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I want to start by thanking you all for attending this symposium to I discuss this extremely important issue. I understand from my officials that the discussion over the first two days has been very constructive. On this, the final day of the symposium I hope very much that we can pull together some of this thinking, and that we can reach broad agreement about the priorities for future action.

In March last year, I launched my department’s policy paper on security sector reform at the Centre for Defence Studies at Kings College, London. I said then that people working in development have traditionally fought shy of conflict and security issues, but that they could no longer afford to do so. I remain very strongly of that view. The development rationale for security sector reform, and for engagement with the conflict and security agenda more broadly, is clear and compelling. It is worth briefly restating it because it sets the wider context for the more specific focus of this symposium: military expenditure.

First and foremost, security is a priority concern of the poor I themselves. The World Bank recently produced a major report, ‘Voices of the Poor’, which records discussions with some 20,000 poor people from over 200 communities in 23 countries. What the poor of the world say loudly and clearly through this report is that security is a top priority for them. Security from violence and security for their property. Without this basic security it is impossible for poor people to build a better life and to work their way out of poverty. An accountable, appropriately structured and trained security sector can help to provide a safe and secure environment for poor people and communities. But, conversely, where the security sector is unreformed, ill-disciplined and repressive it can be a major source of insecurity, perpetrating violence itself rather than protecting people from it.

Second, the world’s poorest countries will not make progress in development unless we do get better at conflict prevention, conflict resolution and peace-building. Just consider the facts. Twenty of the 34 poorest countries in the world are either involved in violent conflict or have recently emerged from it. Violent conflict is particularly prevalent in sub-Saharan Africa, with 28 African countries having experienced armed conflict over the last decade. The consequences for development in these countries are catastrophic in injury and loss of life and the destruction of infrastructure. While conflict continues, there is no development in these countries and poverty grows. Just look at resource rich countries like Angola, Sierra Leone, Sudan and the Democratic Republic of Congo, or the lack of development in Sri Lanka, or the terrible economic loss and suffering in Cambodia. In the post cold war world, conflict is concentrated in developing countries and it entraps them in growing poverty.

In addition, conflict massively reduces the willingness of domestic and foreign investors to invest in a country, and without that inward investment and the technology transfer that comes with it, countries will not secure the levels of economic growth needed to accelerate their development. In short, war and violent conflict destroys development advances built up over decades, and it sets back the prospects for development for years to come.

It is true, of course, that the underlying causes of conflict are complex and that they differ from country to country. But a common theme in many of them is the role of the security sector. Elements within the security sector can be a major source of insecurity and human rights abuse. A repressive, unreformed security sector can worsen social and political tensions within a society, making it more likely that conflicts will escalate to the level of armed violence.

The security sector also tends to pose particular problems in post-conflict societies. In these circumstances there are often large numbers of ex-soldiers, waiting in camps for the chance to return to a normal civilian life. Where action is not taken to address this problem and to assist their reintegration into civilian society, there is a very real prospect that demobilised soldiers will resort at best to violent crime, and at worst that the underlying causes of conflict will be reactivated, and that full-scale civil war will recur.

Third, bloated security sectors constitute a serious barrier to the type of economic reforms necessary to reduce poverty. In many countries, parts of the military own or have major economic and financial interests in the economy. This can lead to inefficiency, distort economic development and feed patronage and corruption. In other countries, large - arguably excessive amounts are spent on the military which might be better spent on anti-poverty programmes.

Taken together, this constitutes a powerful development rationale for security sector reform. But, and this is crucial, this is not an agenda that development departments can pursue in isolation. Effective security sector reform and conflict prevention depends critically on joined-up policy-making with other relevant government departments, as well as a more coherent approach to these issues on the part of regional and international institutions. Here in the UK, we are beginning to work closely with the Foreign Office and with the Ministry of Defence on conflict prevention, peace-building and security sector reform issues. For example, we have recently established a cross departmental group on conflict, a group which I chair. The objective of this group is to try to ensure that we maximise Britain’s overall contribution to conflict prevention and resolution in Africa, and that all parts of the British Government are working together around a common strategy. You will I hope let us know if you notice any improvement in our efforts.

One practical example of this new approach is the work which the three departments have done in Sierra Leone. While the situation in Sierra Leone remains fragile, the British Government is working hard to support the Lomé peace agreement. And we are working very closely with the government, as well as the World Bank and others to support the disarmament and demobilisation programme, as well as supporting wider reform of its security sector, including reforms to the military and the police force.

Sierra Leone is a classic example of where security sector reform is critical to the prospects of peace and development, and where the international community’s overall effort has in the past been too little, too late.

Having set out this wider context, I want to turn now to the specific focus of this seminar, the management of military expenditure.

It is important to be clear when discussing this issue that all countries have legitimate security needs. In the early part of this decade, some of the debate around military expenditure appeared to ignore or deny this. Military expenditure was seen as bad per se — something to be cut ruthlessly without regard for the very real security threats that countries might face. This is wrong-headed and dangerous. If countries that need international assistance are pressed to cut defence spending regardless of the threat they face, they will hide and disguise this spending in secretive budgeting arrangements. This simply encourages mutual misunderstanding, inefficiency and waste.

It is also important to be clear that different countries have very different security needs. The security needs of Sierra Leone differ from those of Mozambique; the needs of Rwanda from those of Indonesia. Hitherto, analysis of military expenditure has tended to focus almost entirely on the level of spending, particularly as a percentage of GNP. Whilst the level of defence expenditure can be an important indicator of the need for reform, we need to move beyond this and make a more intelligent assessment of the threat countries actually face and their genuine security needs. And we need to encourage greater openness in the discussion of appropriate levels of military expenditure.

You will all be aware that development thinking has moved forward significantly in recent years. It is increasingly understood that we need to move beyond donor funded projects to adopt a more comprehensive, sector-wide approach. That means assisting governments to put in place improved economic management to encourage local business to thrive and to attract foreign investment. It means assisting ministries to improve their management of public finances and the effectiveness of public services, so that basic education and health care, water and sanitation are provided to all. It also means encouraging a strong civil society. While governments must lead the reform effort in their country, for reform to be successful it needs a healthy and vigorous civil society able to hold governments to account and to push for faster progress.

All of this means that donor resources are increasingly being focused on budgetary support and sector wide reforms. This is obviously desirable. It puts the people of developing countries in the driving seat, where they should be, but it also requires greater transparency in the management of public finances. None of our institutions can provide funding direct to government unless we can assure our parliaments and tax payers that real benefits will flow to poor people and that controls are in place which will prevent corruption.

And this puts the security sector in a new position. The old secrecy will increasingly be challenged by these new development relationships. And as we ask the poor their opinions and hear them say they want security and justice in order to be able to improve their lives, we are drawn further into supporting security sector reform. This makes the security sector part of the good governance agenda. Good policy and transparent management of funds is the way forward. I hope and expect we will increasingly see ministries of defence and security and military officials becoming the champions of security sector reform, with a new determination to manage their budgets better and provide a better service to their people.

It is important to recognise that donors cannot impose this agenda if the political will to implement it is lacking locally. Developing country governments and people, defence Ministers and members of the armed forces and security services must give a lead to this reform if it is to succeed. Donor efforts to impose cuts to levels of military expenditure without regard to the security and political context, will fail. There are real benefits to developing countries from improved management of their defence sectors; I am pleased that there are so many developing country representatives here today. I look forward to hearing their views on some of these matters.

It is also important that the reformers in developing countries are not undermined by those who wish to sell them arms which are either inappropriate for their needs, or beyond their capacity to afford. Back in 1998 the EU made a very significant step forward in agreeing a Code of Conduct on arms sales. And later this year the EU Code will be reviewed. This will provide an important opportunity to assess the effectiveness of the Code so far and to refine and strengthen it where necessary.

We also need to look at the issue of military expenditure from a regional perspective. Most governments base their decisions about levels of military spending with reference to the capabilities of neighbouring states. Consequently, adopting a regional perspective could both help to ensure a more accurate assessment of what countries need to spend on the military, and it could also help to encourage regional confidence building.

Clearly this is an issue of great priority. But it will not be easy to overturn the traditions of secrecy that surround defence spending, or to put security sector reform where it should be, at the centre of the modern development agenda. The real question is how we make progress; how we deepen understanding, engagement and political commitment to these issues. I want to suggest six priority areas, six priorities for action.
First, we all of us need to get better at sharing information and I. analysis. I am pleased to be able to announce today that the Centre for Defence Studies at Kings College, London, with whom my Department has a close working relationship - has agreed to manage a security sector reform/defence expenditure information network. In the first instance, this will provide a stocktake of information currently available on the worldwide web, so that all of us engaged with this issue, especially those involved in carrying through security sector reform are aware of the latest thinking on these issues. We will publish full details of this initiative later in the year.

Second, we need to strengthen capacity building and technical support to the security sector reformers in developing countries. There is considerable technical expertise available already. But we need a new willingness and commitment internationally to make this advice, training and assistance available to those countries committed to reforming their security sectors. My Department - the Department for International Development, and the British Government more generally is willing to play our part in this enhanced international effort, and to provide increased support for security sector reform.

Third, we need developing countries themselves to champion and lead the case for security sector reform. The attendance of a substantial number of developing country representatives at this seminar confirms the growing interest in security sector reform. Many developing countries are undertaking far-reaching economic reform, which includes reforms to systems of governance and administration, and the management of public finances. I believe, as I have said already, that it is anomalous to exclude the defence sector from this process of reform. The benefits in terms of value for money, efficiency savings, better and more appropriate equipment etc. are obvious. I would be very interested to hear the views of developing country representatives on this.

Fourth, the people of developing countries and their civil societies need to feel confident to enter into and help to shape this debate. It is the poor of developing countries that are paying the price for wasteful spending and low effectiveness in the security sector. Studies of the effectiveness of aid show clearly that aid is most effective when it is disbursed to support reformers in poor countries, those willing to take the tough decisions to reform systems of governance and administration, and that must include the security sector. Those who resist this reform will increasingly hold back the development of their countries. I am very keen to support the building of knowledge and confidence in civil society to push for greater transparency and accountability. I would like to challenge those with expertise in defence and security issues in North and South to consider applying to our civil society challenge fund for support to help build a more knowledgeable and confident public opinion in developing countries to help drive this agenda forward.

Fifth, we need regional and international institutions to take this agenda more seriously, including the World Bank, the IMF and the European Commission. This was an issue that I highlighted in my speech back in March last year. It remains an absolute priority. While the Bank has made some progress, there is a long way still to go. We hope to work more closely with these institutions on the security sector reform agenda. I will be writing to them outlining some of the conclusions of this seminar. But I would be interested to hear from the representatives of these institutions here some of their thoughts on how we take this issue forward.

Sixth, development donors as a whole need to embrace this issue and be prepared to allocate resources to it. There are currently very few development donors that have engaged seriously with security sector reform. More and more are keen to talk about conflict prevention and resolution. But when it comes to taking the risks to help build more responsible and accountable security sectors, few are willing to act. We cannot proclaim that conflict prevention is crucial to development, as we do and as it is, but then shy away from the implications. Conflict and security sector reform are high risk and they are complex. But in many poor countries we will not make greater progress in development unless we tackle them. And to do that we need to assist - where appropriate - with reforms to the security sector and with the management of defence expenditure.

I want to conclude by thanking you once again for your participation I and contributions to this seminar. Much of the discussion of the last few days has, not surprisingly, been quite technical. But while we should rightly focus on policy detail, we should not lose sight of our wider purpose. Millions of our fellow human beings have their lives disfigured by violence and conflict; millions more endure abject poverty, a product very often of past or existing conflict. Working to reform the security sector and to improve the management of defence expenditure have an important part to play in helping to build more stable and secure environments for poor people, allowing them to work their way out of poverty and to realise their human rights. That is the common challenge and opportunity before us.
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