A CALL
TO RESTRAIN THE INTERNATIONAL ARMS TRADE

The Gulf War, like other Middle East wars before it, showed the folly of pouring arms into volatile regilons.
For a short time afterwards there seemed to_be a general political” consensus that "something had o be
done" apout the arms trade. In fact very little has been done. It 15 doubtful whether a ‘Single arms
transaction has been cancelled as a result of this new concern.

This call is for some sales to be act_uaIIY stopPed. Seven well-established criteria are given for restraining
supply.  Ten specitic proposals for implementing reductions in supply and demand aré listed.

The emphasis is on cutting off the suppIP/,of weapons at their source, because, this is somethm_? that the
gnovernmen,ts of the main Supplying countries can do now. We recognise that in the long run it is befter

at restraint should come from™ the demand side - that countries in particular regions shodld agree to limit
their arms purchases and deployments. We include suggestions for this approach also.

Restrain Supply

One of the prime justifications used for arms sales is that "if we do not sell, some other state will" The
permanent five members of the Security Counci] have a%reed on certain_common criteria for conventional
arms sales: but they are vaguely worded, and will probably have little effect. We suggest a much tou?,her
set of criteria (adapted from criteria originally put forward by Dr. Michael Brzoska). The permanent Tive
the twelve members of the Furopean Community and the members of the Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe should discuss and then implement them.

Arms sales should be banned in the following circumstances:

A state of war. , _ S ,

A high danger that a state will commit aggression (including terrorism).
Absence of popular participation in government.

Gross violations of human rights.

High levels of expenditure on arms.

Especially dangerous and threatening weapons.

Refusal fo join in arms control negotiations.

To implement these criteria and limit demand, specific measures should be taken now:

I A moratorium on arms sales to the Middle East for at least twelve months. This initiative

) should be led by the five permanent members of the UN Security Council.

i, A ban on arms sales to the states which torture their citizens.

I Strict cantrols Ieadln% to a ban on exports of all systems limited bg the Treaty on
Conventional Armed Forces in Europe. The main protagonists of the Cold War agreed
that these are offensive _wea{)ons. It 15 sensible to conclude that they contribute to offénsive

_ capability in other continents as well as EuroPe. N

\ A joint assessment (by the permanent five, or the EC, or the CSCE) of the scale of military
spending, and a ban on arms exports (and possible restrictions on economic aid) to states
where military spending IS excessive. , , o

V. Much tighter ‘end-use controls. In theory, exportl_ng states require permission before arms
which they have bought are transferred to third parties. = In practice, these end-use
restrictions tend to be“very loosely policed.
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Proposals to reduce demand

In the long term, supplier controls will be ineffective unless they are matched by recipient restraint,
Su 8IJer.s ¢an (]1e1g ﬁﬁ)duce a climate comjucwe to restraint by encouraging regional arms control
neg tiations and conf |

ence ana security bul
Vi, Countries in re?ions of conflict should themselves, try to work out arran%emen_ts for
temporan{_ moraforia on specific arms |m?orts. Recipients should pursue both qualitative
and quantitative limitations on arms transfers. The Contadora process, and the Treaty on
&%ﬂv%}%ﬂa 'ﬁr[nr?tgd Forces in Europe (part of the CSCE process) are useful model$ for
vii. - Supplier governmehts should support re%ional processes to limit regional conflict and the
Fgﬁgpant demand for arms transfers, pernaps through increased economic aid and/or deht

Nng measures.

Reporting

vii- -~ The, United Nati?ns Armds Register should be fully implemented, including data on arms
production as well as trade.

IX. . Sqovernmens sh%uld f%lle/ disclose their arms sales, purchases, and production to their
egistatures and to the public. _ S

X The UN Arms R%glster shoul? be expanded o include public notjfication six months before
contracts are exchanged, to allow time for debate and consultation.

We who have signed this call endorse the general tone and content of the document, but do not necessarily
endorse each and every detail. YI\/e a%e signing as individuals-our signatures do not commit the
organizations with which’we are, or have been, connected.

Signed,

Mariano Aguirre, Director, Centre for Peace Research, Spain

Pl']ofessor Irlcr Albrecht, Fﬁerghof Institute for Peace and Conflict Research, Germany

The Honourable Warren Allmand, MP, Member of Parliament, Canada .

Dr. lan ﬁnﬂmrﬂy, Stoclﬁwm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), Arms Production and Arms
rade Project _ _ _

Dr. sc?r Arias_Sanchez, Former President of Costa Rica, Nobel Peace Laureate 1987, Costa Rica

Cardinal Paulo Everisto Ams, Cardinal Archbishop of Sao Paulo, Brazil _ . .

Gehad AEuda,tDlrector, Center for Political and International and Development Studies, United Journalists

NlcoLe Ba%,lvaerseas Development Council, USA

Frank Bamaby, Former Director, SIPRI, UK . o

Professrfr Eqon Bahr, Diregtor, Institut fur Friedensforschung und Sicherheitspolitik, Germany

%Senera Sir ugEi; Eiﬁach gR?t) GBE, OBE, KCB, MC, Vice Chair, Council for Arms Control, UK
he Honorable Berklgy Bedell, Former Member of Congress, USA

Dr. Frank Blackaby, Former Director, SIPRI, UK

Baroness Blackstorie, Master of Birkbeck College, UK . N

Professor Sir Hermann Bondi, KCB FRS, Former Chief Advisor to the Ministry of Defence, UK

The Honourable John Bosle)&, PC, MP, Chair, Standing Committee on External Affairs and’ International

grade, Former Sgea er of the House' of Commons, Canada

Claude Bourdet, Journalist, Belgium _ ,

Veronica Brady, University of Western Australia, Australia, N _

John Br&whn, J P, Member of Parliament, New Democratic Party Critic for Defence and Disarmament,

andda
Dr. Michael Brzoska, University of Hamburg, Germany _

Dr. Anne H. Calm, Former Chief, Social Impact Staff, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency USA
Reverend Dr. Frank Chikane, The South African Council of Churches, South Africa

Senator Chnstabel Chamarette fenator for the Greens, Western Australia, Australia

The Right Honourable Helen Clark Deputy Leader of the Labour Oplﬁ)osmon, New Zealand

Br. K olxn Fesearcher and_Journalist. Erasmus University, The Netherlands

arber Conable, Former President, World Bank, USA



Ren6e Conan, MEP Member of European Parliament, France
Senator John Coulter Senator for South Australia, Leader of the Australian Democrats, Australia
eer roséjtt%aras MEP, Member of the European Parliament, UK

enaJ[Or'[ D GSEH&IOF o t -Ch fth Social D tic Party (SPD), G
r. Herta Daupler-Gmelin utyChipetson of he ocial Democratic Par erman
Bon aVIes tt\%g MemLer of barham p i Ne\?v y (SPD), y

Am assador Jonathan Dean, Former Ambassador to the MBFR talks, USA
Batt (E)erlan Wiiter, Former Aisrstant Secretarbof State for Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs, USA
loria Dufty, President, Global Outlook
The Right Reverend Tony Dumper, Bishop of Dudley, UK
SheenaDuncan, Past President of The Black Sash, South Africa
Brl%tte Ernst de a Graete MEP, Member of the European Parliament, Belgium
mhassa orRap arle n, Former Director, United States Arms Contro| and” Disarmament Agency, USA
En eﬁr g Ehrhart, Sci ntdst Institut fur Friedensforschung und Sicherheitspolitik, Germany
crIIa Wort Drrector Oxford Research Group, UK
Solange Femex, MEP, Member of European Parliament, France
Vincens Fisas, Centro UNESCO de Catalunya, Spain
Garrett FitzGerald, T.D., Former Taoiseach; Ireland
Michael Foot, Former Leader of the Labour Party, UK
Randall Forsber Executrve Director, Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies, USA
Yves remlon Member of European Parliament, France
Katrin Fuchs, MP Member of the German Parliament, Germany
Br E])ohn enn thvl%albralt Paut M. Warburg Professor of Economics Emeritus, Harvard University, USA
ert anse Member o ParIrament Germany
ke Gapes, MP, Member of Parliament, UK
Edmundo Garcia, Co-Convenor of the Coalition for Peace, The Philippines
Lord Gladwyn GCMG GCVO CB, Former Liberal Sp okesman on Forerfgn Affairs and Defence, UK
Father Brian Gore, Australian Columban Missionary: Former Prisoner of Conscience for advocating active
nog- vrolience urmo the Marcos dictatorship, The Philippines
Professor Dr. Ulrich Gottstein, Physician, German
The Rev%rend Dr. Kenneth G. Greet, President of the World Disarmament Campaign, UK
Dr. Saran Harder, Chair, Allrsance for Our Common Future; former President, American Association of
University' Women, U
Denls HeaIe C MBE Former Mrnrster of Defence and Chancellor, UK
Reverend I-Je Ir, Research Professor, Georgetown University, USA
HIS ollnesst Dalar Lama, Nobel Peace Laureaté, 1989, Tibet
Dr. Eva Huenges Physician, German%/
Lord Jenkins o Putney, Member of the House of Lords, UK
Dr. Hans Jochen-Vogel, MP, Member of Parliament, Germany
Lord Kennet, Membér of the House of Lords, UK
Bruce Kent, President, International Peace Bureau, UK
Khalid IkramuIIah Khan, Secretary General, World Muslim Congress; Editor, "The Muslim World,”
Motamar’s Weekly Newsle er._Pakistan
Archy Klrkwooi MP, Member of Parliament, UK
Dr. Vera Klstla owsky, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, USA
Dr. Michael Klare, Director, Five (T;ollege Pro ram |n Peace and World Order Studies, USA
Walter Kolbow, MP, Defense Speaker of the Germany
r Lawrence Korb, Former Assrstant Secretary of Defense, USA
Edﬁ Korthals Altes, Former Ambassador 0 Srhérm and Portugal, The Netherlands
avl ane Former Prrme Minister, New Zeala
Am ass % es'\tngonar Former Deputg Ambassador to the United Nations, USA
Anne-Mane |/| Member of Parliamént, Belgium
Dr. Peter Lock, Be] %hoflnstrtute for Peaoe and Conflict Research, Germany
Air Commodore Alastair Mackie CBE Ret, UK
Mairead Maguire, Nobel Peace Laureate 1976 Ireland
Eduardo Marifio, Director, Andes-Amazonas Internacional, Colombia
The Honourable Walter MclLean, MP, Member of the ‘Standing Committee on External Affairs and
International Affairs, Canada
Honorable RobertS McNamara, Former Secretary of Defense, USA
51 Mohan, Institute for Defense Studies and Analyses, India
Dr Rosa el Olmo, Criminologist, SEecralrst in Latin American Drugz Issues, Venezuela
GOtz Neuneck Scientist, Institut fur Friedensforschung und Sicherheitspolitik, Germany



Stan Nilwens MEP, Member of the European Parliament, UK
Sir Ant orey Parsons, Former Ambassador to the United Nations, UK
Dr. BObUnie/Sétr%Ef Dbrgﬁor, Latin American and Caribbean Program at the Carter Center of Emory
Profess?r Mattlty)éhu Peled, Major General, Ret., Israel
General Alberto Piris, Ret., Spain . , o
Sir ShridathRamphal F_grmer C%mmo,nwealth Secretarx General Chglrman of the West Indian Commission,
Executive President of the Willy Brandt International Foundation, UK

Tﬂe Most Reverend Keith Rfl ner, Primate, Anglican Church of Australia, Australia
The Rignt Reverend Sir Paul Reeves, Ang_llcan bserver at the United Nations
Dr. Juaitn V. RepEP/ Director, Peace Studlies Proqram, Cornell University, USA
Professor Dr. Horst-Eberhard Richter, Psychologist, Germany o _
Svend Ro én on, MP, Member of Parliament, New Democratic Party Critic for External Affairs, Canada
Anita Roddick, Group_Managing Director, The Body Shop International, UK _
The HonourabIﬁBlll ompkey, MP, Vice-Chair of the Standmg Committee on National Defence, Canada
Professor Joseph Rotblat, President, Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs, UK
Antnony Sampson, Writer and Researcher, UK _
Antonio Sant?miises, Spoke?_m,rson |zquierdo Socialista, Spain
Rear Admiral Elmar Schmfi mg Ret, GermanY(
'JA\a_neCMO. Sd arp,JD_e_Fasr_tmﬁntRo WDa_r Sttudlels, t,{n?’s COI|I)egfe, UKSt dies and Analvses. ndi

Ir Commodore Jasjit Singh, Ret., Director, Instjtute for Défence Studies and Analyses, India
Ruth Leger Sl_\/ardz,j1 utho?, Wortl Mllltar%/ and socla oExpenaltures, USA y
Dan %n]l h, Director, Transnational Institute, The Netherlands
Pam Solo, Executive Director, Cultural Survival, USA ,
Jack Steinberger, European Organization for Nuclear Research, Switzerland o
Dr. Krlshnaszaml Subrahmanyam, Former Director, Institute for Defense Studies and Analysis, India
Dr..P, ,Terhﬁ, Centre for Development Planning, Erasmus University, The Netherlands
Maj_Britt_Theorin, MP, Member of Parliament, Former Swedish Ambassador for Disarmament, Sweden
Sir iJohn Thomson.Former Ambassador to _the United Nations; Chairman, Minority Rights GrouB UK
Pro esso,r\I e[t)ﬁ.erfénglsnbergen, Professor of Development Economics Emertius; Nobel Laureate 1069, The
Sir Michael Tippett, OM Composer, UK ,
Ron Todd, Former General Secretary, Transport and General Workers Union, UK
P[]ofessor Dr. HW. TrorH% erector, Polemologlcal Institute, University of ,Gronm?en, The Netherlands
The Mo%frFi%Ceg/erend Archbishop Desmond Tuttl, DD FKC. Anglican Archbishop of Cape Town, South
Professo(r: hﬂﬁégusto Varas, Professor and Senior Researcher, Facultad Latinoamericano de Ciencias Sociales,

Karsten D. VOI%t MP, For_ei% Policy Speaker for the SPD, Germany o
PrOfeSSO{nEArPr?gaW%Wz%ar{gala- amba, President, Council for the Devélopment for Social Science Research
Ambassador Paul C Wamke, Former Director, U.S, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, USA
Dr. L._Wecke, Director, Peace Research Centre, Nijmegen, The Netherlands .
Hon. Fran Wilde, MP, Former New Ze?land Minister for Disarmament and Associate Minister of External
Relations and Trade, New Zealand o _

Dr. RobP/n Williams, Chairman, Australian Commission for the Future, Australia
Cardinaf Thomas S. Williams, Archbishop of Wellington, New Zealand N .
Sir Ron?\‘lgst\r/é\l/ﬁlgon, AC KBE CMG, President, Human Rights and Equal Opportunities Commission,
The Most Reverend Thomas J. WlnnlngbArchblsho of Glasgow, Scotland
Adam Yarmolinsky, Former Counselor, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, USA
Ambassador Anarew Young Former Ambassador to the United Nations, USA

ta ZaB MP, Member of Parliament, Germany
Lord Zlckerman, OM KCB FRS. Member, Hodise of Lords, UK

24 June 1992 This call has been endorsed by 130 people.



PROJECT ON THE ARMS TRADE

The British American Security Information Council (BASIC) has set up a new
Project on the Arms Trade, which will create a network of individuals worldwide who
are working on weapons proliferation issues. Our aim is to increase the flow of
information about developments in different regions of the world. By providing this
information to researchers, journalists, activists and policy makers in a timely manner,
we hope to help foster an international atmosphere favoring arms trade control.
Thanks to the generosity of the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation, our
Project expenses are ensured for the first year. We have hired a new staff member,
Mary Susan Twohy, in our Washington office who will help us coordinate our contact
with the network.

We have gathered initial names for our network from various sources, including:
BASIC’s own contacts; Lucy Mathiak (an advisor to the Project); Cora Weiss
(International Representative for SANE/FREEZE); and the European Network Against
the Arms Trade. We look forward to your suggestions on others, particularly in
developing countries, who may benefit from this network.

We plan to include works from different regions in each mailing. We encourage
you to send us copies of any publications on the arms trade which you recommend-
-primary documents are also welcomed. We will accept information in any language,
but request you send us an English summary of the main findings if at all possible!
We will compile an ongoing bibliography, which we will share regularly with all Project
participants. Should you wish to receive a copy of an item we have not mailed out,
we will be happy to provide you with one at your request, barring any copyright
restrictions.

We will also serve as a clearinghouse for queries on the arms trade. For
example, if you are looking for information on a particular topic, we can bring this to
the attention of the rest of the network.

If you have not yet done so, please feel out the form on the other side of this
sheet. If you would like to pass this along to someone else working on these issues
in your country, please do so.

Project staff include: Daniel T. Plesch, Director; Dr. Natalie J. Goldring, Deputy
Director, Sandra J. lonno, Senior Analyst; Bronwyn Brady, Associate for European
Affairs; Dr. Sean Howard, Senior Analyst; Mary Susan Twohy, Administrative Associate;
Mark Sternman, Scoville Fellow. Dr. Michael Klare and Lucy Mathiak serve as advisors
to the Project.

In addition to the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation, the following
foundations also provide support for BASIC’s arms trade work: the John Merck Fund,
the Samuel Rubin Foundation, the Barrow and Geraldine S. Cadbury Trust, and the
Joseph Rowntree Charitable Trust, among others.



BASIC PROJECT ON THE ARMS TRADE

(Please copy this form for others who may be interested)

Your name:
Rr%an|zat|on/Aff|I|at|0n: —
ddress:
Clt State— Country: . Postcode:
F hope: Facsimile:
ctronic
Area of Interest::
]Conventlonal Arms Trade [ ]National Legislation
% elmlca \O(/eadpons [Jlnternatlonal Initiatives
|o |caI eapons [ ]Other:

Nuc ear Weapons
]DuaI -Use Technologiy
What type of information would be most useful to you?.

What type of information could you provide?:

British American Securlty Informatlon Council
1601 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 302

Washlngton DC 20009, USA
Telephone: 202-745-2457 Facsimile: 202-387-6298
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Report on Working Group 2

Arms Transfers and Production
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Conversion
The group discussed the role of economic conversion in reducing
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The arms trade

The purpose of this paper 1is to present some arms
trade policy issues for discussion in the working party.

Introducti on

Physical scientists can conduct controlled
experiments. Those concerned with the study of international
relations cannot. They have a poor substitute for controlled
experiments, however - in history. This provides the equivalent of
uncontrolled experiments. History unfortunately tends to move all
the variables simultaneously. Still, it is all that we have.

Attempts to do something about the arms trade have a
long history - and it is in general a history of failure. For those
who are concerned to do something now, the question arises —are the
circumstances different? If so, in what way? Do they make the
chances of success greater than in the past, and, if so, why?

If not, are there other ways, which might in the long run have more
chance of success, of dealing with the problem which the arms trade

respresents?

This paper 1is addressed to this question. First, it
defines the objective. Secondly, it has an excursus into some of the
history of control attempts. It then considers the driving forces
behind this trade, and the changes which there may have been in
those driving forces. The assessment of the current chances of
success follows. There is a final section, which discusses whether
or not there might be more mileage in a rather different approach.

The concern throughout the paper 1is with "horizontal
proliferation”™ - the spread of weapon systems from the industrial to
the developing world. The trade in weapon systems between the
industrial countries presents a different set of issues - such as
questions of a division of labour, and the problems of joint
production - which are not so closely linked to conflict risks.

The objective

A limit on arms sales to states in the developing
world 1is an intermediate rather than a final objective. The final
objective is to reduce the risk of conflict, or to reduce the deaths
and destruction resulting from conflicts, 1in developing countries.
(There is a secondary, minor objective: to reduce the economic



burden of military expenditure in those countries). This distinction
between intermediate and final objectives is of some importance. It
means, for example, that if supply side arms sales constraint proves
for any reason to be extremely difficult, that still leaves open the
possibility of some other approach.

There have indeed been times when some of those who
favoured arms sales were accustomed to argue that it made no
difference to the risk of conflicts, because the weapons sold often
simply gathered rust on the docks: and even when uncrated their use
and maintenance required skills that were not available. This
particular form of Western arrogance has not been used much 1in
recent years: skills are now available in many developing countries,
or can be bought from abroad.

In what ways do arms sales make conflicts more likely,
or serve to exacerbate them? If states invest heavily in military
capabilities, they expect some return on that investment. |If there
is a dispute with a neighbouring state, then those in political
control (who are often the military themselves) will certainly
consider the use of military force as an option, as a possible way
of resolving the dispute in their favour. We are also seeing the way
in which arms supplies from outside can make internal conflicts much
more vicious. The arms used by the competing clans in Somalia are,
to a large extent, arms supplied when Somalia was being used, Tfirst
by the USSR and later by the USA, as part of their competition for
influence and control in the horn of Africa. They left behind large
stocks of weapons. There is no reasonable doubt that in Somalia many
more people haave been killed because weapons were so easily
available.

Because of the arbitrary way in which many of the borders
in the old colonial world were decided, there are a great many
border disputes in the developing world. The militarisation of

developing countries makes it more likely that one or other party
will attempt to settle such disputes in their favour by military
means.

The economic consequences are clear (and are now,
belatedly, recognised by international 1lending institutions). It is
not simply that foreign exchange reserves are used for purposes
which do nothing to improve the standard of living or the economic
capability of the country. More sophisticated weapon systems
have a further effect: they also serve to drain scarce skills from
the civil sector. About fifty times more manhours are required for
the maintenance of a tank than for the maintenance of a truck.

Some history

We now have one hundred years without any Treaty to impose
any curb on the trade in conventional weapons with developing
countries. The last - and indeed the only - time that any such



Treaty was signed was 1in 1890: The Brussels Act for the Repression
of the African Slave Trade. 11 was signed by 13 European states,
together with the USA, Iran, Zanzibar and the Congo Free State.

It prohibited the introduction into a particular part of Africa
(except under effective guarantees) of any fire—arms or ammunition
except flint-lock guns and gunpowder.

After the First World War, through the twenties and
thirties, a great deal of effort was put into attempts to curb the
arms trade. This was partly because the trade was 1in private hands,
with little national control; it was widely believed that the
"merchants of death””had a strong interest in promoting war.

A number of articles of the Covenant of the League of Nations -
article 8 and article 23 - referred to the arms trade. In article
23, the member states expressed their intention to "entrust the
League with the general supervision of the trade in arms with the
countries in which the control of this traffic is necessary 1in the
common 1interest".

The plenipotentiaries of the peace conference took this
article sufficiently seriously to draft the St. Germain Convention
cjf 1919; had it come into force it would have established the rather
remarkable principle that in general there were to be no arms
exports, save for certain exceptions to be permitted by means of
export licences. Article 1 of the Convention bravely begins: "The
High Contracting Parties undertake to prohibit the export of the
following arms of war.."™ There follows a long list including - and
these are examples only - artillery of all kinds, bombs, grenades,
machine-guns and rifles. The Convention foundered because the United
States refused to ratify it: the arms-producing countries had
decided to ratify it together or not at all.

This old example illustrates two points which recur again
and again in arms trade history. First, concern about the arms trade
is triggered by some major cataclysmic event - in this case
tha appalling slaughter of the First World War. Proposals are put
forward for action. Then interest and concern wane, and in the end
nothing of substance 1is done. Secondly, individual countries are
reluctant to contract out of the arms trade unless their competitors
are willing to do so as well: thus the Convention had to be ratified
by all the arms-producing states at the Conference, or not at all.

The arms trade 1issue was then handed over to a body called
the Temporary Mixed Commission. The idea of an international
limitation of arms exports was effectively dropped, and the
Commission concentrated on the question of publicity. It
pproposed that the League of Nations should publish a Yearbook,
and this proposal was accepetd. In fact between 1924 and 1938 the
League published fifteen volumes each of an Armament Year-book and
and Arms Trade Statistical Year-book. Here again, an 1issue arose
which is still alive today — the issue of discrimination. A number
of states demanded that there should be a register of production as
well as a register of trade. For instance, the Brazilian delegate
said: "...what we are contemplating 1is... publicity with regard to
the purchases of those countries which are obliged to import arms
because they do not manufacture them. CThisl! would simply mean that
the non-manufacturing countries were under supervision, while the
manufacturing countries would escape altogether".



The history of the intei—war years brought out issues which
are still alive today: short-term enthousiasms to "do something
about the arms trade"™ - enthousiasms which last about two years;
the problem of getting agreement from all the main suppliers, to
avoid the argument "if we don"t supply, someone else will"; and the
need to avoid discrimination as between weapons producers and non-
producers.

After World War 11

After World War 1 the arms trade was a live issue, with a
great deal of public concernm. After World War 1Il, there was no such
immediate concern. Whereas the Charter of the League of Nations made
specific reference to the arms trade, and the private manufacture of
arms, this was not mentioned in the Charter of the United Nations.

These are some of the relevant ways in which the
international relations background differed 1in 1945 from 1918:

* There was not the same concern with private "merchants
of death”. Export licensing of weapons exports was virtually
universal: the arms trade had largely come under state control.

* The "third world"”, or developing world, emerged from the
colonial era. So the post-war period saw a immense multiplication of
the number of independent states.

* The main change was to a bi-polar world, dominated by
the struggle between what was labelled (on the Western side) the
"free world", and on the other side the "Socialist camp".

During this period the flow of major weapons to developing
countries was very large, and it rose fast - in the second half of
the sixties, for example, it was three times greater than in the
first half of the fifties. Already by 1975, for example, the Middle
Eastern states, taken together, had built up armouries of jet combat
aircratft and tanks which were of much the same order of magnitude as
those of NATO forces in Europe. (Jet combat aircraft: Middle East
2,300, NATO Europe 3,000. Tanks: Middle East 10,500, NATO Europe
12,250). The two charts trace the proliferation of two advanced
weapon systems —surface—to—air missiles and supersonic military
aricraft. What were the forces behind this process? Any attempt at
control or limitation requires knowledge of the forces which have to
be combatted.

The main force was the competition between the USA and
USSR. This was not simply a competition for influence. The USA
sought to contain what it believed to be Soviet expansionism; this
involved a set of military alliances - NATO, CENTO, SEATO - and the
arming of "forward defence areas"”. In the early years-, weapons were
frequently given free, or alternatively at low cost. The USA was
interested, not just in influence, but in building up the military
capabilities of states in the developing world which could be



expected to resist Communism. US Secretary of De-fence Clark Clifford
pointed out that an Asian soldier cost only on—fifteenth as much as
an American soldier. Both the USA and USSR were busy arming their
client states.

In the early post-wear years, the USSR limited its weapon
suuplies to states which were 1in the "Socialist camp”™. 1In 1955, the
policy changed, with weapon supplies, routed through Czechoslovakia,
to Egypt. These supplies coninued for some time, 1in spite of the
mfset that Nasser was 1imprisoning Communists. Weapon supplies
continued to be sent, or sold, to Socialist regimes - but to others
as well. The purpose was to break through the Western attempt at
encirclement.

This competition enabled recipient states to play one
supplier off against the other. When the US refused some weapon
request from Jordan, for example, Jordan would make overtures to
Moscow and the US supplies would then be forthcoming. Further,
developing countries had the distressing habit (from the point of
view of the major powers) of changing sides. Egypt decided that the
USA was likely to be more useful than the USSR, and threw out some
thousands of Soviet advisers. The regime in Indonesia changed, and
the weapons the USSR had supplied were used to massacre local
Communists. The USA poured weapons into Iran - and then when the
Shah fell the USA became the Great Satan. In the Horn of Africa,
first the USA supplied Ethiopia under Haile Selassie, and the USSR
supplies Somalia. When the emperor was overthrown, they changed
sides: the USSR became Ethiopia®s supplier, and the USA supplied
Somalia. The USA and other Western powers tacitly helped Iraq in its
war with |Iran, because they feared that Iran would become dominant
in the Gulf. |Irag then proceeded to attack Kuwait.

The other main driving force on the supply side was
economic. This was a particularly strong force in Britain and
France, where the unit cost of major new weapon systems would have
been very high, if there were no sales abroad. The very large R XD
cost of major new weapon systems makes it highly advantageous to
lengthen the production run as far as possible.

There were a few industrial states which followed a
relatively restrictive policy - Japan, West Germany, Sweden and
Switzerland. Japan, 1in line with its constitution, took no
significant part in arms sales at all. West Germany did relatively
little business in arms sales in the early years. Sweden and
Switzerland both had restrictive rules - though both states also had
scandals involving successful attempts at evasion. This restraint
certainly does not seem to have hindered economic progress in these
countries. Unfortunately it probably did little, if anything, to
reduce the sum total of arms exports: there were other suppliers.

Ch the demand side, both new and old states in the
developing world were anxious to build up their military
capabilities. |In many of the new states, the military staged
successful coups against the civil administrations; 1in others, the
politicians knew that, to remain in power, they had to
pay close attention to military demands. One constant military
demand was, of course, for more and better weapons. Throughout this
period there were strong pressures on the demand side as well.



Given these strong forces, both on the supply and on the
demand side, it is not surprising that there was no effective t1
constraint. There were the usual short spells of concern after
conflicts in the Middle East, when it did occur to politicians that
there was a certain irrationality in putting arms into an area and
then deploring the fact that they were used. Kruschev suggested an
international agreement to regulate arms supplies to the area 1in a
press confernce in London in April 1956, and again 1in 1957 the
Soviet Union suggested that the four powers should agree to a
"reciprocal refusal to deliver arms to Middle Eastern countries".
The Western side disliked the idea of the Soviet Union having any
say in Middle Eastern affairs did not take up these suggestions.

After the 1967 Arab-Israeli war, this time suggestions came
from the USA. US Secredtary of State Dean Rusk said "What we would
like to have 1is some sort of understanding... that the arms-
supplying nations will not themselves be responsible for a major
renewal of an arms race in the Middle East.”’No understanding was
reached; the arms race was renewed - with a vengeance. By the mid-
seventies imparts of mjor weapopns into the Middle East (measured at
constant prices) were five time greater then in the mid-si ties.

Once more, in 1991, after another Middle East war, there was
the same short-term reaction as 1in 1967. Another US Secretary of
State, James Baker, in words which were indistinguisable from those
used by Dean Rusk about twenty-five years earlier, said: "The time
has come to try to change the destructive pattern of military
competition and proliferation in this region and to reduce the arms
flow into an area that is already very over—militarised”. Will it be
different this time round? A search through the military journals
for the period from August 1990 to October 1991 lists some 74 major
arms transfer contracts being either delivered, ordered or
negotiated with Middle Eastern countries; they cover every Middle
Eastern country except Iraq and Lebanon.

For those who would like to see something done about the
arms trade, the history from 1945 to 1990 1is not encouraging.
The forces behind this trade were very strong. The countervailing
forces were very weak —almost non-existent: only the quiet voice of
reason, saying - for example - that if the major powers wanted to
avoid wars in the Middle East, it might be better if they stopped
equipping Middle East states for war. Constraint on arms supplies
was a lost cause.

Are things different now?

Are the driving forces behind the arms trade now
weaker than they were?

* The process of "competitive arming”™ is cel
weaker. In conflicts between —or within —developing~states we do
not any longer have the process of US—Soviet "conflict by proxy"
- as we had previously in Angola, Afghanistan, the Horn of Africa,
Nicaragua, and so on. (Unfortunately many of these areas are still



awash with the arms particularly small arms - which were provided
by the two sides during the period when competitive arming was

prevalent).

* However, arms supplies are still used in a less
specifically competitive way toe "maintain influence”™. Thus US
arms supplies to Saudi Arabia, to Egypt and to Israel serve as a
reminder that the US will want to maintain a degree of control over
Middle Eastern events.

* There is also another way 1in which the supply-side
forces behind the arms trade may be weakening in some respects. The
Northern industrial states have, of course, long been concerned with
the threat of proliferation of nuclear weapons. Now this concern 1is
being extended to other "weapons of mass destruction”™ and their
delivery systems. 1In place of the old "threat from the East" we are
beginning to see the development of the idea of the "threat from the
South™. Put rather crudely, the concern 1is mainly with weapon
systems which states in the South might use to threaten or attack
the Northern industrial states themselves. There is not the sanme
degree of concern about weapon systems with which the states in the
South might threaten each other.

* Hence the Missile Technology Control Regime, for
example. The object 1is to prevent, or at least make it much more
difficult, for certain states in the South to acquire medium- or

long-range missiles. It was clear that this involved, not just the
ontrol of the export of mssiles, but also the control over a wide
range of technologies. The regime has many difficulties - described
foelow.
* Hence also the "Australia group"”, whose o

was to control the export of certain precursors to the production of
chemical weapons. The Chemical Weapons Convention, when it comes
into force, will largely supersede this particular attempt at
control. So a form of control which was in the nature of things
discriminatory - some states were judged responsible and others not
-~ is to be superseded by a ban which applies equally to all states
which ratify the convention: this will include all the major
industrial states.

* So far as conventional weapon systems are

concerned, the rather vague objective appeared to be to prevent
third world states acquiring massive armouries; the UN register

is supposed to provide warning of this - though it 1is open to
question whether it will do so. |In some ways it 1is surprising that
the Northern industrial states - particularly those 1in Europe - are

not more concerned with the proliferation of conventional weapons.
The European states have agreed on fixed limits for the numbers of
the weapon systems which are Treaty-Limi ted Items in the Treaty on
Conventional Forces 1in Europe. Now that we are tending to have more
discussion of the possible "threat from the South"™, one might have
expected the industrial states to be more cautious about building up
stocks of these conventional weapons in states outside Europe, at a
time when European states themselves are reducing them. There 1is not
much sign of this as yet.

The conclusion here is that the political



pressures to export to developing states has diminished somewhat,
particularly for technologies linked to the production of

of weapons of mass destruction: but it is much less marked for
routine conventional weapon systems.

On the other hand, the economic pressure to export
weapon systems has increased, both in NATO states and also in the
states which used to form the Warsaw Pact. In NATO states, the
comnbination of reduced home demand for weapons, together with
high and rising unemployment, have lead to a situation where every
weapon sale is treated as a triumph for the Bovernment. The
statements made immediately after the war with Iraq are now
forgotten. Bush, in his election campaign aprroved the sale of a
large number of F-16s to Taiwan. Major, 1in a post-election campaign,
brought back in triumph a confirmation of sales of Tornados to Saudi
Arabia. Weapon sales preserve employment - and that 1is the dominant
objective.

The economic pressure to sell weapons is even
stronger 1in Russia and the new states which were once part of the
Soviet Union. There is clearly a large amount of military
hardware which can be classed now as "surplus to requirements™: and
there are states, such as lran, which are in a position to pay with
foreign currency. Given the weak structures of control, it would be
surprising if sales were not made. There have been statements from
the Russian military side which express the view that sales could be
made to any state which was willing to pay. It is also hard now to
establish what transactions have taken place: and it will be
interesting to see what entries are put forward for the UN
register by the republics which one formed part of the Sobiet
Union.

To sum up the position on driving forces on the
supply side: there is no longer the drive, on the US side, to arm
any possible opponents of the Soviet Union, and on the Soviet side
also there seems little of this kind of political pressure. On the
other hand, the economic pressures to export arms are stronger than
they were in all the main industrial exporting states.

On the demand side, the money in general 1is not
there. The states of South America and Africa are heavily in debt.
The states which can still buy weapon systems are, Tfirst, the oil-
producing states of the Middle East — though of course Ilraq is an
exception; and there is not the huge 1increase in revenues which
accompanied the oil price explosion of the nineteen-seventies.
Secondly, most of the states around the Pacific rim have expanding
economies and are using part of their increased earnings of foreign
currencyto buy weapons. In aggregate, arms sales to the developing
world are not rising any longer. The reason 1is not supply-side
constraint: it is the reduction 1in demand. It is interesting that
the World Bank is now ready to take military expenditure explicitly
into its judgemnts on the credit-worthiness of developing states -
though it is doubtful whether this has made much difference as yet.

Assessment



When -from time to time - as in 1956, and 1967, and
1991 - the -folly of pouring arms into conflict-ridden regions
becomes particularly apparent, there is a temporary surge 1in demand
in the industiral countries for supply-side constraints. It was
particularly marked on this last occasion, because this time
the states, which had helped 1in the arming of Ilrag because they
wanted to curb the power of Iran, found thenmselves engaged 1in a war
with the country which they had helped to arm. The demands that
"something should be done"™ about the arms trade, and in particular
that there should be constraint, or indeed a moratorium, on armsd
supplies to Middle eastern countries were stronger than usual.
However, again as usual, public interest turned to other subjects;
and the large contracts available from oil-producing states proved
too tempting.

The unfortunate conclusion from the historical
examples in this century - from 1914 to the present day - is that
it is extremely difficult to get effective agreement on supply-side
constraint: and indeed ther are reasons for thinking that it is, if
anything, more difficult than it was, say twenty years ago. These
are some of the obstacles:

* Any agreement, to be effective, has to cover all the

main suppliers. There was a time - before 1955, when the USSR came
into the market - when an agreement between three states, the USA,
France and Britain —could control reasonably effectively the flow

of weapons into the Middle East. Now the list of potential

suppliers grows year by year. China can supply virtually asll major
weapon systems. The decision of the Bush Administration to sell F1l6s
to Taiwan must have been taken 1in the knowledge that as a
consequence China would stop any effective cooperation in
constraining arms sales. To take another small example, there 1is now
a new independent state - Slovakia - which is quite heavily
dependent on sales of main battle tanks for its foreign currency.
Indeed this was one factor in the nreakup of Czechoslovakia: the
Czechoslovak Government wanted to contract out of the arms

trade, and Slovakia saw this as a decision which was particularly
damaging to its economy. Brasil, Chile, |India, North Korea can - and
do - sell quite advanced weapon systems.

* In theory, suppliers can decide to supply certain
states and not others by requiring end-use certificates. The weapons
are for the use only of the State named in that certificate, and
that state must seek permission before it sells the wepons to any
other country. In fact it is very difficult to police these end-use
provisions. Some manufacturers export, knowing quite well that the
state named 1in the end-use certificate is not in fact the genuine
end-user, and that the weapons will be later transferred. On other
occasions, they may export in good faith. In any case, there 1is very
little effective policing of the second-hand market: the destination
control of weapons exports is weak.

* There are developing countries which are seeking to
buy, not the weapons themselves, but the means to make them.
The Matrix-Churchill machine-tools exported to lraq are a good
example. The list of technologies enumerated in the documentation of
tii3 Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) 1is another. It is
agreed, ubder the MTCR regime, that developing states should not be



prevented -from acquiring the wherewithall for civil space
exploration. Buty of course the technology needed for constructung a

rocket to send a satellite into space is the smae as the technology
needed to build a rocket with a military warhead. There 1is a very-
extensive overlap between technologies needed for civil and for
military purposes. Governments inthird world countries complain,
with some justification, that controls on dual-use technology
transfer serve to prevent them from building up industries which
might compete 1in the world market.

* Supply-side consrtaints are in essence
discriminatory. They are saying, 1in effect, that we - the supplying
states - are responsible and can be trusted with these weapon
systems: but you - the developing countries - are irresponsible and

cannot be trusted. Now this may be true in some instances: but it is
not an argument which any developing country is likely to be willing
to accept. A supply-side constraint, therefore, presents a challenge
to some third world countries, to see if they can find ways of
getting round 1it. Egypt, for example, is hardly to be classed
together with Irag. However, the Missile Technology Control Regime
has certainly put obstacles inthe way of any Egyptina developmenmt
of a medium-range missile - whereas |Israel, of course, suffers no
such handicap. There are many Egyptian military officers who

say that sooner or later they will have to find ways of

building their own missile.

This last argument 1is perhaps the most potent
one against the success of supply-side constraints 1in the long run.
Some of the texts on supply-side constraints speak rather vaguely of
the need to get the agreement of recipient countries. It is hard to
see under what circumstances recipient countries would voluntarily
agree that they are too irresponsible to deploy weapon systems which
the industrial states deploy themselves in large numbers. There 1is a
general failure, 1in many of those in the industrial states of the
North, to consider this problem from the other end, and to
appreciate the extent to which states in the developing world feel
a certain rather impotent anger with the casual hegemonic
assumptions of the major powers.

The multiplicity of suppliers, and the problems
of dual-use technology have added to the difficulties on the supply
side. In answer to the question - has ther been a radical change in
circumstances, such that the chances of supply-side constraint are
better than in the past? — the reply surely has to be that there are
few signs of it as yet.

Alternative approaches

i The main alternative approach is to work on the
demand side.

The major powers have done very little about this
— except in the Middle East, which 1is the most unpromising region of
all. There are perhaps two main reasons Tfor this relative neglect.
The first is that mosdt of the main supplying states are busy trying
to sell weapons to the states in the third world. They can hardly at
one and the same time urge them to reach some agreement to reduce



their stocks of weapon systems, while at the same time some
officially-sponsored sales mission is trying to persuade them to buy
wore. So, secondly, they tend to say that any move towards demand-
side restraint is for the states in the region themselves, and

it is not for the major powers to interfere.

This lack of interest in any kind of regional
agreement does not apply, of course, in the Middle East. The United
States is deeply engaged 1in trying to orchestrate a peace process
there —a process which would certainly involve a regional agreement
about some weapon systems. But the US, the UK, France and Russia
are at the same time competing for large contracts to supply the
the region with more weapons.

In most other regions of the world, the conditions
for some kind of agreement are less unfavourable than they are in
the Middle East. The idea of regional security and arms control
agreements, outside Europe, 1is only just beginning to appear on the
world agenda. In Europe now there 1is an agreement which limits
conventionakl forces and - for all its deficiencies - there is a
the recognition that some form of regional "security architecture”
is needed. Why should these basic ideas not be developed for Central
and South America; for North Africa and Sub-Saharan Africa; for the
Indian sub-continent; and for the ASEAN countries in the South
Pacific? It really is more promising to approach the problem of the
arms trade from the other end, and to look for regional security,
arms control and disarmament agreements. Further, the major powers,
which have so long been simply concerned with Communist versus non-
Communist struggles in the developing world, could do much more to
show some enthousi asm for these ideas. Up to now, they have not done
so: for example, the United States was very scathing about the
Contadora process in Central America. They couldencourage and
finance academic institutes in the regions to develop ideas for
regional demilitarisation and consequently on some agreed limits on
weapons stocks.

These studies should dieally be undertaken, of
course, at some institute within the regions themselves —but, 1in
the relatively open world of academic study, that 1is not an
over riding consideration. We ought to have by now studies suggesting
possible agreements in all these regions for limits on weapon
stocks. For once, this would not be a disriminatory proposal. The
Treaty on Conventional Forces in Europe exists. We need studies

which suggest analogous treaties for other regions of the world. |If
these proposals are not prepared in the regions themselves, then the
states - or insitutes - in those regions can have no cause for

complaint if suggestions are made to them from outside. What kind of
agreement might be appropriate for conventional forces in the Indian
sub-continent, or in the ASEAN area, or in South America? Many
=tates in the developing world are somewhat at fault in this matter.
They have tended to treat questions of arms control and disarmament
as 1f they were simply the problems of the major powers. They have
shown [little interest in addressing the problems of their own
regions.

One approach would be to build on the 1ideas in
the UN Secretary-General®s document, An Agenda for Peace - written
at the request of the Security Council. This does have some



discussion of regional security organisations - as does the UN
Charter 1itself, in chapCter VIII. 1t could be a good time now for
the UN General Assembly to organise a special session on regional
security, regional arms control and regional disarmament.

A second non-discriminatory approach to the
problems posed by the arms trade is to look now for other weapon
systems for which a global ban could be proposed. The major powers
have accepted the principle of a global ban on chemical weapons, in
spite of the difficulties of verification and enforcment. It 1is
envisaged that states which fail to ratify the Chemical Weapons
Convention may as a consequence find it more difficult to import
certain chemicals - much as most supplying countries are only
prepared to export nculear technology to states which have agreed to
IAEA full-scope safeguards. A global ban on military missiles with a
range of over —say —50 kilmetres would not be more difficult to
enforce than a chemical weapons convention. |If the major powers want
to stop the proliferation of this weapon system - as they do - then
in the long run the only successful method will be a global ban
which they themselves observe.

It is, in a curious way, the responsibility

of non-Governmental bodies concerned to reduce the amount of Kkill in
in the world to choose their issues carefully - selecting approache
which have some reasonable prospect of eventual success. It is
possible that 1in this matter of the arms trade some organisations
may have got hold of the wrong end of the stick (using this metaphor
correctly for once). It is at least a point worth discussing. The
immediate reaction, particularly for those living in the supplying
countries, 1is to look for supply-side constraints. Past experience

or indeed present-day experience - 1is not encouraging. It might be
better to go "to the other end of the stick, and look at the
possibility of regional security and arms control agreements, and
the possibility of extending global bans to other weapon systems.
With arms as with drugs, in the long run the attack on the deamnd
side amy have much more long-term promise.
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