
These arms exports may be expanded as a result of NATO’s planned structural increases in 
military production, with the arms industry benefiting from the climate instability to which it has 
itself contributed. Some in the arms industry are even openly welcoming these developments. 
Saab, Sweden’s largest arms company, in the process of becoming NATO’s newest member 
state, said in 2014: ‘Climate change [...] may result in conflicts within already unstable regions 
or in areas where several different, international parts claim the natural resources. This will 
most likely lead to an increased market for civil and military security solutions’.65

Arms industry greenwashing
Like the oil industry, the arms industry is happy to indulge in greenwashing when it is convenient 
to do so – such as touting low-carbon laser weapons, biodegradable explosives and lead-
free bullets.66 Claiming it can ‘go green’ though has no base in reality, however, as military 
equipment remains highly dependent on fossil fuels and significant switches to renewable 
energy are impossible for the foreseeable future, while munitions are notoriously damaging 
to the environment.67 According to research by SGR, the arms industry ‘in itself contributes 
considerably to the climate emergency’, with arms companies and their supply chain being 
of a ‘carbon intensive nature’. Not all arms companies report on GHG emissions, but it comes 
as no surprise that the largest among them in NATO countries – including Airbus, Leonardo 
and Thales in Europe – are also estimated to be the largest emitters.68 

Ultimately, like its counterpart in NATO’s defence ministries, the arms industry is not willing to 
prioritise environmental concerns if these conflict with military objectives. In the words of Steven 
Gillard, defence sustainability lead at Boeing, the major US arms and aerospace company: 
‘Our number one priority is warfighter effectiveness, and we’re not going to do anything to 
compromise that’.69 In preparing for its shareholder meeting in April 2023, the board of US 
arms giant Lockheed Martin advised voting against a resolution calling on the company to 
disclose how it ‘intends to reduce its full value chain greenhouse gas emissions in alignment 
with the Paris Agreement’s 1.5°C degree goal requiring Net Zero emissions by 2050’, calling 
the resolution ‘premature and not in the best interest of our Company’.70 

Indeed, the evidence from the recent boom in military spending is that it is weakening climate 
and environmental standards. In a March 2023 meeting of the Expert group on Policies & 
Programmes relevant to EU Space, Defence and Aeronautics Industry, a permanent dialogue 
group between the European Commission and the industry, representatives of arms companies 
explicitly complained about ‘the burden that environmentally and socially oriented measures 
are posing on the industry’.71

Looking at the EU’s 2023 Act in Support of Ammunition Production (ASAP), this complaint fell 
on fallow ground. The regulation states that ‘Member States should consider using defence-
related exemptions under national and applicable Union law [...] if they deem that the use of 
such exemptions would facilitate the achievement of [the] objective’ of the regulation, which 
‘could in particular apply to Union law concerning environmental, health and safety issues’. 
According to the EU such laws only ‘produce regulatory barriers hampering the Union defence 
industry’s potential to ramp up the production and deliveries of relevant defence products. 
It is a collective responsibility for the Union and its Member States to urgently look into any 
action they could take to mitigate possible obstacles’.72
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Such sentiments are shared in the US, where government plans to reduce the carbon emissions 
of the military industrial sector have been hampered by the strict condition that this should 
not be at the cost of operational effectiveness.73 In the latest US military climate-action plans, 
it is made clear that the priority remains unchanged ‘in the face of climate risks’ to maintain 
‘dominance’ over air, land, sea and space.74 Vice-admiral Dennis McGinn, who sits on the Board 
of the Rocky Mountain Institute, a US think tank aiming for a zero-carbon future,75 stated that 
the ‘war in Ukraine shows us the importance of having a strong military capability in the US 
and NATO that we should not sacrifice by decarbonising too rapidly’.76

Despite its active lobbying against environmental regulations, the arms industry is keen to 
project itself as ‘sustainable’, twisting the meaning entirely in order to ease the path to private 
investments. EU companies envy their US counterparts in this respect.77 According to Patrice 
Caine, CEO of Thales, the French arms company, ‘Investment funds in the United States have 
fully assimilated the fact that you can’t have sustainable development without stability’.78 The 
lobby organisation Aerospace, Security and Defence Industries Association of Europe (ASD) 
put it even more bluntly: ‘There is no sustainability without security, no security without defence 
capabilities, and no defence capabilities without defence industries’.79

While it is clearly absurd that the military-related industries should be considered as the 
essence of sustainability, the close relationship between the industry and policy-makers 
means this argument has been echoed in public policy. In its Strategic Compass (2022) the EU 
states that it should be ensured that ‘horizontal EU policies, such as initiatives on sustainable 
finance, remain consistent with the European Union efforts to facilitate the European defence 
industry’s sufficient access to public and private finance and investment’.80
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CONCLUSION:  
The planet can’t survive  
an arms race
This briefing has shown the damaging climate implications of NATO’s spending targets. The 
bigger picture is that it is igniting a new arms race, which will intensify the already damaging 
impacts on the climate. NATO’s increased expenditure and new weapons systems are already 
prompting the intended opponents – Russia and China in particular – to respond in kind. 
Russia increased its military expenditure to 4.06% of GDP in 2022. China’s military spending 
in 2022 as a proportion of GDP remained roughly stable at 1.6%, although this is expected to 
rise in coming years.81 In both cases, this will lead again both to the diversion of resources 
from climate action and to increased GHG emissions.

NATO’s arms race and its consequent climate collateral damage could also spread further. 
Other countries which are not NATO members, such as China’s Southeast Asian neighbours, 
are also likely to increase spending in view of the increased tensions in the region and under 
pressure from countries such as the US. As most nations currently spend significantly less 
than 2% of GDP on the military, its status as a benchmark for military spending would lead to 
significant diversion of resources and increased military-related emissions. 

Beyond the immediate impacts, countries’ race to arm themselves is distracting political 
attention from the biggest security crisis the world has ever faced: climate breakdown. The 
IPCC has said that limiting warming to around 1.5°C requires global GHG emissions to be 
reduced by 43% by 2030. ‘It’s now or never, if we want to limit global warming to 1.5°C (2.7°F)’, 
says Jim Skea, co-chair of IPCC Working Group III. ‘Without immediate and deep emissions 
reductions across all sectors, it will be impossible.’

None of NATO’s member states – nor Russia or China – have committed to reduce their military-
related emissions as climate science requires.82 This is because the military dependence on 
fossil fuels means that emission cuts can be achieved only by reducing military spending. 
Some military personnel admit this. For example, Ben Barry, former director of the British Army 
Staff and currently Senior Fellow at the International Institute for Strategic Studies, concludes 
an assessment of the potential to green European military forces saying ‘in general [it will] be 
challenging to maintain capability while reducing emissions – requiring the defence sector 
to grapple with uncomfortable trade-offs’.83 NATO’s targets deepen the climate crisis, yet its 
members give it the green light. Perversely, NATO is even applying for observer status at the 
IPCC on the grounds that it is knowledgeable about climate and is a humanitarian responder, 
even though it blatantly ignores the IPCC’s recommendations.84

Beyond NATO’s greenwashing, an unprecedented cut in emissions in the next few years will 
happen only if every prominent political initiative, and especially global diplomatic efforts, 
prioritise one goal above all – working to radically and equitably transform the fossil-fuel 
economy into a renewable one. Escalating hostility not only diverts resources and increases 
emissions, but also diverts political attention and prioritisation of the climate crisis and creates 
an atmosphere of distrust that poisons any chance of necessary global breakthroughs for 
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climate action. This was already evident in August 2022, when China cancelled US–China 
bilateral talks on climate change after the US House Speaker Nancy Pelosi’s deliberately 
provocative trip to Taiwan. These have since restarted but progress has stalled in an atmosphere 
of continuing tension and distrust. 

The lessons are clear. To tackle climate change will depend, among other things, on reducing 
global military spending, de-escalating tensions and advancing diplomacy, peace, and 
international collaboration. The end of the Cold War in 1991 allowed the world to reap a peace 
dividend. Preventing the next Cold War – or, more dangerously, a Hot War – will enable a 
climate dividend and the hope of a future for the millions of people who will bear the brunt of 
an unfolding climate crisis.
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APPENDIX 1.
CALCULATING MILITARY CARBON 
FOOTPRINT
A. Spend–emission conversion factor
In an economy powered by fossil fuels, military expenditure is inevitably associated with GHG 
emissions. Arms contractors earn their revenues from military spending. We can therefore 
estimate GHG emissions from military spending and the associated revenue for arms contractors. 
Here, we determine the conversion factor.

Thales and Airbus, unlike most of their competitors, recently started to publish comprehensive 
Scope 1/2/3 GHG emission estimates, notably including emissions from ‘use of sold products 
and services’.85 Since Airbus has a much bigger civilian aerospace business, the emission 
figures have been adjusted to reflect only the military-related business (Airbus Helicopters, 
and Airbus Defence and Space). 

Unlike Airbus, Thales does not specify the proportion of its GHG emissions arising from sales 
of its military-related products so we are unable to adjust accordingly. Thales’ civilian products 
are mainly aerospace electronics, simulation and training, satellites, and digital security and ID; 
it is assumed that these have a much smaller carbon footprint than its military products (e.g. 
the Hawkei and the Bushmaster armoured military vehicles, the key supplier to Queen Elizabeth 
Class aircraft carriers, co-manufacturer of the Rafale and the Mirage 2000 fighter aircrafts) 
that consume much more fossil-fuel energy in both production and deployment. Arguably, 
the great majority of Thales’ GHG emissions arise from its military products, even though its 
civilian products account for slightly less than half of the overall revenue. It is therefore likely 
that the derived conversion factor will underestimate GHG emissions. Since for Thales, the 
emission figures cover both civilian and military products, we use overall revenues to give a 
conservative estimate of the conversion factor.

Thales 2020 2021 2022 Average

Revenue, €mn 15,400 16,200 17,600
Total Scope 1/2/3 emissions, including ‘use of sold 
products and services’, KtCO2e

9,533 9,538 9,746

Conversion factor, tCO2e/€ 0.000619 0.000589 0.000554 0.000587

Airbus 2021 2022 Average

Revenue (military-related), €mn 16,695 18,307
Total Scope 1/2/3 emissions, including ‘use of sold military products 
and services’, KtCO2e

9,601 10,939

Conversion factor, tCO2e/€ 0.000575 0.000598 0.000587

By coincidence, the average conversion factor is the same for both companies, namely 
0.000587 tCO2e/€. Using figures from the International Monetary Fund (IMF),86 the average 
exchange rate from the euro to the US dollar for the 2021–2023 period is 0.91 €/$, and hence 
the spend–emission conversion factor is 0.000534 tCO2e per dollar.

Thales and Airbus are leading pan-European arms manufacturers, and hence representative 
of the European arms industry overall. The fact that the conversion factors for both companies 
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are similar suggests that they use an equivalent carbon accounting methodology and/or have 
comparable energy efficiency in production. Jet fuels account for most of the military fossil-
fuel consumption, so in terms of estimating military-related GHG emissions, military aircraft 
suppliers are the most important. Therefore, the fact that we are limited by the lack of data to 
only two (albeit the most important European) companies, because other arms manufacturers 
(e.g. Lockheed Martin and BAE Systems) are much less transparent, becomes less of a problem. 
The spend–emission conversion factor is expected to work well for European countries and 
other European arms manufacturers. 

European manufacturers are generally considered to be more energy-efficient than their North 
American counterparts so the conversion factor may work less well for Canada and the US, 
and is probably underestimating their GHG emissions. 

B: The Military Carbon Footprint Formula
The impact of war is unpredictable so we simply propose a formula to estimate the military 
carbon footprint. This does not take into account the consequences of war such as environmental 
pollution, burning and destruction of forests/buildings/energy storage, post-conflict 
reconstruction, population movements of internally displaced persons (IDPs) and refugees 
and health care for victims.

Carbon footprint of the military, including the associated military technology 
industry = (military expenditure) x (proportion spent on equipment) x (spend–
emission conversion factor) + (number of military personnel) x (average stationary 
emission per military head)

The military carbon footprint (excluding conflict-related) can be divided into three categories: 
‘stationary’, ‘mobile’, and ‘supply-chain’. Stationary emissions are operational GHG emissions 
for military bases whereas mobile emissions arise from mobile military activities. Supply-chain 
emissions are the GHG emissions of the arms industry and other companies which supply 
the military (such as accommodation and food for active personnel, and private security 
contractors). 

When Scope 3 (Cat 11) ‘use of sold products and services’ emissions were estimated by the 
arms manufacturers, ‘average fuel use’ of a military product was assumed without reference to 
the monetary cost of fuel consumption. This is consistent with our choice of ‘the proportion of 
expenditure spent on equipment’, which also excludes the monetary cost of fuel consumption; 
fuel cost is part of operations and maintenance expenditure. This enables the effective 
equivalence of the military’s mobile and supply-chain emissions and the GHG emissions by 
the military technology industry (Scope 1/2/3), which we explain later and is the fundamental 
basis of this formula.

Estimating GHG emissions accurately is necessarily complex given the lack of available data. It 
is further complicated when it seeks to make projections. This formula is, however, sufficiently 
simple to make it possible to forecast the military carbon footprint. It aims to give ‘good enough’ 
rather than accurate estimates to permit an analysis (say, of relative magnitudes and trends). 
It is a start and will be further refined if more robust data become publicly available.
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‘Mobile’ and ‘supply-chain’ emissions
The equipment (aircraft, sea vessels and land vehicles) used in the mobile activities are made and 
provided by the military technology industry, and their operating emissions should be included 
in their Scope 3 (Cat 11) emission reporting. If an arms manufacturer makes comprehensive 
GHG emission accounting this should therefore include not only its own GHG emissions (i.e. 
supply-chain emission of the military carbon footprint) but also the mobile part of the military 
carbon footprint (i.e. Category 11 of Scope 3 emissions reporting: Use of sold products).

Simply put, the military’s mobile and supply-chain emissions and the military technology 
industry’s Scope 1/2/3 full emissions are two sides of the same coin. Rising military spending 
is the revenue of the military technology industry. 

The spend–emission conversion factor, calculated from comprehensive emission reporting 
of arms manufacturers, such as Airbus and Thales, and their military-related revenues, thus 
enables the first part of the formula to estimate the mobile and supply-chain emissions of the 
military carbon footprint for a given military expenditure.

Stationary emissions
The second part of the formula estimates the stationary military emissions. To calculate this, 
we adopt the figures for ‘average stationary emissions (tCO2e) per military head’ in the latest 
military emission report produced by SGR and CEOBS.87

The figures are 12.9 for the US and 5.0 for all other NATO members. The US figure is much 
larger because of the number of the country’s military bases (including around 750 overseas88) 
and military operations around the world.

Examples
SGR and CEOBS estimated the 2019 carbon footprint of military sectors for various European 
countries, which are used here for comparison.89 To be consistent, their figures for ‘military 
expenditure’, ‘proportion spent on equipment’ and ‘number of military personnel’ are used 
for calculation.

France (2019)
Carbon footprint 
= (€44,300,000,000) *(0.27) *(0.000587) +(208000) *(5) 
= 7,021,107+104,0000 
= 8,061,107 tCO2e

Germany (2019)
Carbon footprint 
= (€46,900,000,000) *(0.17) *(0.000587) +(186,900) *(5) 
= 4,680,151+934500 
= 5,614,651 tCO2e
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Italy (2019)
Carbon footprint 
= (€21,000,000,000) *(0.25) *(0.000587) +(175,500) *(5) 
= 3,081,750+877,500 
= 3,959,250 tCO2e

Netherlands (2019)
Carbon footprint 
= (€11,000,000,000) *(0.23) *(0.000587) +(40,000) *(5) 
= 1,485,110+877,500 
= 1,685,110 tCO2e

Spain (2019)
Carbon footprint 
= (€11,300,000,000) *(0.23) *(0.000587) +(122,500) *(5) 
= 1,525,613+612,500 
= 2,138,113 tCO2e

Table A. Summary 
Country Estimates by the formula MtCO2e Estimates by SGR and CEOBS MtCO2e

France 8.06 8.38
Germany 5.61 4.53
Italy 3.96 2.13
Netherlands 1.69 1.25
Spain 2.14 2.79

This comparison shows that our military carbon footprint formula gives straightforward and 
indicative estimates. It is worth nothing that SGR and CEOBS made clear that their estimates 
were conservative because of many issues related to data quality. 
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APPENDIX 2. 
ADDITIONAL TABLES
A. Actual versus 2% GDP scenario for NATO military 
expenditure in 2021

Country

The actual scenario The minimum 2% scenario

Difference 
$mn

% 
 increase% of GDP

Military 
expenditure 

$mn % of GDP

Military 
expenditure 

$mn

Albania 1.24 224 2 361 138 62
Belgium 1.05 6,245 2 11,895 5,651 90
Bulgaria 1.52 1,276 2 1,679 403 32
Canada 1.27 25,502 2 40,161 14,659 57
Croatia 1.98 1,361 2 1,375 13 1
Czech Republic 1.39 3,915 2 5,633 1,718 44
Denmark 1.32 5,274 2 7,991 2,717 52
Estonia 2.02 749 2.02 749 0 0
Finland (1.40) (4,145) (2) (5,921) (1,776) (43)
France 1.91 56,561 2 59,226 2,665 5
Germany 1.46 62,054 2 85,005 22,951 37
Greece 3.70 8,006 3.70 8,006 0 0
Hungary 1.68 3,061 2 3,644 583 19
Iceland 0.00 0 2 511 511 ∞

Italy 1.57 33,157 2 42,238 9,082 27
Latvia 2.07 824 2.07 824 0 0
Lithuania 1.97 1,308 2 1,328 20 2
Luxembourg 0.47 403 2 1,715 1,312 325
Montenegro 1.55 91 2 117 26 29
Netherlands 1.38 13,953 2 20,222 6,269 45
North Macedonia 1.47 204 2 278 74 36
Norway 1.72 8,438 2 9,812 1,374 16
Poland 2.22 15,099 2.22 15,099 0 0
Portugal 1.53 3,886 2 5,080 1,194 31
Romania 1.86 5,298 2 5,697 399 8
Slovakia 1.74 2,066 2 2,375 308 15
Slovenia 1.24 763 2 1,231 468 61
Spain 1.04 14,849 2 28,556 13,707 92
Türkiye 1.61 13,137 2 16,319 3,183 24
United Kingdom 2.30 71,938 2.30 71,938 0 0
United States 3.48 793,990 3.48 793,990 0 0

Total 1,153,631 1,243,054 89,423 8

Comparison of military expenditures in two scenarios. The first is the actual military expenditures in 2021 as reported by 
NATO. The second is what military expenditures would be if every NATO member spends at least 2% of their GDP on defence. 
Numbers are based in current prices and exchange rates. Finland becomes a NATO member in 2023 so is not included in the 
2021 totals.
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B. Estimated GHG emissions (KtCO2e) of NATO members and 
associated arms industry based on actual military spending in 
2021 and minimum 2% GDP spending and 20% on equipment 
target 

Country

Real scenario 2% scenario

Difference 
KtCO2e

% 
increase

% of 
GDP

% on 
equipment

Emissions 
KtCO2e

% of 
GDP

% on 
equipment

Emissions 
KtCO2e

Albania 1.24 15.1 51 2 20 72 21 41
Belgium 1.05 19.5 763 2 20 1,384 621 81
Bulgaria 1.52 11.1 204 2 20 308 104 51
Canada 1.27 13.7 2,220 2 20 4,632 2,412 109
Croatia 1.98 30.0 290 2 30.0 293 3 1
Czech Republic 1.39 20.5 560 2 20.5 748 188 34
Denmark 1.32 17.2 569 2 20 936 367 64
Estonia 2.02 23.2 127 2.02 23.2 127 0 0
Finland 1.40 19.9 596 2 20 789 193 32

France 1.91 27.8 9,436 2 27.8 9,820 384 4
Germany 1.46 16.7 6,456 2 20 10,032 3,576 55
Greece 3.70 37.2 2,145 3.70 37.2 2,145 0 0
Hungary 1.68 37.2 707 2 37.2 821 114 16
Iceland 0.00 0 0 2 20 55 55 ∞

Italy 1.57 23.2 4,970 2 23.2 6,106 1,136 23
Latvia 2.07 22.1 130 2.07 22.1 130 0 0
Lithuania 1.97 22.3 232 2 22.3 234 3 1
Luxembourg 0.47 39.6 89 2 39.6 366 276 309
Montenegro 1.55 20.5 18 2 20.5 21 3 16
Netherlands 1.38 23.8 1,980 2 23.8 2,784 804 41
North Macedonia 1.47 21.8 54 2 21.8 63 8 16
Norway 1.72 29.2 1,427 2 29.2 1,640 213 15
Poland 2.22 33.9 3,334 2.22 33.9 3,334 0 0
Portugal 1.53 16.5 470 2 20 669 200 43
Romania 1.86 21.6 954 2 21.6 1,001 48 5
Slovakia 1.74 32.3 422 2 32.3 468 46 11
Slovenia 1.24 14.6 89 2 20 162 73 82
Spain 1.04 22.5 2,376 2 22.5 4,022 1,647 69
Türkiye 1.61 29.3 4,252 2 29.3 4,755 503 12
United Kingdom 2.30 26.1 10,821 2.30 26.1 10,821 0 0
United States 3.48 28.9 139,982 3.48 28.9 139,982 0 0

Total 195,724 208,721 12,997 7

Comparison of military carbon footprint in two scenarios in 2021. The first is the GHG emissions estimated from actual military 
expenditure as reported by NATO. The second assumes that every NATO member spends at least 2% of their GDP on defence, 
20% of which on major military equipment. Since 2021 is the reference year for comparison of GHG emissions with other years 
when Finland is a NATO member, Finland is included in 2021.
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C. GDP

Country 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028

Albania 21 22 23 24 25
Belgium 643 659 677 694 709
Bulgaria 106 111 116 122 126
Canada 2,179 2,281 2,385 2,492 2,605
Croatia 83 87 91 95 99
Czech Republic 356 378 395 409 422
Denmark 420 438 456 475 496
Estonia 45 49 52 56 59
Finland 311 319 328 336 343
France 3,019 3,133 3,233 3,322 3,391
Germany 4,446 4,635 4,822 4,947 5,044
Greece 248 257 264 271 277
Hungary 203 212 220 226 231
Iceland 31 33 36 38 41
Italy 2,218 2,285 2,347 2,407 2,450
Latvia 50 53 56 59 62
Lithuania 85 91 96 100 103
Luxembourg 90 95 99 103 106
Montenegro 8 8 8 9 9
Netherlands 1,135 1,175 1,214 1,251 1,284
North Macedonia 17 18 19 20 21
Norway 564 572 573 582 591
Poland 800 864 920 971 1,003
Portugal 278 289 300 310 319
Romania 377 405 430 451 470
Slovakia 136 142 148 155 160
Slovenia 72 76 80 84 88
Spain 1,560 1,618 1,669 1,716 1,754
Türkiye 1,087 1,146 1,210 1,273 1,335
United Kingdom 3,375 3,574 3,793 4,016 4,245
United States 27,741 28,766 29,903 31,092 32,350

Total 51,703 53,793 55,964 58,106 60,219

Gross domestic product (GDP) forecast for 2024–2028 in US$bn current prices.90  
Values for the 2024–2028 are based on IMF forecasts.
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D. Military personnel (IN THOUSANDS)
Country 2021 2022 2023

Albania 6.6 6.6 6.6
Belgium 22.7 22.5 22.4
Bulgaria 25.7 25.6 26.6
Canada 71.0 76.2 76.7
Croatia 14.4 15.2 15.2
Czech Republic 26.4 26.9 27.4
Denmark 16.9 17.2 17.5
Estonia 6.8 6.9 6.9
Finland 31.1 30.5 31.0
France 207.5 207.1 207.3
Germany 184.8 188.5 192.2
Greece 110.4 111.4 111.7
Hungary 19.8 21.4 22.3
Iceland 0.0 0.0 0.0
Italy 171.5 174.8 173.9
Latvia 6.6 7.5 7.6
Lithuania 15.2 17.2 17.8
Luxembourg 0.8 0.9 0.9
Montenegro 1.6 1.6 1.7
Netherlands 40.8 41.6 42.2
North Macedonia 6.1 6.2 6.4
Norway 22.2 22.6 22.9
Poland 120.1 122.5 124.0
Portugal 25.3 22.5 23.6
Romania 68.6 65.1 81.3
Slovakia 13.1 13.8 14.3
Slovenia 6.0 5.9 6.0
Spain 118.7 118.2 117.6
Türkiye 439.1 446.9 461.5
United Kingdom 156.2 156.2 156.2
United States 1348.4 1346.4 1346.4

Total 3305 3325 3368

Number of military personnel in thousands.91  
Finland is included in 2021 and 2022 totals for ease of comparison.

 33



Endnotes
1	 SIPRI (2023) ‘World military expenditure reaches record new high’. Press release. https://www.sipri.org/media/press-

release/2023/world-military-expenditure-reaches-new-record-high-european-spending-surges

2	 Russian forces intervened in support of separatists in the South Ossetia and Abkhazia regions of Georgia in 2008. 

3	 UN (2023) ‘Hottest July ever signals ‘era of global boiling’ has arrived, says UN chief’, (27 July).  
https://news.un.org/en/story/2023/07/1139162 

4	 Categorised as Annex II in the UN climate talks.

5	 Sandler, T. and George, J. (2016) ‘Military expenditure trends for 1960–2014 and what they reveal’.  
Global Policy, 7:174–184. https://doi.org/10.1111/1758-5899.12328

6	 Graubart, J. (2013) ‘R2P and pragmatic liberal interventionism: values in the service of interests’. Human Rights Quarterly, 
35: 69–90. https://heinonline.org/HOL/LandingPage?handle=hein.journals/hurq35&div=7&id=&page= 

7	 Rankin, J. (2021) ‘Ex-Nato head says Putin wanted to join alliance early on in his rule’. The Guardian, 4 November.  
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2021/nov/04/ex-nato-head-says-putin-wanted-to-join-alliance-early-on-in-his-rule

8	 Van Ham, P. (2000) ‘Europe’s New Defense Ambitions: Implications for NATO, the U.S., and Russia’, in  
The development of a new Common European Security and Defense. Garmisch-Partenkirchen: Marshall Center.  
https://www.marshallcenter.org/en/publications/marshall-center-papers/europes-new-defense-ambitions-implications-
nato-us-and-russia/europes-new-defense-ambitions-implications-nato-us#C24 

9	 Hall, G.E.L (2022) ‘The history behind Russia’s claim that NATO promised not to expand and to the East’,  
The Conversation. https://theconversation.com/ukraine-the-history-behind-russias-claim-that-nato-promised-not-to-
expand-to-the-east-177085 

10	 National Security Archive (2017) What Gorbachev Heard - Declassified documents show security assurances against 
NATO expansion to Soviet leaders from Baker, Bush, Genscher, Kohl, Gates, Mitterrand, Thatcher, Hurd, Major, 
and Woerner. Washington, DC: George Washington University. https://nsarchive.gwu.edu/briefing-book/russia-
programs/2017-12-12/nato-expansion-what-gorbachev-heard-western-leaders-early 

11	 National Security Archive (2018) What Yeltsin Heard – Russian president led to believe Partnership for Peace was 
alternative to expanded NATO. Washington, DC: George Washington University. https://nsarchive.gwu.edu/briefing-
book/russia-programs/2018-03-16/nato-expansion-what-yeltsin-heard 

12	 Van Ham, P. (2000), op. cit.

13	 Francois Heisbourg was advisor on international affairs at the Ministry of Defense (1981-1984), director of strategic 
development at the arms company Matra Défense Espace from 1992–1997, and director (1987-1992) and later 
president of the council of International Institute for Strategic Studies. Source: Archived site: https://archive.
wikiwix.com/cache/index2.php?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.frstrategie.org%2Ffrs%2Fchercheurs%2Ffrancois-
heisbourg#federation=archive.wikiwix.com&tab=url and https://fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Fran%C3%A7ois_Heisbourg 

14	 Jopp, M. (1999) European Defence Policy: The Debate on the Institutional Aspects. Bonn: Institut für Europäische Politik, 
June/July, pp. 26–29. See also Bailes, A. (1999) ‘European defence: what are the ‘convergence criteria’?’. RUSI Journal, 
144(3): 60–65.

15	 NATO (2014) Wales Summit Declaration, 5 September. https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/official_texts_112964.htm 

16	 Dowdy, J. (2017) ‘More tooth, less tail: getting beyond NATO’s 2 percent rule’. McKinsey & Company, 29 November. 
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/public-and-social-sector/our-insights/more-tooth-less-tail-getting-beyond-
natos-2-percent-rule

17	 Lunn, S. and N. Williams (2017) ‘NATO defence spending: the irrationality of 2 %’, European Leadership Network.  
https://www.europeanleadershipnetwork.org/policy-brief/nato-defence-spending-the-irrationality-of-2

18	 Dowdy, J. (2017), op.cit.

19	 Cordesman, A. (2019) ‘NATO: going from the 2% non-solution to meaningful planning’. Washington, DC: Center for 
Strategic and International Studies. https://www.csis.org/analysis/nato-going-2-non-solution-meaningful-planning 

20	 We have compared NATO to CSTO to make the comparison more accurate, but the dominant power is Russia These 
are largely poor Russian satellite states, and I am not sure they would be permitted to develop substantial independent 
military power, even if they had the financial resources to do so. So the significant power is Russia; and the significant 
thing is that no real opposition or free press is permitted. This is not the case among NATO allies.

21	 Reuters (2023) Russia revises defense budget plan amidst soaring military expenditures, August 24. ttps://www.
themoscowtimes.com/2023/08/04/russia-revises-defense-budget-plan-amid-soaring-military-expenditures-
reuters-a82055

22	 Mehta, A. and Larter D. (2021) ‘NATO’s defense spending targets now “gold standard” all allies should meet, key Trump 
officials say’, 21 October. https://ww.defensenews.com/pentagon/2020/10/21/natos-defense-spending-targets-now-
gold-standard-all-allies-should-meet-key-trump-officials-say/

23	 Ibid.

24	 BBC News (2018) ‘Trump urges NATO members to double military funding target’, 11 July.  
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-44799027 

25	 Cook, L. (2023) ‘NATO chief eyes bigger defense budgets, hard spending target amid war in Ukraine’, 15 February. 
https://www.pbs.org/newshour/world/nato-chief-eyes-bigger-defense-budgets-hard-spending-target-amid-war-in-
ukraine

26	 The military expenditure figures quoted are taken from NATO’s analysis. The figures may diverge significantly from 
those which are quoted by media, published by national authorities, or given in national budgets.  
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/news_212891.htm

27	 Reuters (2018) ‘Trump says NATO countries must pay 2 percent of GDP immediately’, 11 July.  
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-nato-summit-trump-deadline-idUSKBN1K12HV 

 34

https://www.sipri.org/media/press-release/2023/world-military-expenditure-reaches-new-record-high-european-spending-surges
https://www.sipri.org/media/press-release/2023/world-military-expenditure-reaches-new-record-high-european-spending-surges
https://news.un.org/en/story/2023/07/1139162
https://doi.org/10.1111/1758-5899.12328
https://doi.org/10.1111/1758-5899.12328
https://heinonline.org/HOL/LandingPage?handle=hein.journals/hurq35&div=7&id=&page=
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2021/nov/04/ex-nato-head-says-putin-wanted-to-join-alliance-early-on-in-his-rule
https://www.marshallcenter.org/en/publications/marshall-center-papers/europes-new-defense-ambitions-implications-nato-us-and-russia/europes-new-defense-ambitions-implications-nato-us
https://www.marshallcenter.org/en/publications/marshall-center-papers/europes-new-defense-ambitions-implications-nato-us-and-russia/europes-new-defense-ambitions-implications-nato-us
https://theconversation.com/ukraine-the-history-behind-russias-claim-that-nato-promised-not-to-expand-to-the-east-177085
https://theconversation.com/ukraine-the-history-behind-russias-claim-that-nato-promised-not-to-expand-to-the-east-177085
https://nsarchive.gwu.edu/briefing-book/russia-programs/2017-12-12/nato-expansion-what-gorbachev-heard-western-leaders-early
https://nsarchive.gwu.edu/briefing-book/russia-programs/2017-12-12/nato-expansion-what-gorbachev-heard-western-leaders-early
https://nsarchive.gwu.edu/briefing-book/russia-programs/2018-03-16/nato-expansion-what-yeltsin-heard
https://nsarchive.gwu.edu/briefing-book/russia-programs/2018-03-16/nato-expansion-what-yeltsin-heard
https://fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Airbus_Defence_and_Space
https://archive.wikiwix.com/cache/index2.php?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.frstrategie.org%2Ffrs%2Fchercheurs%2Ffrancois-heisbourg
https://archive.wikiwix.com/cache/index2.php?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.frstrategie.org%2Ffrs%2Fchercheurs%2Ffrancois-heisbourg
https://archive.wikiwix.com/cache/index2.php?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.frstrategie.org%2Ffrs%2Fchercheurs%2Ffrancois-heisbourg
https://fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/François_Heisbourg
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/official_texts_112964.htm
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/public-and-social-sector/our-insights/more-tooth-less-tail-getting-beyond-natos-2-percent-rule
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/public-and-social-sector/our-insights/more-tooth-less-tail-getting-beyond-natos-2-percent-rule
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/public-and-social-sector/our-insights/more-tooth-less-tail-getting-beyond-natos-2-percent-rule
https://www.europeanleadershipnetwork.org/policy-brief/nato-defence-spending-the-irrationality-of-2
https://www.europeanleadershipnetwork.org/policy-brief/nato-defence-spending-the-irrationality-of-2
https://www.csis.org/analysis/nato-going-2-non-solution-meaningful-planning
https://www.themoscowtimes.com/2023/08/04/russia-revises-defense-budget-plan-amid-soaring-military-expenditures-reuters-a82055
https://www.themoscowtimes.com/2023/08/04/russia-revises-defense-budget-plan-amid-soaring-military-expenditures-reuters-a82055
https://www.themoscowtimes.com/2023/08/04/russia-revises-defense-budget-plan-amid-soaring-military-expenditures-reuters-a82055
http://www.defensenews.com/pentagon/2020/10/21/natos-defense-spending-targets-now-gold-standard-all-allies-should-meet-key-trump-officials-say/
http://www.defensenews.com/pentagon/2020/10/21/natos-defense-spending-targets-now-gold-standard-all-allies-should-meet-key-trump-officials-say/
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-44799027
https://www.pbs.org/newshour/world/nato-chief-eyes-bigger-defense-budgets-hard-spending-target-amid-war-in-ukraine
https://www.pbs.org/newshour/world/nato-chief-eyes-bigger-defense-budgets-hard-spending-target-amid-war-in-ukraine
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/news_212891.htm
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-nato-summit-trump-deadline-idUSKBN1K12HV


28	 https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/news_216897.htm 

29	 https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/news_216897.htm 

30	 See detailed calculations in Appendix 2A.

31	 International Monetary Fund (2023) https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/WEO/weo-database/2023/April. NATO (n.d.) 
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/news_216897.htm 

32	 EU (2020) ‘The European Green Deal Investment Plan and Just Transition explained’.  
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/qanda_20_24

33	 Songwe, V., Stern, N. and Bhattacharya, A. (2022) Finance for climate action: Scaling up investment for climate and 
development. London: Grantham Research Institute on Climate Change and the Environment, London School of 
Economics and Political Science (LSE). https://www.lse.ac.uk/granthaminstitute/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/IHLEG-
Finance-for-Climate-Action-1.pdf

34	 Ibid. 

35	 United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) (2022) Adaptation Gap Report 2022: Too Little, Too Slow – Climate 
adaptation failure puts world at risk. Nairobi:UNEP. https://www.unep.org/resources/adaptation-gap-report-2022 

36	 Only the nations of China, the USA, and India would have larger carbon footprints. Parkinson, S. with Cottrell, L. (2022) 
‘Estimating the Military’s Global Greenhouse Gas emissions’ (November). Lancaster: Scientists for Global Responsibility 
and the Conflict and Environment Observatory. https://www.sgr.org.uk/publications/estimating-military-s-global-
greenhouse-gas-emissions 

37	 Greenhouse Gas Protocol (n.d.) ‘Corporation Standard’. Washington, DC: World Resources Institute.  
https://ghgprotocol.org/corporate-standard 

38	 Parkinson, S. with Cottrell, L. (February 2021) ‘Under the radar – the carbon footprint of Europe’s military sectors – a 
scoping study. Lancaster: Scientists for Global Responsibility and the Conflict and Environment Observatory.  
https://www.sgr.org.uk/sites/default/files/2021-02/EU-MCE-report-by-SGR-CEOBS-GUE.pdf 

39	 Military emissions website (n.d.) https://militaryemissions.org/problem/ (accessed 23 August 2023).

40	 Parkinson, S. with Cottrell, L. (2022), op.cit.

41	 An average car in UK – assuming average mileage and fuel consumption – emits approximately 1.8 tCO2 a year. 
Parkinson, S. (2020) ‘The environmental impacts of the UK military sector’. Lancaster: Scientists for Global 
Responsibility https://www.sgr.org.uk/sites/default/files/2020-05/SGR-DUK_UK_Military_Env_Impacts.pdf 

42	 ClimateWatch (n.d.) Historical GHG Emissions database, 1990-2020. https://www.climatewatchdata.org/ghg-
emissions?end_year=2020&start_year=1990

43	 European Union Aviation Safety Agency (2022) European Aviation Environmental Report 2022 Executive Summary 
and Recommendations. https://www.easa.europa.eu/eco/sites/default/files/2023-02/EnvironmentalReport_EASA_
summary_12-online.pdf 

44	 Climate Watch (n.d.) Greenhouse Gas emissions database 1990–2020. https://www.climatewatchdata.org/ghg-
emissions?end_year=2020&start_year=1990; IMF (2023) World Economic Outlook. https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/
WEO/weo-database/2023/April/ 

45	 https://www.climatewatchdata.org/ghg-emissions

46	 A London–New York City return flight emits 986kg CO2. Kommenda, N. (2019) ‘How taking one flight emits as much as 
many people do in a year’, The Guardian, 19 July. https://www.theguardian.com/environment/ng-interactive/2019/jul/19/
carbon-calculator-how-taking-one-flight-emits-as-much-as-many-people-do-in-a-year

47	 Statista (2023) Airline industry worldwide – number of flights 2023. https://www.statista.com/statistics/564769/airline-
industry-number-of-flights/ 

48	 European Union Aviation Safety Agency, European Aviation Environmental Report 2022, Executive Summary and 
Recommendations. https://www.easa.europa.eu/eco/eaer/downloads

49	 Slijper, F. (2005) ‘The Emerging EU Military-Industrial Complex: Arms industry lobbying in Brussels’. Amsterdam: 
Transnational Institute. https://www.tni.org/files/publication-downloads/eumilitary.pdf

50	 Aerospace and Defence Industries Association of Europe (2015) ‘Considerations on the Future Roadmap for a 
Comprehensive EU-wide Security of Supply Regime: ASD Position Paper’, 3 April. https://www.asd-europe.org/sites/
default/files/2022-08/Position_Paper_-_Security_of_supply_3_April_2015__signed_.pdf

51	 European Defence Agency (2021) ‘Defence Data 2019-2020: Key findings and analysis’. https://eda.europa.eu/docs/
default-source/brochures/eda---defence-data-report-2019-2020.pdf

52	 Jackson, W. (2022) ‘Ukraine war boosts weapons makers’ stock prices, but revenue to take years to flow through’. 
ABC News, 6 May. https://www.abc.net.au/news/2022-05-07/ukraine-war-revenue-arms-manufacturers-raytheon-
javelin/101033002; Bezat, J.-M. (2023) ‘The arms industry can wait calmly for the dividends of the war in Ukraine’. Le 
Monde, 2 February. https://www.lemonde.fr/en/economy/article/2023/02/02/the-arms-industry-can-wait-calmly-for-
the-dividends-of-the-war-in-ukraine_6014116_19.html

53	 Akkerman, M,, Ní Bhriain, N. and Valeske, J. (2022) ‘Smoke Screen: How states are using the war in Ukraine to drive a 
new arms race’. Stop Wapenhandel/Transnational Institute. https://stopwapenhandel.org/app/uploads/2022/12/smoke_
screen_report_-_tni_-_web_0.pdf

54	 Lindák, M. (2023) ‘Value of orders received by European arms industry leaders increased. Growth in actual sales will 
follow’. HitHorizons, 6 March. https://www.hithorizons.com/eu/insights/eu-arms-industry

55	 Bureau of Political-Military Affairs (2023) ‘Fiscal Year 2022 U.S. Arms Transfers and Defense Trade’. Fact sheet.  
US Department of State. https://www.state.gov/fiscal-year-2022-u-s-arms-transfers-and-defense-trade/

56	 Steer, G. and Pfeifer, S. (2023) ‘Defence industry shares soar on western backing for Ukraine’. Financial Times,  
23 February. https://www.ft.com/content/3723977b-c256-432b-a2bb-b4ff901858f7

 35

https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/news_216897.htm
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/news_216897.htm
https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/WEO/weo-database/2023/April
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/news_216897.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/qanda_20_24
https://www.lse.ac.uk/granthaminstitute/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/IHLEG-Finance-for-Climate-Action-1.pdf
https://www.lse.ac.uk/granthaminstitute/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/IHLEG-Finance-for-Climate-Action-1.pdf
https://www.unep.org/resources/adaptation-gap-report-2022
https://www.sgr.org.uk/publications/estimating-military-s-global-greenhouse-gas-emissions
https://www.sgr.org.uk/publications/estimating-military-s-global-greenhouse-gas-emissions
https://ghgprotocol.org/corporate-standard
https://www.sgr.org.uk/sites/default/files/2021-02/EU-MCE-report-by-SGR-CEOBS-GUE.pdf
https://militaryemissions.org/problem/
https://www.sgr.org.uk/sites/default/files/2020-05/SGR-DUK_UK_Military_Env_Impacts.pdf
https://www.climatewatchdata.org/ghg-emissions?end_year=2020&start_year=1990
https://www.climatewatchdata.org/ghg-emissions?end_year=2020&start_year=1990
https://www.easa.europa.eu/eco/sites/default/files/2023-02/EnvironmentalReport_EASA_summary_12-online.pdf
https://www.easa.europa.eu/eco/sites/default/files/2023-02/EnvironmentalReport_EASA_summary_12-online.pdf
https://www.climatewatchdata.org/ghg-emissions?end_year=2020&start_year=1990
https://www.climatewatchdata.org/ghg-emissions?end_year=2020&start_year=1990
https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/WEO/weo-database/2023/April/
https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/WEO/weo-database/2023/April/
https://www.climatewatchdata.org/ghg-emissions
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/ng-interactive/2019/jul/19/carbon-calculator-how-taking-one-flight-emits-as-much-as-many-people-do-in-a-year
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/ng-interactive/2019/jul/19/carbon-calculator-how-taking-one-flight-emits-as-much-as-many-people-do-in-a-year
https://www.statista.com/statistics/564769/airline-industry-number-of-flights/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/564769/airline-industry-number-of-flights/
https://www.easa.europa.eu/eco/eaer/downloads
https://www.tni.org/files/publication-downloads/eumilitary.pdf
https://www.asd-europe.org/sites/default/files/2022-08/Position_Paper_-_Security_of_supply_3_April_2015__signed_.pdf
https://www.asd-europe.org/sites/default/files/2022-08/Position_Paper_-_Security_of_supply_3_April_2015__signed_.pdf
https://eda.europa.eu/docs/default-source/brochures/eda---defence-data-report-2019-2020.pdf
https://eda.europa.eu/docs/default-source/brochures/eda---defence-data-report-2019-2020.pdf
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2022-05-07/ukraine-war-revenue-arms-manufacturers-raytheon-javelin/101033002
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2022-05-07/ukraine-war-revenue-arms-manufacturers-raytheon-javelin/101033002
https://www.lemonde.fr/en/economy/article/2023/02/02/the-arms-industry-can-wait-calmly-for-the-dividends-of-the-war-in-ukraine_6014116_19.html
https://www.lemonde.fr/en/economy/article/2023/02/02/the-arms-industry-can-wait-calmly-for-the-dividends-of-the-war-in-ukraine_6014116_19.html
https://stopwapenhandel.org/app/uploads/2022/12/smoke_screen_report_-_tni_-_web_0.pdf
https://stopwapenhandel.org/app/uploads/2022/12/smoke_screen_report_-_tni_-_web_0.pdf
https://www.hithorizons.com/eu/insights/eu-arms-industry
https://www.state.gov/fiscal-year-2022-u-s-arms-transfers-and-defense-trade/
https://www.ft.com/content/3723977b-c256-432b-a2bb-b4ff901858f7


57	 Clifton, E. (2023) ‘Ukraine war is great for the portfolio, as defense stock enjoy a banner year’. Responsible Statecraft, 
24 February. https://responsiblestatecraft.org/2023/02/24/war-is-great-for-the-portfolio-as-defense-stocks-enjoy-a-
banner-year

58	 Joyner, E. (3 May 2023) ‘EU plans ‘war economy’ bullet production to aid Kyiv’. Deutsche Welle.  
https://www.dw.com/en/eu-plans-war-economy-bullet-production-to-aid-kyiv/a-65507532

59	 EU(24 July 2023) ‘Regulation (EU) 2023/1525 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 July 2023 on 
supporting ammunition production (ASAP)’. https://defence-industry-space.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2023-07/
ASAP%20Regulation%20CELEX_32023R1525_EN_TXT.pdf

60	 US Department of Defence (29 March 2023) ‘Opening Testimony by Secretary of Defense Lloyd J. Austin III Before the 
House Armed Services Committee Budget Posture Hearing (As Delivered)’. https://www.defense.gov/News/Speeches/
Speech/Article/3344458/opening-testimony-by-secretary-of-defense-lloyd-j-austin-iii-before-the-house-a

61	 NATO (2023) ‘Vilnius Summit Communiqué’. Press Release (2023) 001, 11 July.  
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/official_texts_217320.htm

62	 Pugnet, A. (2023) ‘NATO eyes new defence industry investment pledge to boost arms production’. EURACTIV, 19 April. 
https://www.euractiv.com/section/defence-and-security/news/nato-eyes-new-defence-industry-investment-pledge-to-
boost-arms-production/

63	 https://gain.nd.edu/our-work/country-index/rankings/ (accessed 17 August 2023).

64	 Sweden, which is about to accede to membership of NATO is also an important arms exporter to Pakistan.

65	 Saab (2014) ‘Investor CDP 2014 – Saab’. CDP. https://www.cdp.net/en/formatted_responses/
pages?locale=en&organization_name=SAAB&organization_number=16102&program=Investor&project_year=2014

66	 Edwards, N. (2023) ‘Selling war amid climate change’. Inkstick, 19 May.  
https://inkstickmedia.com/selling-war-amid-climate-change/

67	 Akkerman, M., Burton, D., Buxton, N., Ho-Chih Lin, Al-Kashef, M. and de Vries, W. (November 2022) ‘Climate Collateral: 
How military spending accelerates climate breakdown’. TNI/Stop Wapenhandel/Tipping Point North South/GCOMS. 
https://stopwapenhandel.org/app/uploads/2022/11/Climate-Collateral-Report-TNI-final-web-1.pdf

68	 Parkinson, S. and Cottrell, L. (2021), op.cit.

69	 Pugnet, A. (2023) ‘EU and industry look for balance in greener defence plans’. EURACTIV, 3 July. https://www.euractiv.
com/section/defence-and-security/news/eu-and-industry-look-for-balance-in-greener-defence-plans/

70	 Katovich, D. and Gibson, D. (2023) ‘The board of Lockheed Martin has spoken: climate change may proceed’. Jacobin. 
https://jacobin.com/2023/04/lockheed-martin-climate-change-shareholder-meeting-emissions

71	 DG DEFIS (2023) ‘Draft Minutes Fourth meeting of the Commission Expert Group on Policies & Programmes relevant to 
EU Space, Defence and Aeronautics Industry 14/03/2023’. https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/expert-groups-register/
core/api/front/document/96638/download

72	 EU (2023) ‘Regulation (EU) 2023/1525 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 July 2023 on supporting 
ammunition production (ASAP)’, 24 July. https://defence-industry-space.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2023-07/ASAP%20
Regulation%20CELEX_32023R1525_EN_TXT.pdf

73	 Stoetman, Adajé et al. (2023) ‘Military capabilities affected by climate change: An analysis of China, Russia and the 
United States’. Clingendael Report. The Hague: Clingendael Institute. https://www.clingendael.org/sites/default/
files/2023-01/Military_capabilities_affected_by_climate_change.pdf

74	 https://www.army.mil/e2/downloads/rv7/about/2022_army_climate_strategy.pdf 

https://www.safie.hq.af.mil/Portals/78/documents/Climate/DAF%20Climate%20Action%20Plan.pdf?ver=YcQAZsGM_
Xom3DkNP_fL3g%3d%3d 

https://www.navy.mil/Press-Office/Press-Releases/display-pressreleases/Article/3041221/department-of-the-navy-
releases-climate-action-2030/

75	 Website: https://rmi.org/

76	 Ferris, N. (2022) ‘Why prioritising military might over net zero makes no sense’. Army Technology, 9 May.  
https://www.army-technology.com/analysis/why-prioritising-military-might-over-net-zero-makes-no-sense/

77	 Pugnet, A. (2023) ‘EU defence industry pressures Commission, EU countries to step up financing’, 27 June. EURACTIV. 
https://www.euractiv.com/section/defence-and-security/news/eu-defence-industry-pressures-commission-eu-
countries-to-step-up-financing/

78	 Moyon, P. and Fleitour, G. (2022) ‘Entretien. En France, « nous disposons d’ingénieurs de très haut niveau », observe le 
PDG de Thales’. Ouest France, 22 January. https://www.ouest-france.fr/politique/defense/entretien-en-france-nous-
disposons-d-ingenieurs-de-tres-haut-niveau-observe-le-pdg-de-thales-50e584fa-7942-11ec-9d21-e721da20c99f

79	 ASD Europe (2022) ‘Position Paper on Commission contribution to European Defence’, 12 April. https://asd-europe.org/
sites/default/files/atoms/files/ASD%20PP%20on%20Commission%20contribution%20to%20European%20Defence.pdf

80	 European Union (March 2022) ‘A Strategic Compass for Security and Defence: For a European Union that protects its 
citizens, values and interests and contributes to international peace and security’. https://www.eeas.europa.eu/sites/
default/files/documents/strategic_compass_en3_web.pdf

81	 He, J., McCarthy, S. & Chang, W. (7 March 2023), China to increase defense spending 7.2%, sets economic growth target 
of ‘around 5%’ for 2023. CNN https://www.cnn.com/2023/03/04/economy/china-two-sessions-gdp-growth-target-
military-spending-intl-hnk/index.html

82	 NATO has touted its commitment to 45% reduction in emissions for its bodies and commands but this only applies to its 
very limited buildings and not the vast majority of the emissions produced by its member states. https://www.nato.int/
cps/en/natohq/opinions_208773.htm?selectedLocale=en. The US army has committed to 50% reduction of emissions 
by 2030 but not its navy and airforce that are responsible for the vast majority of its emissions. See Kaufman, E (22 
February 2022), US Army releases first climate strategy with goal to reach net-zero greenhouse gas emissions by 2050 
https://www.cnn.com/2022/02/08/politics/us-army-climate-strategy/index.html

 36

https://responsiblestatecraft.org/2023/02/24/war-is-great-for-the-portfolio-as-defense-stocks-enjoy-a-banner-year
https://responsiblestatecraft.org/2023/02/24/war-is-great-for-the-portfolio-as-defense-stocks-enjoy-a-banner-year
https://www.dw.com/en/eu-plans-war-economy-bullet-production-to-aid-kyiv/a-65507532
https://defence-industry-space.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2023-07/ASAP%20Regulation%20CELEX_32023R1525_EN_TXT.pdf
https://defence-industry-space.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2023-07/ASAP%20Regulation%20CELEX_32023R1525_EN_TXT.pdf
https://www.defense.gov/News/Speeches/Speech/Article/3344458/opening-testimony-by-secretary-of-defense-lloyd-j-austin-iii-before-the-house-a
https://www.defense.gov/News/Speeches/Speech/Article/3344458/opening-testimony-by-secretary-of-defense-lloyd-j-austin-iii-before-the-house-a
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/official_texts_217320.htm
https://www.euractiv.com/section/defence-and-security/news/nato-eyes-new-defence-industry-investment-pledge-to-boost-arms-production/
https://www.euractiv.com/section/defence-and-security/news/nato-eyes-new-defence-industry-investment-pledge-to-boost-arms-production/
https://gain.nd.edu/our-work/country-index/rankings/
https://www.cdp.net/en/formatted_responses/pages?locale=en&organization_name=SAAB&organization_number=16102&program=Investor&project_year=2014
https://inkstickmedia.com/selling-war-amid-climate-change/
https://www.euractiv.com/section/defence-and-security/news/eu-and-industry-look-for-balance-in-greener-defence-plans/
https://www.euractiv.com/section/defence-and-security/news/eu-and-industry-look-for-balance-in-greener-defence-plans/
https://jacobin.com/2023/04/lockheed-martin-climate-change-shareholder-meeting-emissions
https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/expert-groups-register/core/api/front/document/96638/download
https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/expert-groups-register/core/api/front/document/96638/download
https://stopwapenhandel.org/app/uploads/2022/11/Climate-Collateral-Report-TNI-final-web-1.pdf
https://defence-industry-space.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2023-07/ASAP%20Regulation%20CELEX_32023R1525_EN_TXT.pdf
https://defence-industry-space.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2023-07/ASAP%20Regulation%20CELEX_32023R1525_EN_TXT.pdf
https://www.clingendael.org/sites/default/files/2023-01/Military_capabilities_affected_by_climate_change.pdf
https://www.clingendael.org/sites/default/files/2023-01/Military_capabilities_affected_by_climate_change.pdf
https://www.army.mil/e2/downloads/rv7/about/2022_army_climate_strategy.pdf
https://www.safie.hq.af.mil/Portals/78/documents/Climate/DAF%20Climate%20Action%20Plan.pdf?ver=YcQAZsGM_Xom3DkNP_fL3g%3d%3d
https://www.safie.hq.af.mil/Portals/78/documents/Climate/DAF%20Climate%20Action%20Plan.pdf?ver=YcQAZsGM_Xom3DkNP_fL3g%3d%3d
https://www.navy.mil/Press-Office/Press-Releases/display-pressreleases/Article/3041221/department-of-the-navy-releases-climate-action-2030/
https://www.navy.mil/Press-Office/Press-Releases/display-pressreleases/Article/3041221/department-of-the-navy-releases-climate-action-2030/
https://rmi.org/
https://www.euractiv.com/section/defence-and-security/news/eu-defence-industry-pressures-commission-eu-countries-to-step-up-financing/
https://www.euractiv.com/section/defence-and-security/news/eu-defence-industry-pressures-commission-eu-countries-to-step-up-financing/
https://asd-europe.org/sites/default/files/atoms/files/ASD%20PP%20on%20Commission%20contribution%20to%20European%20Defence.pdf
https://asd-europe.org/sites/default/files/atoms/files/ASD%20PP%20on%20Commission%20contribution%20to%20European%20Defence.pdf
https://www.army-technology.com/analysis/why-prioritising-military-might-over-net-zero-makes-no-sense/
ttps://www.cnn.com/2023/03/04/economy/china-two-sessions-gdp-growth-target-military-spending-intl-hnk/index.html
ttps://www.cnn.com/2023/03/04/economy/china-two-sessions-gdp-growth-target-military-spending-intl-hnk/index.html
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/opinions_208773.htm?selectedLocale=en
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/opinions_208773.htm?selectedLocale=en
https://www.cnn.com/2022/02/08/politics/us-army-climate-strategy/index.html
https://www.ouest-france.fr/politique/defense/entretien-en-france-nous-disposons-d-ingenieurs-de-tres-haut-niveau-observe-le-pdg-de-thales-50e584fa-7942-11ec-9d21-e721da20c99f


83	 Barry, B. (February 2022), Green Defence: the defence and military implications of climate change for Europe, 
International Institute for Strategic Studies

84	 IPCC (27–30 September 2022), Fifty-seventh session of the IPCC, PCC-LVII/Doc. 3 (18.VIII.2022). Agenda Item: 4.  
https://apps.ipcc.ch/eventmanager/documents/75/180820220419-Doc.%203%20-%20Observer%20Organizations.pdf

85	 https://www.thalesgroup.com/en/investor/publications/releases-publications?title=registration&y=&category_id=All 

https://www.thalesgroup.com/sites/default/files/database/document/2023-04/Anglais%20-%20DEU%202022%20
BAT%20UK.pdf  

https://www.airbus.com/sites/g/files/jlcbta136/files/2023-05/Airbus_Financial_Statements_FY_2022.pdf 

https://www.airbus.com/sites/g/files/jlcbta136/files/2023-02/Report%20of%20the%20Board%20of%20Directors%20
2022.pdf

86	 https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/WEO/weo-database/2023/April

87	 https://www.sgr.org.uk/sites/default/files/2022-11/SGR%2BCEOBS-Estimating_Global_MIlitary_GHG_Emissions_Nov22_
rev.pdf

88	 https://dra.american.edu/islandora/object/auislandora%3A94927

89	 https://www.sgr.org.uk/sites/default/files/2021-02/EU-MCE-report-by-SGR-CEOBS-GUE.pdf

90	 https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/WEO/weo-database/2023/April

91	 https://www.nato.int/nato_static_fl2014/assets/pdf/2023/7/pdf/230707-def-exp-2023-en.pdf  
Note that the ‘total’ figures in the NATO report include Finland only from 2023 onwards.

 37

https://apps.ipcc.ch/eventmanager/documents/75/180820220419-Doc.%203%20-%20Observer%20Organizations.pdf
https://www.eeas.europa.eu/sites/default/files/documents/strategic_compass_en3_web.pdf
https://www.thalesgroup.com/en/investor/publications/releases-publications?title=registration&y=&category_id=All
https://www.thalesgroup.com/sites/default/files/database/document/2023-04/Anglais%20-%20DEU%202022%20BAT%20UK.pdf
https://www.thalesgroup.com/sites/default/files/database/document/2023-04/Anglais%20-%20DEU%202022%20BAT%20UK.pdf
https://www.airbus.com/sites/g/files/jlcbta136/files/2023-05/Airbus_Financial_Statements_FY_2022.pdf
https://www.airbus.com/sites/g/files/jlcbta136/files/2023-02/Report%20of%20the%20Board%20of%20Directors%202022.pdf
https://www.airbus.com/sites/g/files/jlcbta136/files/2023-02/Report%20of%20the%20Board%20of%20Directors%202022.pdf
https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/WEO/weo-database/2023/April
https://www.sgr.org.uk/sites/default/files/2022-11/SGR%2BCEOBS-Estimating_Global_MIlitary_GHG_Emissions_Nov22_rev.pdf
https://www.sgr.org.uk/sites/default/files/2022-11/SGR%2BCEOBS-Estimating_Global_MIlitary_GHG_Emissions_Nov22_rev.pdf
https://dra.american.edu/islandora/object/auislandora%3A94927
https://www.sgr.org.uk/sites/default/files/2021-02/EU-MCE-report-by-SGR-CEOBS-GUE.pdf
https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/WEO/weo-database/2023/April
https://www.nato.int/nato_static_fl2014/assets/pdf/2023/7/pdf/230707-def-exp-2023-en.pdf


The Transnational Institute (TNI) is an international  

research and advocacy institute committed to building  

a just, democratic and sustainable planet. For more than  

40 years, TNI has served as a unique nexus between  

social movements, engaged scholars and policy makers.

www.TNI.org

Stop Wapenhandel is an independent research and 

campaign organisation opposed to the arms trade and the 

arms industry. It campaigns against arms exports to poor 

countries, undemocratic regimes and countries in conflict 

areas. It also stands against the financing of the arms trade 

by governments, banks and pension funds.

www.stopwapenhandel.org

Tipping Point North South (TPNS) is a co-operative that 

supports and initiates creative, campaign-driven projects 

that advance the global social justice agenda. It is a ‘for the 

benefit of community’ co-operative serving ‘community’ at all 

levels – from local to national to international –with a focus on 

global social, economic and environmental justice issues.

www.tippingpointnorthsouth.org


