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1. Introduction 

Unlike disarmament, which aims at stage-by-stage reduction of military 
machines within the framework of a pacific world society, the concept of 
arms control proceeds from the assumption that military power will 
continue to be important in international relations. According to a well 
known definition, arms control means the cooperative regulation of arma-
ments potentials with the goal of stability1• "Stability" here means that the 
parties to arms control agreements are less prone to becoming involved in 
arms races and that relationships of military strength render any resort 
to military action, in times of crisis, less attractive2. 

The idea of arms control evolved within the context of the post-World 
War II East-West confrontation, and to some extent represents an attempt 
to make the system of mutual deterrence more reliable3• Arms control has 
come to stay in relations between the two large military blocs, NATO and 
the Warsaw Pact, and this is not only on account of the results already 
accomplished4, but also the institutions meanwhile established5• Of course 
there are quite different judgements as to the success or failure so far of 
arms control processes in East-West relations, but this topic cannot be 
further examined here6• 

Scholarly concern with problems of arms control was for a long time 
confined almost exclusively to the area of nuclear strategy. Work had 
been clone on arms control at American universities well before talks on 
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the limitation of strategic weapons systems (SALT) began7• But in the 
area of tactical nuclear weapons and the balance of conventional forces 
in Europe, the process was practically reversed. The Vienna troop reduc-
tion negotiations between NATO and the Warsaw Pact, begun in 1973, 
go back to political initiatives from the late 1960's; yet intensive scholarly 
concern with this subfield of arms control only began to catch up after 
some delay8• 

Least attention of all was paid to questions of arms control outside the 
central confrontation between the two advanced industrialized military 
blocs. When arms control in the Third World was subjected to scholarly 
analysis at all, it was largely within the area of nuclear proliferation9• Even 
today, the control of conventional arms in the Third World remains for 
the most part a blank space on the map of arms control. This applies both 
to reality, e. g. the activities of the relevant international organizations, 
and to scholarly research. lt is the object of this paper to report on the 
first steps towards charting this new territory, although, in view of the 
paucity of appropriate studies, more questions will surely be raised than 
can be answered. Three broad problem areas will be examined: 1. Why 
should the concept of conventional arms control be transferred to the 
Third World? And is the control of conventional armaments in the Third 
World even desirable? 2. How, and by what means, can arms control be 
effected in the Third World? 3. Who, which actors, could introduce and 
implement conventional arms control in the Third World? 

The first two questions address the purposes and goals of conventional 
arms control in the Third World: for which ends, on the one hand, can it 
be used instrumentally, and on the other hand, which operational goal 
formulations seem feasible and useful? Before entering into all this, how-
ever, some observations must be made about a few central trends in the 
arming of the Third World, trends which have to be considered in order 
to establish a basis for a grounded discussion of the topic. 

II. Trends in the Armament of the Third World 

The growth of armaments potential in the Third World, because they 
started from a lower initial level, is taking place at a substantially faster 
rate than in the developed industrial states. Between 1963 and 1977, real 
annual armaments expenditures of the Third World states more than 
doubled (see Table 1), while in the same period the real armaments 
outlays of all developed states increased only by barely one-fourth10• Thus 
today the developing countries account for about one-quarter of all re-
sources expended for military purposes throughout the world, which con-
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Table 1 - Arms Expenditure, Importsand Personnel Strengths 

0/o change 
1963 1970 1977 1963-70 1970-77 

Deve/oped Countries 
Arms expenditures (bill.) 258 296 319 14.7 7.8 
Arms expenditures per soldier (thsd.) 22.5 28.5 30.1 11.8 5.6 
Arms expenditures/GNP (O/o) 8.5 6.6 5.6 
Arms imports (bill.) 3.2 2.6 3.7 -18.8 42.3 
Arms imports/arms expenditures (O/o) 1.2 0.9 1.2 
Soldiers (mill.) 10.1 10.4 10.6 3.0 1.9 
Soldiers/population (%o) 11.1 10.5 10.1 

Third World 
Arms expenditures (bill.) 43 64 92 48.8 43.8 
= 0/o of world arms expenditures 14.3 17.8 22.4 
Arms expenditures/GNP (O/o) 4.4 6.1 5.9 
Arms expenditures per soldier (thsd.) 4.0 4.6 5.9 15.0 28.3 
Arms imports (bill.) 3.8 6.1 13.0 60.5 113.1 
Arms imports/arms expenditures (O/o) 8.8 9.5 14.1 
Arms imports/imports (O/o) 5.8 6.2 5.2 
Indigenous arms production incl. licence 0.2 0.5 1.0 150 100 

production (bill.) 
Soldiers (mill.) 10.7 13.8 15.6 29.0 13.0 
= O/o of world military personnel 51.4 57.0 59.5 
Soldiers/population (%o) 4.8 4.9 4.9 

Third W orld Exduding Middle East 
Arms expenditures (bill.) 39 55 66 41.0 20.0 
= O/o of world arms expenditures 13.0 15.3 16.1 
Arms expenditures/GNP {O/o) 4.3 5.8 4.9 
Arms expenditures per soldier (thsd.) 3.9 4.4 4.7 12.8 6.8 
Arms imports (bill.) 2.9 4.2 6.4 44.8 52.4 
Arm simports/arms expenditures f!'/o) 7.4 7.6 9.7 
Arms imports/imports (O/o) 5.1 4.9 5.2 
Soldiers (mill.) 10.0 12.6 14.1 26.0 11.9 
= O/o of world military personnel 48.1 52.1 53.8 
Soldiers/population (%o) 4.6 4.8 4.6 

Source: USACDA, World Military and Arms Transfers, Washington, D.C., various 
editions; for Third World arms production: SIPRI Yearbook 1979. 

All statistics based on constant US$ (1976). 

trasts with about one-seventh at the beginning of the 1960's. Toward the 
end of the 1970's armaments expenditure as a percentage of the gross 
national product of both groups of nations was about the same, whereas 
at the beginning of the 1960's the developed nations' percentage had been 
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twice that of the developing countries. This quantitative rise in Third 
World armaments can be seen in the size of their armed forces (Table 1). 
Military personnel numbers in the developed industrial world have re-
mained nearly constant for the past 20 years; in the Third World, five 
million additional persons put on uniform between 1963 and 1977. Hence 
six of every ten soldiers in the world are now members of developing 
countries' armed forces. 

Parallel to this quantitative growth, considerable qualitative improve-
ments can be observed in the military arsenals of the developing countries. 
The spread of modern military technology to the Third World can be seen 
above all in increased Third World possession of advanced weapons 
systems such as supersonic fighter aircraft, missile systems, tanks and 
modern warships (Tables 2 and 3). 

This diffusion of technologically sophisticated weapons systems, docu-
mented in T ables 2 and 3, has three characteristics relevant to arms 

Table 2 - Number of Developing Countries in Possession of Certain Weapons Systems 
(in parentheses: excluding Middle East) 

1950 1960 1970 1977 

Supersonic combat aircraft - (-) 1 (1) 28 (19) 47 (37) 
Missile systems - (-) 6 (5) 25 (17) 42 (34) 
Armoured vehicles 1 (1) 38 (29) 72 (60) 83 (71) 
Warships launched after 1945 4 (3) 26 (21) 56 (48) 67 (45) 

Source: SIPRI Yearbook 1978. 

Table 3 - Arms Deliveries to the Third World, by Region, Cumulative 1973-1977 

Tanks, Seif- Surface com- Supersonic Total value of all 
propelled guns, batants, Sub- Combat deliveries 1973 
Armoured marines, Guided Aircraft to 1977, in 
vehicles Missile Patrol current dollars 

Boats (bill.) 

Region Number O/o Number "/o Number O/o Value O/o 

MiddleEast 19,644 53 148 25 1,614 51 23.8 49 
Africa 6,083 16 114 1, 578 18 7.7 16 
Latin America 2,198 6 163 28 168 5 3.6 7 
Asia and Oceania 9,241 25 166 28 821 26 13.4 28 
Totals 37,166 100 591 100 3,181 100 48.5 100 

Source: USACDA, World Military Expenditures and Arms Transfers 1967-1977, Washing-
ton, D. C„ 1979. 
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control. First, it is for the greatest part dependent on imports, i. e., is the 
result of proliferation rather than indigenous production11• If one starts 
from the assumption that by far most of the arms imports financially 
enumerated in Table 1 are weapons, and if one then compares the volume 
of imports to that of indigenous production, it is evident that the Third 
World must still import its arms at the rate of over 90 per cent. Hence 
conventional arms transfers are of crucial significance to arms control 
in the Third World. Second - and this is not evident from the tables - the 
time is long past when weapons deliveries to the Third World consisted 
overwhelmingly of the industrial nations' obsolete stocks. Today the states 
of the Third World are demanding primarily modern, factory-fresh 
weapons systems rather than being content with used and outdated 
material12• Third - and again, not evident from the tables - weapons aid 
and arms deliveries within the framework of particularly favourable credit 
arrangements are playing an ever smaller part in comparison to quite 
normal commercial transactions13• Nowadays this latter category includes 
over 90 per cent of all arms deliveries to developing countries. This 
means that the relationship between buyers and suppliers fundamentally 
changed during the 1970's. If developing countries formerly came, as it 
were, as supplicants in search of industrial nations who would be prepared 
to allow them to buy weapons at the most favourable terms and conditions 
possible - preferably as part of aid programmes - and if they not in-
frequently were constrained to pay the price in the form of political loyalty, 
then today the situation has been reversed. For many developing countries 
the international market these days is a buyer's market in which they can 
keep a lookout for favourable opportunities and play off suppliers against 
each other14• Of course this is particularly so in the case of those devel-
oping countries in possession of sought-after raw materials who, with the 
rise in raw materials prices, have been freed from the balance of payments 
difficulties once characteristic of all developing countries. 

This last point should however not be taken to mean that the just-
mentioned trends in the arming of the Third World - namely quantitative 
and qualitative increases, high import dependency and transformation into 
a buyer's market - affect primarily the Middle East, where high conflict 
potentials coincide, in a single region, with an enormous increase in 
disposable resources. In order to counter this impression, T able 1 presents 
all values of arms expenditures, military personnel strengths, arms imports, 
etc. for all the states of the world excluding those of the Middle East. lt 
is then evident that, although the developments described above are espe-
cially pronounced in the Middle East, which pushes up the aggregate 
statistics, they can also be observed in lesser intensity in tae rest of the 
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developing world. The expansion and modernization of the military appa-
ratus and the crucial role of conventional arms transfers are not confined 
to the Middle East. 

III. Why Arms Control in the Third World? 

The fact that the Third World represents a potential area for the imple-
mentation of arms control has been illustrated in the preceding survey 
of present arms trends. To mention arms control and the Third World in 
the same breath is obviously something different from prescribing pro-
hibition to anti-alcoholics. On the other hand, a rapid quantitative and 
qualitative expansion of military armaments in the Third World is not 
per se a reason for calling for arms control, unless of course one adopts 
a consistently pacifist standpoint. Why then, and in whose interest, would 
it be worthwhile to strive for arms control in the Third World? 

Many arguments speak in favour of limiting armaments in the Third 
World; however it is not possible to discuss each of these arguments in 
detail here. From the viewpoint of the weapons suppliers - whose willing-
ness to supply makes the arming of the developing countries possible in 
the first place - one might object to the part they play in the spread of 
the machinery of repression. In this way, the suppliers' acts hinder the 
realization of human rights, as President Carter acknowledged, at least 
verbally, at the beginning of his term of office16• From the same point of 
view, one can also regard the limitation of the military armament of the 
Third World as a contribution towards the prevention of military adven-
turism in these regions of the world, or as an attempt to avoid supplier 
involvement in local conflicts. The importance of the latter argument is 
particularly evident if one bears in mind that, according to plans in 
existence until the overthrow of the Shah, roughly 150,000 American 
military advisers were to assist the Iranian army until 1980 in absorbing 
the supermodem weapons systems which had already been ordered18• Only 
in a quantitative respect is Iran a crass and extreme case. This problem 
arises in many developing countries, though in numerically less significant 
terms, when the delivery of complex weapons systems forces the supplier 
to station personnel in the recipient country for lengthy periods. 

In the following 1 will set aside these and related arguments and instead 
confine myself to two classical goals of arms control, namely safeguarding 
peace and economic retrenchment17• First, on securing peace and avoiding 
conflict: the stockpiling of weapons does not necessarily lead to war. The 
entire modern theory of deterrence assumes that this is not the case18• 
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Deterrence theory does, however, presuppose a saturation of nuclear 
weapons potentials, which of course does not exist in the Third World. 
Thus one certainly cannot statt from the assumption that the military 
armament of developing countries will play the primary role of securing 
peace. On the contrary, the intensity of military conflicts in the Third 
World depends in any case on the extent of arms previously stockpiled. 
Whether this stockpiling of military material itself makes the violent 
enactment of conflicts more or less probable, cannot be decided a priori. 
Rather, this probability depends on the development of local constella-
tions of forces and the nature of the arms stockpiling, e. g., on the regional 
significance of offensive or defensive weapons systems. 

From this it follows that arms control in the Third World can be 
implemented with a double purpose in mind: one, for the military stabili-
zation of certain regions - i. e., for reducing the attractiveness of military 
solutions to regional conflicts - and two, for limiting the scope of 
damage in the event that regional conflicts are nevertheless enacted mili-
tarily. Whether or not these two goals will actually be achieved, depends 
above all on whether the arms control measures adopted are tailored to 
the local and regional problems which are produced by the structure of 
the military forces, the armament processes and the lines of conflict. The 
goal of regional stabilization via arms control is especially relevant, since 
the Third World is replete with tensions and conflicts in which the deploy-
ment of military power is far more conceivable than in European conflicts, 
which occur under the neutralizing umbrella of nuclear stalemate. The 
Third World today is made up of some 130 individual nation-states. 
According to statistics published a few years ago, of 244 international 
conflicts between 1945 and 1974, 84 per cent toök place between devel-
oping countries19• These facts lend considerable weight to the thesis that 
concrete steps toward arms control would probably produce a substantial 
stabilizing effect. 

The economic argument for conventional arms control in the Third 
World has repeatedly been the subject of controversial debates which in 
some ways are reminiscent of religious wars20• Again and again one hears 
the argument that the Third World is after all made up of developing 
nations for whom nothing is more important than economic growth. 
Military expenditures, however, clearly retard these states' economic 
growth. This point of view was urgently expounded again in 1978 in an 
expert report on problems of disarmament prepared for the Special 
General Assembly of the United Nations21 • The problem with this view 
is that it presents very little empirical evidence on the connection between 
armaments and economic growth in the Third World, and the available 
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evidence contradicts that very same view. The most comprehensive empir-
ical investigation into this connection was published by Emile Benoit 
under the title Defense and Economic Growth in Developing Countries22

• 

Benoit, in a cross-sectional longitudinal study based on aggregate data, 
reports that in Third World states arms expenditures' share of the gross 
national product is positively correlated with the growth of the non-
military GNP. Benoit interprets these results to mean that the growth 
effects produced by arms expenditures are greater than the growth effetcs 
which could have been achieved had the same resources been used in 
alternative ways. The reason for this phenomenon, he believes, is that in 
developing countries resources diverted from armaments are not channelled 
into, say, highly productive investments, but into consumption or social 
investments (e. g., housing construction). Benoit's calculations rest upon 
data from the years 1950-1964. 1 have attempted to reproduce his calcula-
tions using corresponding values from 1968 to 1978, and have arrived at 
results whose direction, though not intensity, correspond to Benoit's. 

While trying to reproduce Benoit's findings in the context of the 1970's, 
1 came, in my final calculations, to a somewhat different result, which will 
be described briefly. 1 noticed that latitudinally, across all developing 
countries and across all regions, per capita arms expenditures and per 
capita outflows for education and health care were positively correlated, 
which must be interpreted as tending to agree with the results reported by 
Benoit. But 1 also noticed that all three quantities - namely per capita 
arms expenditures and per capita outflows for education and the health 
system - were very highly correlated with the per capita gross national 
product and therefore could be traced back to the common factor of level 
of economic development. If, by means of appropriate statistical proce-
dures (partial correlations), one excludes the simultaneous effect of the 
prosperity factor, "gross national product per capita", on the scope of 
arms expenditures and social programmes, then in the developing countries 
of Latin America, Africa and Asia the correlations between arms ex-
penditures on the one hand and per capita expenditures for education and 
health systems on the other, are reversed and in fact become negative. 
Only in the Middle East region is the positive relationship sustained. What 
all this means is that arms expenditures in the Third World are indeed not 
an obstacle to growth; but when levels of affluence and development are 
held constant, such expenditures are made to the detriment of the social 
hudget. On the basis of these empirical results, which in cross-sectional 
data from various years have proved to be highly stable, it appears 
possible, despite Benoit's conclusions, to advocate that arms control in 
the Third World is desirable in terms of economic goals, namely the 

7 Law and State 
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reordering of resource priorities to favour the social budgets of developing 
countries. 

IV. How can Arms Control be Realized in the Third World? 

Starting from the assumption that arms control in the Third World 
can be demonstrated to be a useful enterprise in terms of the interests of 
both developing countries and the industrial nations, we now come to the 
second question: how can it in fact be realized? In order to keep the size 
of this essay within reasonable bounds, let us select only a very few from 
among the many theoretically possible goals of arms control. Limitations 
on military force strengths, on armaments budgets and on certain weapons 
systems as well as confidence-building measures23, such as have been discussed 
in the context of the CSCE or the Vienna troop reduction negotiations, 
could all be applied in the Third World as well. Tobe sure, transplanting 
these measures into the situation of the developing countries will not solve 
a single one of the problems associated with these arms control goalsH. 
Force strengths alone are increasingly considered to be a militarily less 
relevant and therefore not particularly interesting criterion of arms con-
trol26. Much the same applies to the fixing of armaments budgets, so long 
as the internationally agreed upon and standardized bookkeeping system 
for military expenditures remains a theoretical piece of expert planning 
without concrete prospects of realization26• Setting upper limits on certain 
weapons systems immediately provokes discussions about assigning 
weights to quantity and quality. The significance which could ultimately 
attach to confidence-building measures in the Third World, outside of 
regions with a particularly high conflict intensity, has still to be thoroughly 
examined. 

Apart from the arms control mechanism just described, which are well 
known in East-West arms control, there is an additional point of departure 
for the Third World which relates to the pre-eminent role that con-
ventional arms transfers play in its armaments process27 • The developing 
countries' indigenous arms production, despite the rapid growth in their 
manufacturing capacities, does not account, in terms of financial volume, 
for even one-tenth of their annual arms acquisitions. Although more and 
more developing countries possess the capacity to maintain their own 
armaments industries, for the great majority of these nations this in the 
short and middle term will involve only indigenous production of small 
weapons · and munitions, and eventually the final assembly, under licence, 
of simpler equipment such as small propeller-driven aircraft28• A very 
large number of developing countries today are not yet in a position to 
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carry out even the servicing of complicated weapons systems, e. g., combat 
tanks, without assistance from foreign experts29• When these experts are 
wanting, the affected equipment quickly loses its deployment capacity. To 
be able to construct and produce the most complex and prestigious weapons 
systems - such as combat tanks, combat aircraft and missile-bearing surface 
ships - is today the privilege of only a few nations in the Third World 
(People's Republic of China, India, Israel, South Africa, Brazil), and no 
crucial changes in this situation are likely to take place by the end of this 
century30• 

What this means is that the transfer of conventional weapons - and, to 
an increasing extent, probably the transfer of production units and licences 
as weil - is the pivot and hinge of Third World armament and therefore 
of arms control in this part of the world31• The question must thus be asked 
as to just how these transfers of weapons systems - enhanced, in future, 
by production licences - can be managed in such a way as to allow for 
the aims of releasing resources for other purposes, stabilizing certain 
regions, and avoiding the involvement of the supplier in regional conflicts. 

An initial and modest approach would be to make all such shipments 
and transfers public. This could be clone by means of obligatory registra-
tion with an agency provided for this purpose, perhaps under the auspices 
of the United Nations32• Such proposals have been sporadically put before 
the United Nations, but have always met with firm rejection by most of 
the developing countries, who see any such provisions as discriminatory 
if all forms of arms production are not simultaneously made subject to 
compulsory registration33• A second, and also very modest, step could be 
a more stringent control over the ultimate destination of armaments 
supplied to the Third World. Secondary sales of weapons systems within 
the Third World quite obviously undermine the goal of stabilizing certain 
recipient regions. Negotiations toward agreements which would provide 
that arms transfers may only take place subject to an absolute ban on their 
being transmitted to third parties, might provide a corrective here. Devel-
oping countries wanting to replace their weapons systems could be encour-
aged, with a buyback guarantee from the supplier, to adhere to agreements 
of this kindM. 

The decisive goal of arms control, however, is not an improved scrutin-
ability of deliveries and ultimate recipients, but the limitation of arms 
transfers. Such limitations are conceivable in several variations. The most 
plausible of these are, on the one hand, the fixing of upper financial limits 
on deliveries to certain regions, possibly with a breakdown for each of the 
individual states in the region concemed; and on the other hand, pro-
hibitions of deliveries of certain weapons to certain regions86• Which 
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weapons systems should be affected by the ban will depend, surely, on 
the respective region. For some regions it will be appropriate to prohibit 
at least the delivery of so-called dual-capability weapons systems, i. e., 
weapons systems which can carry both conventional and nuclear weapons. 
In other regions, however, a distinction between offensive and defensive 
systems could prove useful, however fluid the boundary between them may 
be. In specific, concrete cases it might perhaps be possible to achieve 
agreement that radar, monitoring and reconnaissance systems, or precision 
anti-tank weapons, are less suited to offensive roles than are fighter-
bomber aircraft or tanks. 

V. Who ought to, and can, bring about Arms Control in the Third World? 

After discussing the "why" and "how" we now arrive at our last ques-
tion, namely who can and ought to conduct arms control in the Third 
World. According to the view just presented, arms control must be pre-
eminently the control of arms deliveries. Accordingly, the following dis-
cussion will not consider which actors might be involved in other arms 
control measures in the Third World. Conventional arms transfers, which 
I will examine more precisely here, could be limited and controlled by 
unilateral measures on the patt of certain recipient countries, by regional 
agreements among recipient countries, by global accords and by steps 
taken by supplier nations. 

Any unilateral reticence on the patt of developing countries to import 
modern military technology may, for all practical purposes, be discounted36• 

Modem weapons have a considerable prestige value for the young states 
of the Third World. Besides, their armament level, despite all the quanti-
tative and qualitative expansion of recent years, remains so low that even 
minute arms imports can make a military difference locally. To consider 
the basic balance of power as not affected by a few hundred tanks is a 
great luxury which developing countries cannot afford. 

Regional agreements among developing countries thus in principle seem 
substantially better suited to limiting the demand for conventional arms 
transfers. The preconditions for such arrangements are a certain regional 
identity and a common interest in arms control37• While in some cases a 
statt may be made from an existing basis of regional identity, most regions 
in the Third World have never had the experience necessary to develop mo-
tives for arms control. For they may not be aware that arms and advanced 
armaments are a bottomless pit and that constant attempts to fill it only 
seldom lead to an increase in objective security. Some regions of the world 
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- Korea for example, the Indian subcontinent perhaps, and some states in 
the Middle East - are surely no strangers to this experience. Otherwise, 
however, one can as a rule only start from economic motivations for 
regional reduction of the demand for armaments, and such considerations 
may weil come off second best when weighed against factors of national 
security and national prestige. 

The sole example of this k.ind of regional initiative toward arms control 
in the Third World was the December 1974 Ayacucho Declaration38, and 
its fate is a clear message: in this declaration, the heads of state of eight 
Latin American states (Argentina, Bolivia, Chile, Ecuador, Columbia, 
Panama, Peru, Venezuela) announced their intention to create conditions 
which would permit effective arms limitation in Latin America in the 
interests of economic and social development as weil as the renunciation 
of acquisitions of weapons systems for offensive purposes. But there has 
been no change at alJ in the growth of the armaments budgets of these 
eight states since their joint declaration and indeed, five of them have 
meanwhile added supersonic aircraft to their air forces. 

Still fewer effects on the Third World may be expected from global 
approaches to arms control. Subjects of United Nations' deliberations such 
as universal and complete disarmament, world disarmament conferences, 
disarmament decades or regional peace zones lack any significance for 
concrete, regional, conventional arms control. At the United Nations, 
partly at the bebest of the developing countries, top priority has been 
accorded to nuclear disarmament and arms control. Meagre initiatives 
toward the central registration of conventional arms transfers have been 
nipped in the bud38• The substantial negotiations of the Geneva Disarma-
ment Committee of the United Nations ultimately survive on the basis of 
agreements which the two superpowers are able to reach outside this 
body40• 

The only remaining actors in the control of international arms transfers 
to the Third World, therefore, are the arms suppliers. They can be moti-
vated to exercise restraint in their deliveries by their desire to stabilize the 
regions of the Third World, to avoid being drawn into the latter's conflicts, 
and to facilitate the developing countries' redeployment of scarce resources 
for non-military uses. However, several factors militate against the pro-
ducers' cutting back on their provision of weapons systems: their economic 
self-interest, the state of the international arms market and their desire to 
assure themselves of political influence and dependency by arms deliv-
eries. The latter motive will be played down in the following discus-
sion, since its significance has drastical1y declined with the commercializa-
tion of arms exports to the Third World41 • 
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Among the economic aspects of arms exports to the Third World, one 
might note the motives of protecting jobs, improving balances of payments 
and reducing the costs of one's own arms programme by extending pro-
duction series421• All these arguments today can no longer simply be accepted 
as seif-evident. Arms exports' effect on employment has been frequently 
overestimated. According to a recent estimate by the Congressional Budget 
Office, annual arms exports of one billion dollars secure roughly 40,000 
jobs48• The world-wide employment effect of arms exports to the Third 
World is thus only somewhat more than half a million jobs. France and 
Great Britain, the two most important Western European arms exporters, 
each stand to lose less than 50,000 jobs, and a specific concentration 
in the aeronautical, electronics and steel industries is of course out of the 
question. If one assumes that the control of arms transfers to the Third 
World does not mean stopping them completely, and further that Third 
World military imports will be at least partially replaced by non-military 
imports, then one must consider the potentially negative employment effect 
of arms control as marginal. A similar judgement may be made concerning 
the balance of payments effect. Arms transfers to the Third World repre-
sent for the United States about 3 per cent, for Great Britain and France 
roughly one-half of one per cent, of their total exports44 • And the argument 
that arms exports to the oil producing countries could balance out the oil 
price increases of recent years (recycling) is not very tenable. The value of 
the United States' oil imports in 1977 and 1978 was more than ten times 
as great as that of arms exports to the entire Third World. 

The argument, finally, that extending production series reduces unit 
costs of some armaments programmes is one which applies almost exclu-
sively to middle powers such as France and Great Britain who export 
a substantial share of their arms production to developing countries. We 
shall return to this problem presently, in the context of the structure of the 
international arms market. 

A further argument against the feasibility of arms control in the Third 
World carried out by the suppliers of weapons systems stems from the 
structure of the international arms market. More and more, as was already 
explained, it is turning into a buyer's market. In a market of this kind, 
the prevailing maxim is: "If we don't supply, others will." Does this mean 
that the control by the suppliers of conventional arms transfers to the Third 
World has no prospect of success? 

The competition among various sellers must be interpreted in terms of 
rivalries, both between East and West, and among the Western industrial 
nations. If one discounts the possibility of an agreement with the Soviet 
Union on limiting conventional arms deliveries to the Third World45, this 
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on no account means that the Soviet Union and its allies would fill every 
gap created by cancelled Western deliveries. Although the Soviet Union and 
its allies provide about one-third of all arms materiel delivered to the 
developing countries, their customers are primarily nations already depen-
dent on the Eastern Bloc for the great majority of their arms imports, who 
for this reason are hardly potential customers of Western military tech-
nology in any event. On the other hand, there are a number of developing 
countries in the Third World who in principle reject military materiel from 
the Eastern Bloc. This is so, not only because of their ideological aversion 
to communism or fear of becoming dependent, but from very practical con-
siderations involving the technological standards of Eastern armaments, 
the East's incapacity or unwillingness to combine arms deliveries with 
appropriate training and infrastructural programmes, and the unavailability 
of spare parts. The patterns of supplier-buyer relations in arms trade with 
the Third World to a certain extent reflect the bloc structure of bipolarity46• 

If the Western Alliance were to consider it useful not to make certain 
weapons deliveries to certain regions in the Third World, this would not 
necessarily mean driving the states concerned into the arms of the Soviet 
Union. 

About two-thirds of arms deliveries to developing countries come from 
the Western industrial nations. Competition among these purveyors, espe-
cially the United States, Great Britain and France, is at least as intense as 
that between East and West. One can hardly count on agreements about 
the goal of arms control in the Third World patterned after the London 
Suppliers' Club for Nuclear Technology. Although unilateral supplier re-
strictions on the part of the largest supplier were announced by President 
Carter, words were not followed up by deeds47• Does this mean that no 
future opportunities exist for the control of armaments in the Third World 
via the most plausible means, viz., restraint on the part of the Western 
purveyors? 

Although this answer is not implausible, it is by no means compelling. 
Competition among western producers for the arms markets of the Third 
World is a consequence of the attempt to maintain several quasi-autarchical 
armaments industries within the Western Alliance. This state of affairs is 
anachronistic, not because of its consequences to the control of arms 
transfers, but rather because of the Alliance's own interests. Considering 
the probable conflict scenarios in the nudear age, comprehensive national 
armaments industries are dispensable. For this reason, all the experts have 
long regarded arms standardization within NATO as the major require-
ment of a joint defence system. This is so far a number of military and 
economic reasons, which cannot be discussed in detail here48• For the 
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moment we are interested only in the consequences to the limitation of 
conventional arms deliveries to the Third World if arms standardization 
becomes one of the main topics of the Western Alliance in the 1980's -
which is very probable. Arms standardization would mean the undermining 
of the argument in favour of the extension of production series by means 
of arms exports to developing countries, since production for the entire 
Alliance would be done according to the division of labour principle. 
Naturally, this would not altogether eliminate the attractiveness of supple-
mentary export deliveries, but such additional exports would no longer 
be vital to the technological basis of the smaller producers. Arms stand-
ardization within NATO - quite apart from all the advantages to the 
Alliance itself which it would entail - represents the only realistic possibility 
of restoring the international arms market to a seller's market, at least as 
far as two important groups are concerned: those developing countries 
that recoil from arms deliveries from the Eastern Bloc and the qualitatively 
and quantitatively most significant sub-market for the technologically most 
advanced weapons systems49• Arms standardization in the Alliance would 
take away much of the force of the argument "if we don't supply, others 
will". Would-be buyers from the developing countries could thus no longer 
simply play suppliers off against each other. Rather, intensive intra-NATO 
deliberations could take place, based on individual cases, about which 
arms transfers, to which regions of the world, would, and would not, be in 
the Alliance's own interests. If one considers the extent to which regional 
conflicts touch upon the central interests of the Western Alliance, this would 
be an advantage the value of which ought not be underestimated. 

VI. Conclusion 

The aim of this article has been to illuminate some of the problems and 
opportunities which arise from the application of the concept of arms 
control to the situation of the Third World. The results arrived at present 
the following picture: armament in the developing countries is charac-
terized, both quantitatively and qualitatively, by substantial rates of escala-
tion. Here a central role accrues to conventional arms transfers, their 
commercialization and the resulting transition from a seller's market to a 
buyer's market. The most important arguments for arms control in the 
Third World - regional stabilization and release of resources for non-
military purposes - are evaluated in quite different terms by developing 
countries and industrialized supplier countries. In the Third World itself 
the necessity for arms control is not seen as a burning issue. These coun-
tries point to the enormous arms potentials in the industrial countries and 
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demand that they too should have to take effective measures to promote 
the processes of arms control and disarmament. 

Conventional arms transfers play the key role in arms control in the 
Third World. Any limitations, it seems, can be effected - if at all - from 
the supplier side. But an obstacle here is the competition .between suppliers 
both in East and West and within the West. The latter competition could 
however be drastically reduced by the adoption of mutually standardized 
arms production on the part of the most important Western industrial 
states, a policy which in any case, owing to the explosion in the develop-
ment costs of weapons systems, is already high on NA TO's agenda for the 
1980's. 

Future progress toward arms control in the Third World, as the present 
analysis indicates, can be seen as being dependent above all on concerted, 
unilateral supplier limitations imposed by the big Western arms producers. 
Whether or not one considers a development of this sott desirable depends 
upon the normative position one takes. At this normative level of argument 
one may well hold the point of view that, in the face of the evident trends 
towards the quantitative and qualitative expansion of Third World military 
machines, the Western suppliercountries ought to havethe right to examine 
whether this trend runs counter to their own interests and if necessary to 
develop and adopt mechanisms to direct it. 

To assert that the armament of developing countries - even friendly 
developing countries - in every form is in the global interests of the West 
is a very tenuous claim indeed. The experience of Iran has demonstrated 
how fragile is the notion of establishing dominant regional powers as 
"representatives" of Western positions. In the case of Israel, the United 
States has for some time seen its own weapons deliveries contributing to 
the undermining of the recipient's readiness to make the desired political 
concessions. The instability of numerous regimes in developing countries 
and latent regional conflicts ultimately create a problematic situation in 
which the same arms deliveries that are rational in the short term prove in 
the middle and long term to be a boomerang against the suppliers them-
selves. The difficulty for the West is that the present structure of the 
international arms market offers few opportunities for suppliers to bring 
their goals to fruition by means of directing conventional arms transfers. 
Of course any forward-Iooking interpretation quickly shows that it is in 
the West's security interests to bring about a change in this state of affairs. 

Arms control in the Third World, enforced by the suppliers, could be 
perceived by the recipient countries as a provocation, especially in view 
of the existing arms potentials of the developed states. Seen from the view-
point of the leading Western nations, this charge need not be conceded. In 
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Europe, advanced armaments, together with the existence of nuclear poten-
tials, have so far led to a degree of stability completely unknown in many 
Third World regions. Although the threats arising from conflicts among 
industrialized states can assume existential proportions as far as the devel-
oping countries are concerned, they are far less probable than the obverse 
<langer that military disputes in the Third World may spill over into the 
area of confrontation between the advanced industrialized military blocs. 
If it is therefore in the interests of security to withhold certain weapons or 
certain armaments patterns from certain regions of the world, then one 
must simply stand up to the charge of discrimination and paternalism. 
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