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The United Kingdon reports to the Human Rights Committee at a time of complete uncertainty.  The decision to leave the European Union threatens the very integrity of the nation which came together in a series of steps over the centuries.as presently constituted.

  


In the 10th Century the Kingdom of England was established in approximately its current borders, but the crown was violently disputed until as late as the year1746.  
At the end of the 13th Century, England conquered the independent Principality of Wales, 
and subsequently effectively absorbed it, while still nominally recognising its separate national identity.
At the same time, it was working to subjugate Ireland, controlling the entire island by the 
end of the 16th Century.

In 1603, on the death of Queen Elizabeth I, King James VI of Scotland succeeded to the English throne as James I.  It was not however until 1707 that the “Union of the Crowns” 
was followed by the “Union of the Parliaments”.  

For the next two centuries, the United Kingdom was at its greatest extent, but the 
metropolitan territories were dwarfed by the British Empire.

In 1921, after a civil war, all but the north-eastern fifth of Ireland seceded, first as the Irish Free State, then in 1937 as the Irish Republic.

Northern Ireland remains a part of the United Kingdom – and is recognised in the nation’s  official title (the other three constituent parts forming the island of Great Britain).  It has intermittently had an autonomous regional government (newly reinstated in January 2020).

In the 1990s Scotland and Wales were granted regional assemblies, which play an increasing part in national politics.

So, the UK as it is now is a union of four separate nationalities, dominated by England (population some 55 million, while Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland muster a mere 10 million between them).   The Isle of Man and the Channel Islands off the coast of Normandy coast are closely linked to, but not part of the UK; they enjoy an unique status, and function largely as “offshore” banking centres.

But the Union is under strain, because Scotland and Northern Ireland voted heavily against leaving the EU.  A referendum on independence for Scotland was defeated in 2014, largely by the argument that if it left the UK it would not necessarily be able to remain in the EU; in the changed  circumstances it is now loudly demanding a fresh referendum.  And unbelievably, it now looks as though a majority in Northern Ireland would if asked vote to join the Irish Republic (most of the population have already claimed their historic right to an Irish passport).

Basic Information
POPULATION (November 2018, estimated
)


  

          65,105,000
MILITARY RECRUITMENT: Conscription was introduced  for the first time in 1916, was 
applied until 1919, then reintroduced in 1938.  It finally ended in 1960; the last 
conscripts finished their service in 1963.  Since then, all recruitment has been 
voluntary. 

MINIMUM AGE
:  16, see text below.

CONSCIENTIOUS OBJECTION:   Provisions were included in the Military Service 

Act of 1916, generally considered to be a global first.  The treatment of 


conscientious was however frequently harsh.  Things improved somewhat 


during the second period of conscription.  There are regulations permitting 


serving members of the armed forces to apply for release on the grounds of 


conscientious objection, but they leave a lot to be desired (see text below)
Approximate male population reaching 18 years old annually: 
              
 364,580 ARMED FORCES active strength , November 2018
:




 148,350 
as a ratio of the number of men reaching “military age” annually:


 40.7%

 
                       
MILITARY EXPENDITURE: US $ equivalent, 2018

                                                $49,997m
Per capita









        $751  
As % of  GDP 








        1.8%
IFOR’s submission when the UK reported to the Human Rights Committee in 2015 raised concerns about the practical working of the provisions under which serving members of the armed forces may apply for release on the grounds of conscientious objection, and about  the continued reliance on juvenile recruitment, and related issues concerning deployment, contractual arrangements and militarisation in the education system.  Sadly,  these issues remain essentially the same.
Serving members of the armed forces
Since at least 1970 regulations (different for each of the three branches of the armed forces), have governed procedures to be followed in the event that a service-man or -woman seeks release having developed a conscientious objection.  However the documents are confidential – it is a disciplinary offence to reveal them to non service personnel.  Moreover their existence is not made public, so that even those who might be affected rarely are aware of the possibility of release.  The texts became public only as the result of a “freedom of information” application by the non-governmental organisation War Resisters International in 2007.

Applications are handled until the very last appeal entirely within the branch of the services concerned, thus neither independently nor publicly.  

Such applications do not have a suspensory effect.  In this respect, the submission observed. There is no protection whatsoever against the possibility that the conscientious objector may, after lodging the application, be given a specific order which is directly contradictory to the nature of the objection.  Requests for unarmed service while the application in being considered are rejected.  According to the Air Force regulations, for example,  “the applicant remains subject to Air Force Law and is required to respond appropriately to lawful commands. The applicant also remains liable to normal disciplinary action regardless of whether the commission of any offence is related to the plea of conscience.”,
  Moreover, in such circumstances,  “Applications will not be considered from any applicant (…) until such time as the individual” has returned to unit, any outstanding disciplinary action has been taken and any sentence imposed has been completed.” In a submission in the name of Conscience and Peace Tax International on the occasion of the UK’s 6th Periodic Report in 2008 the present writer observed “This means that in the most extreme case a dismissal on disciplinary grounds may not be unrelated to the conscientious objection.”  -  sadly two years later (see below) such an extreme case did arise.

A body called the Advisory Committee on Conscientious Objection was set up as the independent final court of appeal for rejected applicants.  It considered 36 appeals between 1976 and 1996, but has met only once since, in 2010, to consider the case of  LMO (Leading Medical Orderly) Michael Lyons.
  Lyons was a medical orderly in submarines, and was therefore surprised to be put on notice of deployment to Afghanistan.  Reading up about the conflict, he developed severe doubts about the legality of its conduct, both in terms of jus ad bellum and jus in bello, which broadened into a more general conscientious objection, and he therefore applied for release on that ground (an application not to serve in a particular conflict is not possible).  He was particularly shocked to learn that he would be required in the field to deny treatment to civilians in a way inconsistent with his understanding of medical ethics.  Against the initial recommendation of his commanding officer, his application was turned down by the panel established for the  purpose.  On 17th December 2010, he appeared, without legal representation, before ACCO which rejected his appeal as essentially political.
There was a further twist to this case.  While his application as a conscientious objector was under consideration, Lyons was detailed to attend a pre-deployment course to give proficiency in the use of an SA80 rifle at 300 metres.  On reporting for the course he requested that he be excused on the basis that he was applying for release as a conscientious objector and sought non-combatant status.  in preparation for deployment.  After many hours of consultations, the decision was made high in the naval hierarchy that he should be given a direct order to pick up a weapon.  When he refused, he was court-martialled, and the year after being turned down by ACCO was sentenced to seven months’ detention (with no pay) in the Military Corrective Training Centre, followed by dishonourable discharge.
A disturbing element is also the UK’s apparent operational definition of non-combatant status under international humanitarian law (IHL) enjoyed by full-time medical personnel. Without losing such status, they may bear small arms for the defence of themselves and their patients.  The UK maintains that IHL is not applicable in the Afghan conflict, but that its armed forces are under orders to behave as though it does.  However, the exception regarding the bearing of small arms for self-defence is used to justify a requirement that all personnel, with the sole exception of chaplains, deployed on active service must bear small arms.  Those to be deployed  are trained together to function as a unit, including giving mutual protection - this was the purpose of the rifle course from which Lyons asked to be excused.  The nature of the weaponry and of the skills being imparted  implies that something rather more is envisaged than immediate self-defence in close quarters fighting. 
The obscurity of the provisions has meant that, as far as can been ascertained, in recent years the number of applications for release as a conscientious objector has averaged little more than one per annum – most successful.  ACCO remains in existence, but has not been convened since the Lyons case
The United Kingdom is a member of the Council of Europe, whose Committee of Ministers recommended in 2010:
“42. 
Professional members of the armed forces should be able to leave the armed forces for reasons of conscience.
43.
Requests by members of the armed forces to leave the armed forces for reasons of conscience should be examined within a reasonable time. Pending the examination of their requests they should be transferred to non-combat duties, where possible.
44.
Any request to leave the armed forces for reasons of conscience should ultimately, where denied, be examined by an independent and impartial body. 
45.
Members of the armed forces having legally left the armed forces for reasons of conscience should not be subject to discrimination or to any criminal prosecution. No discrimination or prosecution should result from asking to leave the armed forces for reasons of conscience.
46.
Members of the armed forces should be informed of the rights mentioned in paragraphs 41 to 45 above and the procedures available to exercise them.”


The UK did not reply to the Council of Europe's initial questionnaire on the implementation of this recommendation.
   However, the Lyons case seems to indicate that the existing procedures are not entirely compatible with several of the paragraphs.  Paragraph 43 in particular poses a problem.

Juvenile recruitment and deployment

The UK is one of fewer than 20 Member States of the United Nations which continue deliberately to recruit persons aged 16 into its armed forces.  On ratifying the Optional Protocol to the Convention on  the Rights of the Child on the involvement of children in armed conflict (OPAC), on 24th June 2003, the UK made the following declaration:
“The minimum age at which individuals may join the UK Armed Forces is 16 years. This minimum broadly reflects the minimum statutory school leaving age in the United Kingdom, that is the age at which young persons may first be permitted to cease full-time education and enter the full-time employment market. Parental consent is required in all cases of recruitment under the age of 18 years.”   (There followed details of safeguards in terms of proof of age, and ascertaining that the decision to enlist was an informed and truly willing one on the part of both recruits and parents or guardians.)

When the Committee on the Rights of the Child considered the initial report of the UK under OPAC, in September 2008, it noted this declaration “and regrets the fact that the State party indicates that there are no plans to change this.”
; it encouraged the UK “to consider reviewing its position and raise the minimum age for recruitment into the armed forces to 18 years in order to promote the protection of children through an overall higher legal standard. In the meantime, the Committee recommends that, in recruiting among those persons who have not yet attained the age of 18, priority is given to those who are the oldest.”

The Committee noted “the State party’s position that, “in order to compete in an increasingly competitive employment market, the British Armed Forces need to attract young people aged 16 and above into pursuing a career in the armed forces” (State party report (para.18).”  It however expressed concern that
(a) Figures given by the State party show that recruits under the age of 18 represent approximately 32 per cent of the total intake of United Kingdom Regular Armed Forces;

(b) The active recruitment policy may lead to the possibility of targeting those children who come from vulnerable groups;


(c)
Parents and/or guardians are only involved at the final stage of the recruitment 


process to give their consent.

It accordingly recommended that the UK “reconsider its active policy of recruitment of children into the armed forces and ensure that it does not occur in a manner which specifically targets ethnic minorities and children of low-income families;”  and furthermore that it “ensure that parents are included from the outset and during the entire process of recruitment and enlistment.”

In fact, the proportion of recruits to the armed forces who were aged under 18 dropped steadily year by year from 37.6% in 2001-02 to 21.4% in 2009-10.  The proportion has always been higher in the  Army than in the Navy or Air Force; between 2002 and 2006 it stabilised at 50%, having been as high as 58% in 2001-02; subsequently it too has dropped steadily, reaching 28% in 2009-10.

Recruitment of 16-year-olds has always been more characteristic of the Army than the other branche of the armed forces.  Until 2005, more than 20% of Army recruits were aged 16; by that date 16-year-olds represented much less than 10% of Navy recruits and a negligible proportion of Air Force recruits.
  By 2011-12, the Navy and the Air Force recruited just 10 sixteen-year-olds each; the Army recruited 1,475, plus about 2,000 17-year-olds.   By that date, under-16's accounted  for 9.2% of all recruits
 and perhaps about 12% of recruitment into the Army.  (Which in total is considerably greater than that into the other services together.)
The pressures towards juvenile recruitment and pre-recruitment however continue to be strong.  particularly at a time of low unemployment, the army in particular is facing an increasing shortfall in recruitment.  Figures obtained under the Freedom of Information Act by “The Guardian”i
 in August 2019 show that the strength of frontline infantry units in now 2,500 less than in 2015, with all 16 regular regiments currently under strength.   
The reliance on juvenile recruits and especially on 16-year-olds has a number of specific implications.   
Greatest is the danger of premature deployment.  On its signature of OPAC, the UK deposited a declaration which it reaffirmed on ratification.  This read:
“The United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland will take all feasible measures to ensure that members of its armed forces who have not attained the age of 18 years do not take a direct part in hostilities.
The United Kingdom understands that article 1 of the Optional Protocol would not exclude the deployment of members of its armed forces under the age of 18 to take a direct part in hostilities where: -
a) there is a genuine military need to deploy their unit or ship to an area in which hostilities are taking place; and
b) by reason of the nature and urgency of the situation:-

i) it is not practicable to withdraw such persons before deployment; or

ii) to do so would undermine the operational effectiveness of their ship or unit, and thereby put at risk the successful completion of the military mission and/or the safety of other personnel.” 
The Committee on the Rights of the Child “is concerned at the wide scope of [this interpretative declaration], according to which deployment of persons under 18 to take direct part in hostilities would not be excluded when, inter alia, the exclusion of children before deployment is not practicable or would undermine the operational effectiveness of the operation. In this respect, the Committee is concerned that children may still be potentially deployed to areas of hostilities and involved in hostilities.(...)”   
The information before the Committee had not in fact indicated that the interpretative declaration had ever been deliberately invoked; nevertheless “the pressures on units prior to deployment have meant that there have been instances where soldiers have been inadvertently deployed to an operational theatre before their eighteenth birthday. (…)  The number of personnel under 18 deployed on operations has reduced from approximately 300 between 1999 and 2003 to only 18 since the Optional Protocol was ratified in 2003. None have been deployed since July 2005.  The vast majority of those who were deployed were within one week of their eighteenth birthdays or were removed from theatre within a week of their arrival. Only four under 18s were deployed for a period of greater than two weeks.”
   It is believed that most, if not all, of the deployments referred to were to Iraq.
Unfortunately, it emerged at a later date that the assessment which had been welcomed by the Committee on the Rights of the Child had been too optimistic.  Between April 2007 and April 2010 there were five further inadvertant deployments to Afghanistan or Iraq.  Moreover “one 17 year old spent six weeks in Helmand, Afghanistan in 2010 where he participated in armed combat.  According to media reports, the young soldier wanted to fight and was able to bypass the checks that should have picked up that he was under age.  The case was attributed by the army to 'human error'.”
  
Second is the problem for the military of what to do with personnel during any gap between the end of training and the 18th birthday.  Posting to operational units is clearly the least complicated option, and that which places the least burden on resources.  However this carries the constant risk of inadvertant deployment; the procedures which need to be put into place to avoid this are cumbersome, and having some members of a unit not fully available for deployment can undermine its overall preparedness.  Indeed, a case has been made out that bearing in mind the costs of training and the dropout rate, raising the recruitment age to 18 would be more cost effective for the armed forces.

Third is the issue alluded to by the Committee on the Rights of the Child, namely that the very low recruitment age might target those from the most vulnerable sections of society.   In practice, it is specifically designed to do so.  Military Officers are not hesitant about this “we have to get them  before they are in prison or on drugs”.  Research in 2017 revealed a high correlation between army recruitment initiatives and areas of “multiple deprivation”.
  
 The Army’s own research in 2004 indicated that approximately half of all recruits had literacy and numeracy skills equivalent to those either of an average 11-year-old or an average 7-year-old.
 “Off the record”, Army officers will admit bluntly that if they wait until 17 too many of their potential recruits will be disqualified by criminal records.  Clearly in individual cases military service is often the route out of economic and social deprivation.  But (as outlined in the following paragraphs) the consequences of military service itself can all too often be harmful, especially for those who have been recruited at a young age.  Why should it be the only escape route available for the most disadvantaged?
Fourth is the question of whether the entire culture of the armed forces is really alert to their “in loco parentis” responsibilities with regard to juvenile recruits.  This issue came to a head as a result of four deaths of young recruits (including two aged 17) at the Deepcut Barracks in Surrey  between 1995 and 2002.   The subsequent “Duty of Care” report by the House of Commons Defence Committee
 identified numerous shortcomings including an endemic culture of “hazing” or bullying and of sexual harrassment, inadequate supervision, no screening of personnel who were to be put in a position of authority over juveniles, the lack of an independent complaints procedure many problems and suggested reforms.  Many, but not all, of its recommendations were acted upon by the Ministry of Defence; Deepcut itself, which had become notorious, was closed, and there was a successful prosecution of a former instructor for a number of indecent assaults over the period 1992 to 1997.
  A judicial review into the Deepcut incidents by Nicholas Blake, QC
 noted that in the three cases where inquests had been completed the deaths had probably been self-inflicted, and found that although there was a general problem of low morale they could not directly be blamed on bullying, ill-treatment or sexual harassment.  Blake did however find that the risk of self-inflicted injuries was significantly increased by the policy of regularly assigning junior trainees to unsupervised armed guard duty, and he recommended that 18 be adopted as the minimum age for such assignments.  This last issue was taken up by the Committee on the Rights of the Child, which regretted “that armed guarding of United Kingdom military establishments may be undertaken by military personnel from the age of 17 years, and that this activity entails, as a minimum, weapon handling training and assessment as well as guidance on the use of force and the rules of engagement.” and encouraged the UK to abolish “the handling and use of firearms (…)  for all children in line with the spirit of the Optional Protocol.”

Fifth research has shown that the hazards of military life disproportionately affect the youngest, who face a higher risk of bullying, sexual harassment, self-harm, and post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) than older recruits.  Once deployed, the youngest are at greatest risk of death or serious injury, and are more susceptible than older recruits to react to combat experiences by subsequently committing violent offences.
  Even though no recruit should be deployed in combat before the age of 18, those who have joined younger are inevitably on average younger when first deployed, but it has been found that the death rate in Afghanistan of those who enlisted at 16 is approximately twice that of those who were older at the time of first recruitment.  It seems unlikely that this could simply reflect a marginally younger average age at time of first deployment.

Sixth the mental health effects of military service tend to be more severe after the end of service.  Former members of the armed forces had significantly higher rates of PTSD and other mental disorders, alcohol abuse, violent behaviour and self-harm than the population at large or current service personnel.
  The suicide rate in the armed forces is approximately half that in the population at large, but among former service personnel it is close to the national rate; those in the youngest age group are however at considerably more risk of suicide “Some younger age groups show both in-service and post-discharge suicide rates that are significantly higher than those for the same age group in the general population.”
  The multiple effects of these problems greatly increase the risk of unemployment and/or social exclusion (which of course frequently includes homelessness) after discharge.
   Youngsters from deprived backgrounds are rarely aware of these risks, which have to be set against the short-term benefits they can derive from enlistment.  Moreover, those who enlisted youngest suffer disproportionately from all these problems.  To a large extent this may be put down to the experiences this group typically has in its military career. career path and experiences this group he nature of their military duties, but there are several indications that in itself “enlistment age is a mental health risk factor”.
   All these issues were highlighted in “Wty 18 Matters>”, the publication issued by Child Soldiers International to mark the 18th anniversary of  the  Optional Protocol to the Convention on the Rights of the Child on the involvement of children in armed conflict.
Seventh, the young age of recruitment is one factor in an increasing visibility of the armed forces within the education system.  The Committee on the Rights of the Child was told in 2008, “There was no recruitment in schools, although information was provided to schools that requested it.”
  In the narrow sense, this remains correct.  No pupil signs military recruitment papers at school.  However in May that year a “Report of Inquiry into the National Recognition of Armed Forces” had called for the armed forces to be given a much more prominent presence in the national life, “including wearing uniforms in public, the idea of a National Armed Forces Day, greater support for homecoming parades, and an expansion of cadet forces”
   It “recommended that an 'understanding' of the armed forces be promoted in schools via the national curriculum, presentations by local Armed Forces units and visits by individual serving men and women to their old schools.”.
  The armed forces visit around 8,000 schools each year, engaging with some 900,000 students.  They offer “school presentation teams, 'careers advisers', lesson plans, away days, one-to-one mentoring, interviews, and more.”
    The Ministry of Defence has stated that this enables them “to provide positive information to influence future opinion formers, and to enable recruiters to access the school environments”
  (The Welsh assembly, however, using its devolved powers over education, has voted to prohibit such access to schools in Wales.)   Subsequently, the Department of Education has announced a “military skills and ethos” programme, including among other aspects a great increase in the number of cadet forces in state schools and a “Military to Mentors” programme, which uses ex-service personnel to engage with “pupils who are either disengaged with education or at risk of becoming disengaged”, replacing “school-based learning with military-style activities in uniform.”
 
Finally, a brief comment with regard to the UK's Fifth Periodic Report under the Convention on the Rights of the Child, which has just appeared at the time of writing.  This includes the statement, “There is a distinct custodial estate for under-18s in England and Wales with young people always held separately to adults. This is also the case in Northern Ireland, where the small number of children held in custody are accommodated in a purpose-built child-centred facility, staffed by social workers.”   In fact this does not apply to children who have been recruited into the Armed Forces.   The Military Corrective Training Centre at Berechurch Hall (see the Lyons case, above) accomodates all personnel from all three services who have been sentenced to a period of detention,  with no distinction being made between those above and below the age of 18.
The publication “Why 18 matters”, by Child Soldiers International in 2018, released to mark the 18th anniversary of the OPAC, which sought but failed to ban all military recruitment below the age of 18, further argues that juvenile recruitment is disproportionately harmful-
Contractual terms for young recruits

Replying to a question about contractual terms, the UK told the Committee on the Rights of the Child:
“All new recruits, regardless of age, have a right of discharge within the first six months of service by giving not less than 14 days notice in writing to the Commanding Officer if they decide that the Armed Forces is not a career for them.  In addition, Service personnel under 18 years 3 months who have passed their statutory six month period for “discharge as of right” and have registered, before reaching their 18th birthday, clear unhappiness at their choice of career, can request permission to leave the Armed Forces.  Such individuals who have registered clear unhappiness are allowed to leave; they are not denied from doing so.  However, there may be circumstances when a final decision may be deferred, for example if the Commanding Officer has doubts about the permanence of the individual’s unhappiness.  Every effort is made to ensure that they have fully considered their decision.
“All recruits over 18 years of age who enlist into the Armed Forces sign up to a minimum of term of service – for example, in the Army there is a minimum of four years service, with the right to give 12 months notice at the three year point.  However, MOD policy is that those aged under 18 at the time of enlistment in the Services will only have their reckonable service taken from their 18th birthday.  An amendment to the Army Terms of Service Regulations 2007 to reinstate this policy for the Army will come into force in August 2008.  From that point they enjoy exactly the same rights of discharge as those who joined the Services after their 18th birthday.  Therefore, if a young man or woman enlists in the Army on their 16th birthday, for instance, he/she could serve a minimum of six years, comprising two years under-18 service and four years of adult service, before leaving the Armed Forces by giving 12 months notice at what for them would be the five year point.  As outlined above, there are adequate safeguards in place to ensure that young servicemen or women under the age of 18 years may, if they wish, leave the Services before committing to adult service.”

This verbiage simply seeks to hide the existence of what is known as the “six-year trap”, whereby the youngest and most vulnerable recruits, unless they change their mind within six months, are committed to a longer initial period of service than those who join as adults, longest of all for the youngest of all.  (The mitigating “unhappy juniors” provisions are discretionary only; the recruit must first convince his or her commanding officer of “clear unhappiness”, and the commanding officer may nevertheless judge that it is not permanent.
)
The Committee on the Rights of the Child may or may not have been fooled, but it recommended firmly  “that all persons who were still below 18 on 1 January 2008 also have the right to convert their minimum term of service to four years from the first day of duty,”
   As far as is known, no further reconsideration of the “six year trap” has in fact taken place. 
When the CRC next considered a general report from the UK, it remained

“concerned that: 


(a)
The State party maintains the wide scope of its interpretative declaration on article 1 of the Optional Protocol, which may permit the deployment of children to areas of hostilities and their involvement in hostilities under certain circumstances;

(b)
The minimum age for voluntary recruitment as 16 years has not been changed and child recruits makes up 20 per cent of the recent annual intake of United Kingdom Regular Armed Forces;


(c)
The Army Board endorsed increasing the recruitment of personnel under 18 years old to avoid undermanning, and children who come from vulnerable groups are disproportionately represented among recruits;


(d)
Safeguards for voluntary recruitment are insufficient, particularly in the light of the very low literacy level of the majority of under-18 recruits and the fact that briefing materials provided to child applicants and their parents or guardians do not clearly inform them of the risks and obligations that follow their enlistment;


(e)
In the army, child recruits can be required to serve a minimum period of service up to two years longer than the minimum period for adult recruits.

and recommended  that the State party: 

(a)
Consider reviewing its position and raise the minimum age for recruitment into the armed forces to 18 years in order to promote the protection of children through an overall higher legal standard; 

(b)
Reconsider its active policy of recruitment of children into the armed forces and ensure that recruitment practices do not actively target persons under the age of 18 and ensure that military recruiters’ access to school be strictly limited; 

(c)
In recruiting persons under the age of 18, strengthen its safeguards required by article 3 of the Optional Protocol, in order to ensure that the recruitment is genuinely voluntary and based on fully informed consent of the recruit and their parents and legal guardians, and ensure that recruitment does not have a discriminatory impact on children of ethnic minorities and low-income families; 
(d)
Ensure that the minimum period of service applied to children who enlist into the army is no longer than that applied to adult recruits.

Moreover, in the conext of increasingly non-international armed conflict, it noted “ with concern that, according to the Joint Doctrine Publication 1-10 for Captured Persons (second edition, October 2011), only children under the age of 15 years benefit from special protection.”
 and recommended”that the State party implement its previous recommendation on the Optional Protocol, on captured child soldiers (CRC/C/OPAC/GBR/CO/1, para. 29), for all children under 18 years old.”
 
Suggestions fot the List of Issues
IFOR’s suggestions for the List of Issues at the time of the UK’s 7th Periodic Report were::
- whether it intends to review its procedures for considering applications for release from members of the armed forces who develop conscientious objections in order to ensure the conformity of such procedures with the guidance in paragraphs 42 to 46 of Recommendation CM/Rec(2010)4 of the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe?
- what action it has taken in response to paragraphs 13, 15 and 26 of the Concluding Observations by the Committee on the Rights of the Child on its Initial Report under the Optional Protocol to the Convention on the Rights of the Child on the involvement of children in armed conflict (which recommended that it reconsider the minimum statutory age of 16 for recruitment into the armed forces, its active programme of child recruitment, and the practice of assigning 17-year-olds to armed guard duty)?
- whether it has reviewed the contractual terms for juvenile recruits in the Army so that - in line with the comments made by the Committee on the Rights of the Child in paragraphs 18 and 19 of  their Concluding Observations on its Initial Report under the Optional Protocol to the Convention on the Rights of the Child on the involvement of children in armed conflict - all are now entitled to a minimum term of service of four years from the first day of duty?
None of  these were taken up by the Committee at the time; all still remain valid.
The First Ambush? Effects of army training and employment (70pp) draws on veterans’ testimony and around 200 studies, mainly from the UK and US, to explore the effects of army employment on recruits, particularly during initial training.
The report explains that the main purpose of army training is to mould young civilians as soldiers who will follow orders by reflex and kill on demand. It demands unquestioning obedience, stimulates aggression and antagonism, overpowers a healthy person’s inhibition to killing, and dehumanises the opponent in the recruit’s imagination. Recruits are taught that stressful situations are overcome through dominance.

The training process has a forceful impact on attitudes, health, and behaviour even before recruits are sent to war. The findings show that military training and culture combine with pre-existing issues (such as a childhood history of anti-social behaviour) to increase the risk of violence and alcohol misuse (details below). Traumatic war experiences further exacerbate the problem.

Key data:
Research in the UK and US has found that:

· Most military personnel and veterans are not habitually violent, but are more likely than civilians to behave violently in daily life.[1] 

· They are also twice as likely to drink heavily, which is a risk factor for violent behaviour.[2] 

· These problems are greater in the army than the navy or air force.[3] 

· Army training reinforces several risk factors for violent behaviour, including antagonism, aggression, hostility to other groups, and traditionally masculine norms.[4] 

· The prevalence of violent offending increases after joining the armed forces, and increases again after personnel return from war (reaching double the pre-enlistment rate, according to a British study).[5] 

· Pre-military factors, such as a background of anti-social behaviour, combine with military factors, such as being trained for combat and experiencing traumatic events in war, to drive up the risk of violent behaviour.[6] 

· Violence and heavy drinking by veterans are serious public health problems, says the report. A British study in 2012 found that 13% of British personnel returning from Iraq and Afghanistan admitted behaving violently in the weeks following their return.[7] Applied to all personnel deployed to Afghanistan alone over the course of the war, this proportion is equivalent to 17,500 individuals. 

· Other consequences of army employment include elevated rates of mental health problems and unemployment after discharge, as well as poorer general health in later life, according to the report. 

�Source:  The Military Balance 2019 (International Institute of Strategic Studies, London), which bases its estimate on “demographic statistics taken from the US Census Bureau”.


�Source:  Child Soldiers International (formerly Coalition to Stop the Use of Child Soldiers), Louder than words: an 	agenda for action to end  state use of child soldiers   London, September 2012.


�Calculated from the population breakdown given in  The Military Balance 2019


�As quoted by to the International Institute of Strategic Studies  (London) in The Military Balance 2019  


�     This giving a very crude indication of the proportion of the male population who experience some form of military service.
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