Foreign
and Commonwealth Office and both the Deputy Prime
Minister and the Prime Minister himself.
Hawks to India
The attempted sale of BAE Systems Hawk aircraft to India
has been rumbling on since the late 1980s. However recent
attempts to seal the deal have received widespread public
attention, not least because of the obvious hypocrisy of the
UK government trying to sell weapons whilst publicly
calling for peace between India and Pakistan. A succession
of ministers, including the Prime Minister, have pushed the
deal, some making dedicated trips to India for the purpose.
Table 1 provides a list of ministerial visits to India. The
level of knowledge regarding individual visits varies greatly
and there is often little official information available about
the content of these meetings. Other visits from Ministers of
relevant departments have occurred but only occasions
where the Hawk deal is reported to have been promoted are
included.
Visits by Indian ministers to the UK are also seen as
opportunities for lobbying. For example, Tony Blair raised
the Hawk sale during a visit by Indian Prime Minister Atal
Behari Vajpayee in October 20013; Defence Secretary Geoff
Hoon similarly raised the deal with his Indian counterpart
George Fernandes during a luncheon he hosted in Mr
Fernandes’ honour in January 2002.4
The high-level support for the Indian Hawks is not a
one-off example, it just happens to be the one for which
most information is available. A resume of arms export
support exists for a number of ministers, but it is probably
most instructive to consider the record of Tony Blair – or at
least what has come to light despite the careful management
of Number 10’s PR machine.

Table 1. Ministerial visits to India and reports of Hawk promotion
Ministerial visits 5

Reported promotion of BAE Systems’ Hawk Jet
“Lord Bach, Minister for Defence Procurement, led the official UK delegation. BAE Systems sent a Hawk
training aircraft to the exhibition to be involved in flying displays.”6

Lord Bach
4–6
Minister for Defence February
Procurement
2003

"AERO India 2003, rated as one of the biggest such events in Asia, saw intense lobbying for the multi-billion
dollar, much-delayed advanced jet trainer (AJT) purchase programe of the Indian Air Force... The British pitch
for Hawk ZJ 100 (a deal often touted as closed but for last-minute denials) will be spearheaded by British
defence minister Lord Bach of Lutterworth."7

Jack Straw
Foreign Secretary

19 July
2002

Jack Straw "...is flying to India on July 18 and on 20 to Pakistan to pave way for the resumption of direct talks
between the two countries. Besides working for peace in South Asia, Jack Straw would also discuss the sale
of Hawk fighter jets to India despite some opposition at home... An official of the Foreign Office confirmed that
the proposed defence deal could come under discussion with the Indians, though it is not a priority.”8

Geoff Hoon
Defence Secretary

3 July
2002

"Mr Hoon is said to have also discussed the matter of India purchasing the Hawk Advanced Jet Trainers from
Britain. However, there were no details available as to what was the final decision."9

Jack Straw
Foreign Secretary

"Britain today [29 May] made it clear to India that there was no move to bar the deal for sale of 66 Hawk-100
28/29
Advanced Jet Trainers or to impose any arms embargo on New Delhi... The UK's decision in this regard was
May 2002 conveyed to India by the visiting British Foreign Secretary Jack Straw during his 45-minute meeting with
Defence Minister George Fernandes."10

John Prescott
Deputy Prime
Minister

4–12
March
2002

"John Prescott, the deputy prime minister, is scheduled to visit India next month for a conference on
sustainable development but he is also expected to raise the Hawk deal, which he championed during a visit
to New Delhi last year."11

Jack Straw
Foreign Secretary

27 Feb
2002

"Britain's foreign secretary will use a visit to Delhi next week to press India to seal a £1bn ($1.4bn) deal to buy
66 Hawk military jets from a UK company amid signs that the deal has stalled over price. British officials in
Delhi told the Financial Times that Jack Straw would be the latest senior minister to push the controversial
arms deal to the Indian government."12

4–7 Jan
2002

"In January, as the two countries prepared for war, Tony Blair arrived in the subcontinent on what was called a
'peace mission.' In fact, as the Indian press revealed, he discussed the opposite of peace - a £1billion deal to
sell India 60 Hawk fighter-bombers made by British Aerospace. 'The issue of India acquiring the Hawks,'
reported the periodical Outlook India, 'was raised by Prime Minister Blair with Prime Minister A.B. Vajpayee,
defence minister George Fernandes said today.'"13

Tony Blair
Prime Minister

"The lingering 1 billion dollar deal with British Aerospace for 66 hawk Advanced Jet Trainers (AJTs), which had
got stuck because of price squabbling, is likely to get a fresh lease of life when United Kingdom's Defence
Secretary Geoff Hoon holds talks with Defence Minister George Fernandes here tomorrow. Although Mr Hoon's
coming to India is part of a series of visits by high-ranking western leaders following the attacks in Afghanistan
and the launch of the US-led global alliance against terrorism, the AJT deal and other issues regarding defence
cooperation will also be on the agenda, Defence Ministry officials said today."14

Geoff Hoon
Defence Secretary

13–14
Nov 2001

John Prescott
Deputy Prime
Minister

"UK deputy prime minster John Prescott is believed to have discussed the delayed Hawk sale with foreign and
defence minister Jaswant Singh and National Security Advisor Brajest Mishra during a one-day visit to Delhi
July 2001
earlier this month. Indian defence officials said Prescott travelled to India with the 'specific aim' of 'pushing'
through the Hawk contract."16

"During [Prime Minister] Vajpayee's visit, Blair praised India's role as a leading member of the international force
against terrorism. Both leaders 'agreed to maintain the strongest possible coalition in the fight against
terrorism'. Blair urged Vajpayee to resume dialogue with Pakistan President Pervez Musharraf. Blair evinced
interest in the huge deal involving the purchase of the Hawk Advanced Jet Trainers (AJT) by the Indian Air
Force. British Defence Secretary Geoffrey Hoon was in New Delhi in the third week of November in order to
expedite the deal.”15

"A British aviation delegation, led by UK minister of state for defence procurement Baroness Symons is in the
Baroness Symons
city [Bangalore] for the aero show [Aero India 2001], along with a team from the Society of British Aerospace
Minister for Defence Feb 2001
Companies. Symons expressed confidence that the deal [for 66 Hawks] would be clinched soon. She will also
Procurement
discuss the deal with Fernandes."17

Stephen Byers
Trade & Industry
Secretary

6–11 Jan
2001

"Following his talks with Defence Minister George Fernandes, Mr Byers said: 'We discussed various defence
related matters. I congratulated Mr Fernandes on the successful maiden flight of the Light Combat Aircraft on 4
January. I also expressed my support for the BAE Systems proposal to supply Hawk Advanced Jet Trainers to
the Indian Air Force. From my discussions it is clear that good progress is being made and I expressed the
hope that an agreement would be concluded in the near future. I look forward to increased defence industry
collaboration with India.'"18

Geoff Hoon
Defence Secretary

Dec 2000

"During my recent visit to India, which was both productive and valuable, I was pleased to be able personally
to assure the Indian Government of HMG's support for greater co-operation between UK and Indian defence
companies. This includes BAE Systems' proposal to supply the Hawk advanced jet trainer aircraft to the Indian
Government in conjunction with Indian Industry..."19

2

Tony Blair

Jonathan Aitken (Minister for Defence Procurement,
1992–94) obviously became very confused about his role
vis-à-vis arms companies. He went to prison for perjury
after attempting to conceal his role in sales of weapons from
UK companies to Saudi Arabia.27
Archy Hamilton (Minister of State, Ministry of Defence,
1988–93) has held advisory positions with W.S. Atkins,
Litton Industries and GenCorp Aerojet and was a director
of Leafield Engineering.28
Geoffrey Pattie (Minister of State for Defence Procurement,
1983–84) was Chairman of Marconi Electronic Systems Ltd
(now part of BAE Systems) from 1990 until 1999. He is
presently the Senior Partner at Terrington Management
whose ‘expertise and emphasis is on winning business in the
public sector’,29 with ‘particular expertise in the IT, defence
and telecommunications sectors’.30

Tony Blair has personally lent his support to many other
BAE Systems arms export efforts and appears to have a
special relationship with the company. The Observer has
quoted ‘an industry insider’ as saying that Dick Evans (BAE
Systems’ Chairman) is ‘one of the few businessmen who can
see Blair on request.’20 Mr Blair seems to have been clear
where his priorities lay the moment he assumed office. In
1997 he lobbied South African president-designate Thabo
Mbeki in support of BAE Systems’ bid to supply Hawk
Jets.21 South Africa later ordered 12 Hawks and 9 Gripens
(with further orders for 12 Hawks and 19 Gripens expected
in 2004), despite its obvious lack of enemies and desperate
need for social expenditure.
In 2000 Tony Blair, apparently blind to Zimbabwe’s
domestic crisis and its involvement in the Democratic
Republic of Congo conflict, overruled Robin Cook (then
foreign secretary) to give the go ahead for the highly
controversial dispatch of Hawk spare parts to the
Zimbabwean Air Force.22 In December 2001 diplomats
reported that the sale of Eurofighter to South Korea would
be high on the agenda for a summit between Mr Blair and
the South Korean President.23 At an April 2002 EU meeting
on EU enlargement, he lobbied Czech Prime Minister
regarding the Gripen fighter aircraft,24 having already written
to him the previous November urging the Gripen
purchase.25 Later in 2002 Mr Blair agreed an export licence
for a military air traffic control system by Tanzania, a sale
opposed by the World Bank, Chancellor Gordon Brown and
International Development Secretary Clare Short.26

DESO
The Defence Export Services Organisation is an area of
government which, by definition, has extremely close links
to the arms industry. It sits within the MoD and its
objective is to help the arms industry sell arms to overseas
customers. It co-ordinates the direct government support for
arms exports, providing marketing assistance and advice on
negotiation and financing arrangements, as well as
organising arms exhibitions and promotional tours. Heads
of DESO are seconded from the UK arms industry giving
the companies a direct voice into the heart of government.
Table 2 indicates the companies they come from and where
they go at the end of their secondment.

The Revolving Door

Table 2. Heads of DESO
Heads of
DESO

The Revolving Door is a well-known and oft-cited concept.
Ministers, government officials and members of the armed
forces take up jobs in industry, and industry executives take
up jobs in, or are seconded to government. Previous
personal relationships are maintained, potentially skewing
the awarding of contracts and the application of government
export guidelines.
There is a lengthy catalogue of political names with later
or extra-curricula arms company interests. Though the
catalogue is sourced from various government departments,
this section concentrates on the Ministry of Defence
(MoD). This is in part because its ministers and officials are
in closest contact with the arms industry and are in a prime
position to use those links once they leave office, and in part
to put limits on the study to make it more manageable.

Seconded
from

Period at
DESO

Post-DESO
arms company

Alan Garwood BAE Systems

2002–

Tony Edwards TI Group

1998–2001

?

Charles
Masefield

British
Aerospace

1994–1998

GEC

Alan Thomas

Raytheon
Europe 31

1989–1994 32

Colin
Chandler

British
Aerospace

1985–1989

Vickers

James Blyth

Lucas
Aerospace 33

1981–1985

Plessey

(now Lord Blyth of
Rowington)

Secondments

Making Use of Being an MoD Minister
The MoD is responsible for buying equipment for UK
armed forces and also takes the lead in helping to sell the
equipment abroad. Probably the most blatant examples of
MoD ministers moving into the private arms market are:
Michael Portillo (Secretary of State for Defence, 1995–97)
became a non-executive director of BAE Systems, a
company he pushed contracts for whilst in office, in
September 2002.
Roger Freeman (Minister of State for Defence Procurement,
1994–95) became the Chairman of Thales plc in 1999.

Secondments are a process whereby a person temporarily
moves from their usual employment into another
employment. The Cabinet Office guidelines on the
disclosure of information regarding secondees say that it is
important that the public should be able to check
information about secondees so it can be seen that they will
not “encounter a conflict of interest during the course of
their work”.34 It may be that some secondees do not have a
conflict of interest in their particular work, but it could be
seen as significant that BAE Systems has provided 45% of
the secondees to the MoD since April 2000 (see Table 3).
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Table 3. Individual BAE Systems
secondments to the MoD from
April 2000 35
Role

surface in the first place. The area of ‘defence’ and military
industry is a prime example.
The centre of the arms-related advisory body web appears
to be the National Defence Aerospace and Systems Panel,
with the MoD and DTI providing the main routes into
government. Some bodies seem to relate to the NDASP and
one of either the MoD or DTI, and others, as far as we can
tell, relate only to one of the three bodies.
Advisory bodies relating primarily to the NDASP will be
discussed first, then those relating primarily to the MoD and
finally those to the DTI.
To try to make sense of the web, the main advisory
bodies are mapped out in Chart 1, as far as they are
understood. Known BAE Systems representation on the
bodies is indicated, as is that of BAE Systems interests (i.e.
Airbus (UK), MBDA – of which BAES owns 37.5%, and
AMS – a joint venture of which BAES owns 50% share)
and the Society of British Aerospace Companies (SBAC)
which is closely associated with BAE Systems.

Duration (months)

Acquistion Training

12

Air Logistics Support

12

Air Systems Technology Manager

24

Avionics

8

Business Development

6

Commercial Support

6

Graduate Trainee (acquistion assessment)

6

Head Defence Export Services

36

Logistics Capability Development

24

Ship Systems Project Leader

24

Support Chain Adviser

31

Support Chain Adviser

24

Warship Support

36

National Defence Aerospace and Systems Panel
(NDASP)
In 1994, the Conservative Government set up Foresight.
This was a rolling programme of panels with a remit to take
long-term views on issues the government thought relevant.
The first round of Foresight ran between 1994–1999 and
the second from 1999–2002. In the second round the
military sector was covered by the Defence Aerospace and
Systems Panel and the Defence Task Force. Both these
bodies contained members from BAE Systems.41
The third round of Foresight began in April 2002.
However, at this point military issues were removed from
the Foresight programme and became a programme in their
own right with the creation of the National Defence
Aerospace and Systems Panel (NDASP).42 NDASP’s role is
to ‘lead debate among experts from government, industry,
academia, trade associations and other areas’ and will do so
by using ‘the panel’s network of individuals and
organisations to make the sector stronger and more
responsive to future challenges’.43 It is funded by the MoD
and DTI and reports to the former via the National Defence
Industries Council and the latter via the Aerospace
Committee.44
Within the NDASP panel, direct BAE Systems input is
provided by Professor Terry Knibb, their Chief Scientist. In
addition, the SBAC has representation through David
Marshall, the current Director of the organisation (and the
Chair of the Panel, Ken Maciver, is a former SBAC
president). Terry Knibb is also on the NDASP’s Research &
Technology Task Force, along with Paul Vangasse also of
BAE Systems.45
The NDASP gives direction to the National Advisory
Committees, NACs, and to the Defence & Aerospace
Research Partnerships, DARPS.46 It also plans to continue
developing a ‘National Defence Technology Strategy’ which
is intended to ‘support in particular the key new MoD
initiatives on Defence Technology Centres and Towers of
Excellence’.47

The remainder included legal and commercial advisers from
such as Ernst & Young and PricewaterhouseCoopers and
three lengthy secondments by QinetiQ staff (formerly an
MoD agency).
Secondees also move in the opposite direction, with
senior MoD staff being seconded to arms companies. Of the
six staff seconded to arms companies since April 2000, two
have joined BAE Systems. One became the Manager of
Operational Development for 24 months and the other the
Research & Technology Liaison Officer for 6 months.36
Advice from the Lords
There are also close links between BAE Systems and
influential Lords. In the current Register of Lords’ Interests,
Lord Taylor of Blackburn and Lord Inge are listed as BAE
Systems consultants and Lord Powell of Bayswater is listed
as adviser to the Chairman of BAE Systems.37
However, it is not primarily their presence in the Lords
that is useful to BAE Systems, but the contacts they bring
and the influence they still carry. Lord Inge was Chief of
Defence Staff between 1994-199738 and Lord Powell is
better known as Sir Charles Powell, Margaret Thatcher’s,
and then John Major’s, advisor on Defence and Foreign
Affairs.39 However, perhaps most worrying is that a BAE
Systems consultant, Lord Taylor of Blackburn, appears to be
extremely close to Foreign Secretary Jack Straw –
contributing 25% of his 2001 election expenses.40

Advisory bodies
In addition to personal contacts there are a plethora of ways
that favoured individuals, organisations or companies can
feed into government decisions. Seemingly unaccountable
committees, task forces, councils, groups and panels exist
and interlink to provide the government with the type of
information it wants and the veneer of ‘consultation’. The
complexity of the situation also enables unwelcome
conclusions to be easily discounted, if they manage to

Defence Technology Centres (DTCs)
The MoD launched their Defence Technology Centre
programme in February 2002, intended to further
4

Chart 1. Military-related advisory bodies

Defence Scientific
Advisory Council
Advisory Panel –
Terry Knibb (BAES)

Ministry of
Defence

Department of
Trade & Industry

National Defence Industries
Council (NDIC)
Chair – Richard Evans (BAES)
Alan Garwood (DESO,
seconded from MBDA)
Gordon Page (SBAC)
Ind-9, Govt-11, Other-0

Aerospace Committee
Chris Geoghegan (BAES)
David Marshall (SBAC)
Ind-16, Govt-0, Other-3

NDIC Research & Technology Group
Lambert Dopping Hepenstal (BAES)
Terry Knibb (BAES)
Bill Bardo (AMS)
David Marshall (SBAC)
Mike Steeden (SBAC)
Ind-14, Govt-9, Other-0

Towers of
Excellence

Defence Technology
Centres

NDASP Research &
Technology Task Force
Terry Knibb (BAES)
Paul Vangasse (BAES)
Ian Risk (Airbus)
Ind-6, Govt-3, Other-4

National Defence and
Aerospace Systems Panel
Terry Knibb (BAES)
Iain Gray (Airbus UK)
David Marshall (SBAC)
Ind-10, Govt-4, Other-4

NDASP Defence Task
Force
No information available
on membership

Defence Aerospace
Research Partnerships
12 bodies - see text

Aerospace Innovation &
Growth Team
Chair – Richard Evans (BAES)
Noel Forgeard (Airbus)
David Marshall (SBAC)
Ind-10, Govt-5, Other-5

AeIGT Working Groups
Grp 1. Bob Barton (BAES) &
Iain Gray (Airbus UK)
Ind-6, Govt-2, Other-2
Grp 2. Tom Williams (Airbus UK) &
Martin Evans (MBDA)
Ind-7, Govt-2, Other-2
Grp 3. Alison Wood (BAES)
Ind-5, Govt-5, Other-2
Grp 5. David Batters (BAES),
David Moden (Airbus UK) &
David Marshall (SBAC)
Ind-8, Govt-4, Other-2
See text for remits of Groups

National Advisory Committees
2. Bob Heath (BAES) &
Dan Kells (BAES)
Ind-11, Govt-3, Other-6
3. R.Brockie (BAES) &
R.Fountain (BAES)
Ind-6, Govt-5, Other-4
4. Monica Sen Gupta (BAES)
5. Chair – Peter Beckett (BAES)
& AMS
Ind-8, Govt-3, Other-2
7. Brian Ginty (BAES) &
Gary Murden (SBAC)
Ind-6, Govt-1, Other-6
8. John Pearson (BAES) &
Richard Garnsey (BAES)
Ind-9, Govt-3, Other-5
See text for remits of each of the
nine NACs

Diagram notes
A thick line indicates a sub-group or committee. Other lines indicate a relationship but the nature of this relationship may vary. See the following
text for details of each relationship as far as it is known.
A number of the boxes contain a description of the make up of each body: 'Ind' for Industry covers companies and industry associations;
'Govt' represents all branches of government; and 'Other' covers academics, the occasional union representation and those for whom no
description is given.
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collaboration between industry and academia and develop
new military technologies. The MoD will provide each
DTC with up to a maximum of £5m per annum for
between 3 and 6 years. Each consortium is expected to
provide a significant (up to 50%) contribution.48
The preferred bidders for the first three DTCs were
announced in November 2002, with heavy BAE Systems
involvement. BAE Systems leads the consortium for the
Electro Magnetic Remote Sensing DTC and a BAE
Systems-GKN joint venture, Aerosystems International,
leads the consortium for the Human Factors Integration
DTC.49 A General Dynamics-led consortium was the
preferred bidder for the Data and Information Fusion DTC,
and this DTC has, as of February 2003, reached final
contractual agreement.50

Current DARPs:
Rotorcraft
Advanced Metallic airframes
High Integrity Real Time (HIRTS)
Modelling & Simulation of Turbulence & Transition for
Aerospace
Advanced Aeroengine Materials
A Partnership for Research in Data & Sensor Fusion
Unsteady Modelling for Aerodynamics (PUMA)
DARP for Design
Safety and Integrity for Advanced Maritime Structures
Propagation Measurements & Modelling for Defence
Applications
Analysis & Design of Aerospace Composite Structures
(ADACS)
Management and Control of Aerodynamic Flows for
Industrial Application (MAFIA)60

Towers of Excellence
Launched in July 2002 at the Farnborough Air Show, they
are another collaboration between academia and military
industry. They ‘are generally created at the level of major
sub-systems technology’. At present six priority areas have
been identified: guided weapons, radar, electro optic sensors,
underwater sensors, synthetic environments and
‘Commercial Off The Shelf software for use in Human
Machine Interface’.51

Like the NACs, information on the membership of
DARPs is hard to find. However, BAE Systems is known to
be involved in the HIRTS61 and PUMA DARPs and leads
the one for Safety and Integrity for Advanced Maritimes
Structures.62
National Defence Industries Council (NDIC)
An ‘industry/government body which [sic] primary purpose
is to identify and commission work on matters of strategic
importance to the Government and to the defence
industry.’63 Sir Richard Evans of BAE Systems is the
Chairman of the NDIC and Gordon Page of SBAC is a
member. Geoffrey Hoon, Lord Bach and Adam Ingram are
amongst the government representatives, as is Alan
Garwood, Head of Defence Export Services, seconded from
MBDA.64
The NDIC’s Research and Technology Group includes
David Marshall and Mike Steeden of SBAC, Bill Bardo of
AMS and Lambert Dopping Hepenstal and Terry Knibb of
BAE Systems.65

National Advisory Committees (NACs)
‘NACs bring together UK experts and act as the UK’s
advisory bodies’ and are ‘encouraged to play a key role in
influencing UK policy and investment decisions.’52 They
cover the following areas:
1. Aerodynamics – no membership information available
2. Materials and Structures – two of the 11 industry
representatives are from BAE Systems53
3. Avionics and Flight Systems – two of the six industry
representatives are from BAE Systems54
4. Human Factors – complete details are not available but
the point of contact for industry members is Monica Sen
Gupta of BAE Systems55
5. Synthetic Environments – Peter Beckett of BAE Systems
is the Chair and AMS is also among the eight companies
represented56
6. Systems Engineering – no membership information
available
7. Aerospace Manufacturing – the six industry
representatives include one from BAE Systems and one
from SBAC57
8. Mechanical Systems – two of the nine industry
representatives are from BAE Systems58
9. Electronic Materials and Devices – does not include BAE
Systems representation.59

Defence Scientific Advisory Council
The DSAC advises the Secretary of State on matters of
concern to the MoD in the fields of science, engineering
and technology. Professor Terry Knibb of BAE Systems, sits
on its advisory panel.66
Aerospace Committee
In addition to the MoD, the DTI plays a major role in
liaising with military industry. The Aerospace Committee is
an important element in this, providing ‘a forum so that the
UK aerospace industry can consider with Ministers and
officials in the Department of Trade and Industry issues of
strategic importance to its continuing development.’67 Chris
Geoghegan, BAE Systems’ Chief Operating Officer, and
David Marshall, Director General of SBAC, are members of
the committee.68

Defence Aerospace and Research Partnerships
(DARPs)
These are ‘industry-led university-based partnerships.’ There
are currently twelve DARPs which are supported by EPSRC
(Engineering and Physical Sciences Research Council ),
DTI, MoD and industry. The DARPs have been invited to
submit bids under the DARPS 2002 initiative for continued
funding.

Aerospace Innovation and Growth Team (AeIGT)
In May 2002, Patricia Hewitt, Secretary of State for the
DTI, announced the creation of the Aerospace Innovation
and Growth Team, and appointed Sir Richard Evans to be
its Chairman. The final recommendations are to be
delivered to the Prime Minister in Spring 2003 and ‘Once
6

Members of STAR 21:
Sir Richard Evans – BAE Systems
Jean-Paul Béchat – SNECMA
Manfred Bischoff – EADS
Jean-Luc Lagardère – EADS
Alberto Lina – Finmeccanica
Denis Ranque – Thales
Sir Ralph Robins – Rolls-Royce
Loyola de Palacio – Vice-President of the European
Commission, responsible for Relations with the European
Parliament, Transport & Energy
Erkki Liikanen – Commissioner responsible for Enterprise
& the Information Society
Philippe Busquin – Commissioner responsible for Research
Christopher Patten – Commissioner responsible for
External Relations
Pascal Lamy – Commissioner responsible for Trade
Carlos Westendorp y Cabeza – Member of the European
Parliament
Karl von Wogau – Member of the European Parliament
Javier Solana – EU High Representative for the Common
Foreign & Security Policy

its recommendations have been approved, the AeIGT will
ensure that the implementation plans have strong ownership
to ensure their delivery.’69 In addition to Richard Evans, the
Executive Committee includes the Director General of
SBAC, the President of Airbus, Tom McKane from the
Cabinet Office and Geoff Norris, a ‘Special Advisor to the
Prime Minister’.70
The AeIGT working groups contain a number of people
from BAE Systems and SBAC:71
1. Technology, Capability and Skills – two of the six
industry representatives are from BAE Systems companies
2. Engineering, Manufacturing and Skills – two of the seven
industry representatives are from BAE Systems companies
3. Market Structure and Market Access – one of the five
industry representatives is from BAE Systems
4. Regulation, Environment and Safety – does not include
representation from BAE Systems
5. Finance Group – the eight industry representatives
include two from BAE Systems companies and another
from SBAC.

Non military-related advisory
bodies

Clearly there are other European advisory bodies and
mechanisms for companies to influence policy. These will be
considered in detail in the extended report.

In addition to the above, primarily military-related bodies,
BAE Systems has high-level influence through other, less
obvious routes, including:

Next steps

Office of Government Commerce

As stated in the introduction, this is an initial survey of
several areas that shed light on the closeness of military
industry to the UK government. Little work appears to have
been carried out on this subject in the UK context, and this
initial survey is seen as a focal point around which to build
analysis. It is hoped that this report will elicit responses and
further information covering both these issues and the
others mentioned in the introduction (and any others we
may have missed). These responses and further research will,
at a minimum, enable us to assess the level of knowledge
and information available regarding the relationship. More
optimistically, the information should allow us to assess the
significance of each route of influence and consider the
overall nature of the relationship between government and
industry.

Peter Gershon, then Chief Operating Officer of BAE
Systems, was given the job of head of the new Office of
Government Commerce (OGC), ‘an obscure but important
body responsible for procurement policy across the whole of
Government’.72 In 1998 he was appointed by the Treasury to
head a review of government procurement, which
recommended that the OGC should be set up. Six months
later he was given the job of running it.73
Competitiveness Council
Richard Evans, Chairman of BAE Systems, sits on the
government’s Competitiveness Council.74

Europe
STAR 21 – the European Advisory Group on
Aerospace
The STAR 21 group was set up in 2001 to analyse the state
of the industry and assess its long-term policy needs. It
consisted of representatives of seven European arms
companies, two MEPs, the EU High Representative and,
astonishingly, five European Commissioners.
The group’s July 2002 report75 discussed global markets, civil
aviation, defence and space, but decided that ‘It is in the
areas of security and defence and related research that the
most pressing need for added efforts to secure the future of
the European industry is identified.’ Unsurprisingly it
concluded that ‘The ever-widening defence and security
commitments of European countries call for the allocation
of increased resources. The inevitable conclusion is that
overall spending must be increased.’
7
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Why do governments routinely spend more on arms
than on education and health? Dinyar Godrej on the
influence of the arms trade and a sorry tendency to
keep up with the Joneses.

Let’s do democracy! British Prime Minister shakes hands with Field Marshall
Mohammed Tantawi, head of Egypt’s military supreme council, a few days after a
popular uprising forced President Hosni Mubarak out of office.
https://newint.org/features/2011/12/01/influence-of-the-arms-trade
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It was an unlikely hurrah for democracy. But in February
this year, British Prime Minister David Cameron, plump
and rosy of cheek, set out on a four-day tour to promote
democracy in the Middle East – with representatives of
eight arms manufacturers bringing up the rear.
First stop was Egypt, where, with his shady companions
in tow, he became the first world leader to congratulate
the populace for chasing off President Hosni Mubarak.
There arose a mighty chorus of condemnation at this
blatant arms peddling, especially as at about the same
time in Libya, Colonel Qadafi was being a real pain by
using arms he had acquired from Western nations like
Britain against his own democratically inclined people.
The British government hastily revoked arms export
licences to Libya. Ouch.
Cameron puffed up his cheeks and blustered about the
good old-fashioned democratic values he was intent on
nurturing – while also meeting Cairo’s military top brass.
Of course, continued military domination of Egyptian
politics would probably be the worst thing for democracy
in that country. But there’s democracy and there’s
democracy…
Continuing his tour of
a region ruled mainly
by despots, Cameron
leant on the crutch of

https://newint.org/features/2011/12/01/influence-of-the-arms-trade
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Britain’s ‘defence’ of
Kuwait to justify why
selling them arms was
such a good idea.
Wonder why he didn’t
use the example of Saudi Arabia, ruled by one of the
most authoritarian regimes in the world and the biggest
buyer of British weapons, with contracts worth $480
million in 2010 alone?1 Only a few weeks later, armoured
vehicles manufactured and sold by BAE Systems
(Britain’s largest arms manufacturer) would roll from
Saudi Arabia to give Bahrain a helping hand in a little
local bother, quelling democracy protests. Did someone
say Bahrain? Why, Britain had only the previous year
approved export licences to Bahrain for tear gas and
crowd control ammunition, assault rifles, shotguns, sniper
rifles and submachine guns. Who would have imagined
they would be used against people?2
The tail and the dog
One thing Cameron’s tour did illustrate was the oh-socosy relationship between arms manufacturers and
politicians. ‘Defence’ is a favourite mantra of politicians –
‘arming to the teeth’ doesn’t have quite the same ring.
Despite the fact that arms manufacturing in most Western
nations ultimately represents vast fortunes of public funds
https://newint.org/features/2011/12/01/influence-of-the-arms-trade
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flowing into private coffers for products that deal in injury
or death, the industry is usually represented as a source
of national pride. Military top brass and ministries of
defence vie to feed it (and ultimately feed off it when they
go through the revolving door on to industry careers). The
corridors of power are infiltrated by lobbyists for the arms
industry. So pervasive is its influence that when it comes
to matters of spending on arms, the tail often wags the
dog, with the requirements of the industry being put
before effective strategy.
Nowhere is this more evident

'Defence' is a
favourite mantra of
almost as much as the rest of
politicians - 'arming
the world combined on arms and
to the teeth' doesn't
is the world’s largest arms
have quite the same
exporter to boot. Between 2001
ring
than in the US, which spends

(the start of the ‘war on terror’)
and 2003, just the increase in
military spending of this single country was larger than
the entire military budgets of countries like China or
Britain. Even before 9/11, the Clinton administration was
going for ‘Full-spectrum Dominance’, in other words,
nothing short of showing the world who was boss as a
strategic goal. The wisdom of this in a post-Cold War
world will probably be chewed over for years to come by
analysts. It suited the arms corporations just fine.
The coffers of public funds were ripe for plunder. The US
has a long tradition of Pentagon staffers with an eye on
plum industry jobs, industry bigwigs who were previously
https://newint.org/features/2011/12/01/influence-of-the-arms-trade
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in the Pentagon or military and can wield influence, the
baited lures of political donations, and any number of
political representatives willing to mount a soapbox over
the issue of arms industry jobs. This led to an orgy of
almost fraudulent commissions, where contracts were
secured by quoting unrealistically low costs, only to be
‘gold plated’ by the armed forces demanding increasingly
(over-)sophisticated technological requirements. As a
result, contracts fell years behind schedule and overran
costs to the tune of billions. Quite a few of the finished
products turned out to be pretty useless (see the article
'Washington's white elephant - available in the print versio
n of this issue). And then there are the ‘through-life’ costs
of the latest destroyer, which can run up to three times
the purchase price.
Former Secretary of Defense Robert Gates railed against
‘requirements creep’, citing the absurd example of the
Lockheed Martin-produced presidential helicopter: ‘Once
the analysis and requirements were done, we ended up
with a helicopter that cost nearly half a billion dollars each
and enabled the President to, among other things, cook
dinner while in flight under nuclear attack.’3
Advert

Cast iron template
Quite apart from a
spurt in militarism (one
would think we were
gearing up for World
War Three), it is this
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tendency towards
industry-inspired bloat
that is being transferred to the countries that ally
themselves with the might of the US. A close military
relationship with the US requires inter-operability of forces
and buying the most expensive technology in the world
just to keep up. One example of such a pal is Australia,
where the government acknowledges in its 2009 Defence
White Paper that the nation faces no serious military
threat. Yet the defence budget has grown by 50.2 per
cent over 2000-09, and will keep increasing by four to five
per cent over the next 20 years. Such generosity does not
extend to any other Australian public services.

Demonstrators get straight to the point in September this year, when protesting
against the Defence & Security Equipment International arms fair that drew 1,300
arms companies to London this year to hawk their wares to buying delegations
from around the world.
sinister pictures/Demotix/Demotix/Press Association Images

US military dominance is a spur to inflated spending by
major non-Western powers like Russia and China, and
has formed a kind of template for other nations which
have been spending big because they can. Chinese
military spending has trebled since 2000, even though its
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interests seem to lie not in provoking a conflict, but in
showing the world it is a serious player. For Russia, it’s a
case of regaining lost pride and demonstrating the iron
will of its hardline leadership. Countries with oil revenues
flooding in have also been shopping hard despite some,
like Ecuador and Kazakhstan, facing no likely threat.
Brazil is a curious case. It has not been at war since the
1870s and has a centre-left government which has
implemented desirable social programmes. Economically,
it is in an enviable position in a crisis-hit world and it
demonstrates this by splashing out on arms. The only
explanation, according to one analyst, is a desire to be
seen as a ‘serious global power’.4 A template crafted by
arms industry concerns has got stuck in place.
In 2010, India ousted China from the top spot in arms
imports. There are naturally strained relations with
Pakistan and China to take into account, and issues of
obsolete aircraft. But there is also an age-old tendency to
bolster national pride through military display, to say
nothing of a long history of corruption in arms deals which
has made a handful of members of the political élite filthy
rich. The fruits of India’s economic boom could be much
better invested – perhaps in improving the lot of its 60
million undernourished children under five, the largest
number of any country in the world.
Myriad channels
The arms trade is corrupt in more ways than one can
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describe – from the revolving door to kickbacks and
bribes to industry-funded lobbies that operate through
myriad channels. It is unethical in its irresponsible
pushing of weaponry (abetted by the leaders of the
wealthiest countries) on to nations where the arms may
be used to quell legitimate popular unrest or where the
money is so desperately needed for schools, wells or
hospitals instead. The arms industry is capital, not labour,
intensive – and greater numbers of jobs could be
provided by diverting public funds to almost any other
sector one cares to mention. And it is getting creepier all
the time – from the PlayStation attitude to killing
embodied by drones, to increasingly prevalent
surveillance of ordinary citizens.
Will financial imperatives finally bring it in check? Much is
being made of the proposed cuts in the US by the Obama
administration, which have got the entire militaryindustrial lobby out in fury. Even Donald Rumsfeld has
crawled out of the woodwork to gloomily predict that with
cuts ‘we’re doomed to suffer another [terrorist] attack of
some kind’. But a lot of the cuts will be to budgeted
growth in spending rather than actual reductions. And in
the past decade the US annual defence budget doubled –
so how far will these cuts go?
Who will champion the divestment dividend in a world
where buying an abundance of sabres to rattle will do
nothing to solve the most urgent crises of climate change,
resource sharing and poverty? As Óscar Arias Sánchez,
former President of Costa Rica (the first country to
https://newint.org/features/2011/12/01/influence-of-the-arms-trade
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abolish formally military forces), put it: ‘We have produced
one firearm for every ten inhabitants of this planet, and
yet we have not bothered to end hunger when such a feat
is well within our reach.’

1. SIPRI Military Expenditure Database: milexdata.sipri.o
rg
2. CAAT press release 16 March 2011
3. William D Hartung, Prophets of War: Lockheed Martin
and the Making of the Military-Industrial Complex,
Nation Books, New York, 2011.
4. Template analysis indebted to Sam Perlo-Freeman’s
‘Military expenditure and the global culture of
militarism’, SIPRI (forthcoming).

Campaigns and resources
European Network Against Arms Trade enaat.org
Campaign Against Arms Trade caat.org.uk
Control Arms controlarms.org
Australian Anti-Bases Campaign Coalition anti-bases
.org
International Action Network on Small Arms iansa.or
g
Stockholm International Peace Research Institute sip
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US lobby backed by arms industry
could inﬂuence foreign policy
New group aiming to lobby presidential candidates on 'national
security' issues comes as US pledges to step up arms sales to Gulf
states

Under President Obama, the US has approved more arms sales than under any other
administration since WWII (AFP)
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http://www.middleeasteye.net/news/us-lobby-backed-arms-industry-could-play-significant-role-shaping-foreign-policy-607512040

A new US lobby group headed by defence ministry insiders has
heightened concerns over the role of business interests in determining
Washington’s foreign policy, as arms companies seek to boost foreign
sales.
Americans for Peace Prosperity and Security (APPS) is a new pressure
group founded by former FBI agent Mike Rogers, who says he is pursuing
a career in talk radio after stepping down from Congress in January.
APPS was formed in the run-up to the presidential election of 2016 with
the stated aim of helping to “elect a president who supports American
engagement and a strong foreign policy”.
A promotional video for the group describes the “threat matrix” facing
the US, among them Islamic State (IS) and “nuclear Iran”.
Rogers promises that APPS will lobby contenders for the presidency, as
well as “inform and involve citizens” living in the states that are ﬁrst to
nominate candidates about national security issues.
The tagline for APPS is “keep America safe” – however, a look at its
leadership board suggests that securing business interests could also be
a driving factor behind the group.
Recent research (https://ﬁrstlook.org/theintercept/2015/05/09/militarycontractors-form-group-pressure-2016-candidates-adopt-hawkishpositions/) by The Intercept shows that of seven members of APPS’s
national advisory board, three have strong business links with defence
companies, and stand to gain ﬁnancially if the US pursues a more
aggressive foreign policy line post-2016.
Several members of its board for New Hampshire, the ﬁrst US state to
select its presidential candidates, are either employees or founders of
defence giants like BAE Systems and Insight Technology.
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APPS did not respond to MEE's request for comment for this story.
Analysts say that APPS, while far from unique in the US as an industryfunded lobby group, could play a signiﬁcant post-election role, as
Washington’s current Democratic leaders pledge to scale up defence cooperation with allies in the Middle East.
President Barack Obama on Thursday night pledged
(http://www.middleeasteye.net/news/obama-oﬀers-gulf-allies-ironcladsecurity-pledge-1075777549) that his security commitments to the Gulf
states were “ironclad,” seeking to appease the key regional allies amid
discontent over Washington’s impending nuclear deal with Iran.
The US promised (https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-pressoﬃce/2015/05/14/annex-us-gulf-cooperation-council-camp-david-jointstatement) to fast-track arms transfers to GCC states which, according to
a White House statement on Thursday, are “contributing to regional
security”. A team of legal experts will be dispatched to the region in the
coming weeks to ﬁnd ways to accelerate munitions transfers.
The agreement comes days before a ﬁve-day humanitarian ceaseﬁre in
Yemen is scheduled to end, with the Saudi-led coalition widely expected
to resume its airstrikes targeting Houthi rebels.
While the US has publicly worked for peace in Yemen, brokering the
ceaseﬁre deal that came into place on Tuesday, its backstage role has
been more complex. When Human Rights Watch accused
(http://www.middleeasteye.net/news/saudi-led-coalition-using-clusterbombs-yemen-campaign-hrw-1718673661) Saudi Arabia of dropping USmade cluster bombs near residential areas in northern Yemen,
Washington refused to join rights groups in condemning the use of the
high-risk weaponry.
Instead, it argued that the high impact weapon could be “appropriate” for
the Yemeni campaign, despite reports that many of the bombing targets
are in civilian areas.
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Ninety-one states worldwide have long agreed to ban cluster bombs,
which comprise sub-munitions liable to detonate long after they are
dropped. But the US, Saudi Arabia and Yemen are not among the
signatories.
US jets have also been refuelling US-made ﬁghter planes (owned by the
UAE and Saudi Arabia) that are involved in the bombing campaign in
Yemen.
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This semi-active role is the legacy of years of unprecedented US arms
sales to the region, and especially to Saudi Arabia, which this year
became (http://www.middleeasteye.net/news/saudi-arabia-becomesworlds-biggest-importer-arms-1761403816) the world’s biggest arms
importer. The Obama administration, which came into power in 2009,
has approved more arms sales than any other US administration since
World War II. Sixty percent of these exports have gone to the Middle East
and the Persian Gulf countries.
“Obama has been a great friend to the arms industry,” according to
William Hartung, an analyst at the Centre for International Policy (CIP).
Reforms to the export trade, which would see the responsibility for
approving arms sales shifted from the State Department to the
Commerce Department, were pushed by the industry for decades,
Hartung says. Obama ﬁnally okayed the measure in 2012. “The message
is that Obama is very much willing to take into account the interests of
industry in his arms sales policy,” explains Hartung.
But the ﬁscal motives are far from the only driving factor behind this
policy. Under Obama, Washington has used arms sales to up its leverage
with regional allies and to exercise the kind of “soft power” the president
promised on coming to oﬃce. “Obama assumes that, if he arms allies in
the regions of most concern, it will create deterrence and allow them to
do more in their own defence,” according to Hartung. In the case of Saudi
Arabia, Riyadh’s purchase of record amounts
(http://securityassistance.org/data/program/arms/Saudi%20Arabia/2007/2013)
of US weaponry could be a way to reward Washington for its promises of
protection.

Now, with Obama 20 months from stepping down, defence companies
may be concerned that their unbridled arms sales to the Middle East
could be threatened by the accession of a more cautious president.
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Another consideration is cutbacks to domestic defence spending, which
have capped Pentagon’s budget as part of a long-term deﬁcit-reduction
plan. In this environment, defence ﬁrms are focusing on foreign
customers, by far the most lucrative portion of the market.
And with tensions in the Middle East looking unlikely to subside any time
soon, arms manufactures are among the primary beneﬁciaries.
“The current conﬂict in Yemen and general tensions in the region will
probably work to the beneﬁt of arms companies,” says Hartung, who
heads CIP’s Arms and Security Project. “The industry thrives on tensions.”
In this environment, attempts to lobby presidential candidates to adopt
more hawkish positions on foreign policy are a key part of the industry’s
strategy to maximise foreign sales going forward.
“Groups like these are really signiﬁcant. There’s so much money ﬂowing
in that it’s hard to make your industry contributions substantial. But if
you can pressure the candidates directly, you get leverage up front. It’s
very valuable for the industry - it helps create the tensions that make
conﬂict more likely.”
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