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[The following are extracts from an unclassified report of conventional arms transfers as published
under the above title by the Library of Congress on 29 July 1994. The selections included herein
begin with a discussion of major research findings regarding the dollar value of both arms transfer
agreements and arms deliveries to the Third World from 1986 through 1993. These findings are
all cross-referenced to comparative data tables which are presented following the textual material.
Special attention is given to the roles of the United States, the former Soviet Union, and China as
arms suppliers, to arms trade with Iran and Iraq, and to identification of the leading Third World
arms recipient nations. The report concludes with a listing of the type and quantity of weapons
delivered to the Third World by major arms suppliers in the 1986-1993 time period. Copies of the
complete 92 page study (Report No. 94-612 F) are available from the Foreign Affairs and National
Dg,fcnsc Division, Congressional Research Service, The Library of Congress, Washington DC
20540.)

INTRODUCTION

The new political and economic environment created internationally by the end of the Cold
War continues to have a dramatic effect on the global conventional arms marketplace as well as on
arms transfers to the Third World. Arms supplying relationships have undergone notable changes,
as have the arms acquisition levels of several purchasing states. During the height of the Cold War,
much attention was given to weapons transfers to “the Third World” or “developing” nations.
These states were often the focal point of proxy conflicts and competition for influence between the
West and the Communist bloc countries. Because many of these nations were poor or were
controlled by undemocratic governments and were located in regions that were historic areas of
tension and conflict, arms sales to them by the United States and other non-Communist countries
were usually controversial. Nevertheless, for a significant period of time—at least since the
1980s—arms sales to the Third World have comprised, on average, about two-thirds of all arms
sales made internationally. And, despite the Cold War’s end, in 1993, both arms transfer
agreements with and arms deliveries to the Third World continued to comprise roughly two-thirds
of all such arms trade activity worldwide.

Post-Cold War reductions in national defense spending by most major arms exporting nations
have placed continuing pressures on arms industries to seck foreign weapons contracts to replace,
as feasible, declining domestic orders. In this intensifying international competition for the foreign
arms market, the United States has proven to be especially successful, while other traditional
weapons suppliers have had great difficulty securing new orders. United States arms sales have
been significantly aided by the reputation its weapons gained as a result of their effective use
during the Persian Gulf War.
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Russia has been particularly hard hit by the dramatically changing international political and
economic order in which the demise of the former Soviet Union has been a central factor. Russia
today has few arms clients in the Third World that can pay for its weapons in hard currency or its
equivalent. Most of the former Soviet Union's Cold War-era weapons clients received many of
their arms through a grant military aid program or received large discounts on their purchases. That
is no longer the case. Given Russia's severe domestic economic crisis, it can ill afford to give

away export weapons to poor developing nations, even though in the recent past they may have
been on the same ideological side of the East-West conflict.

Instead, Russia has attempted to gain cash paying arms customers by offering advanced
weapons systems at competitive prices. Since foreign arms sales have generated amounts of hard
currency for Russia in the past, Moscow hopes that such sales will do so in the future. To date,
Russia's efforts have led to notable arms contracts with Iran, China, and with traditional Western
customers such as the United Arab Emirates and Malaysia. The United States has been critical of
some of these arms deals, particularly those with Iran, but Russia has indicated that it considers its
pursuit of such foreign arms sales a legitimate activity for raising needed income, and that it plans
to continue the practice. Yet, in spite of aggressive arms marketing by Russia, potential buyers
express concerns that the continuing political and economic turmoil in the Russian Republic may
render it incapable of providing timely support and spare parts needed to maintain the weapons that
it sells. As long as this perception is held by prospective Third World purchasers, it will undermine
substantial new arms sales by Russia.

As the conventional arms market proceeds through a major transitional period, the significance
of financial considerations in the sales efforts of most traditional arms suppliers has become
increasingly evident. Most arms suppliers seem to be focusing their foreign arms sales activities on
wealthy states in the Near East and in Asia. Since most developing nations do not have either the
cash reserves or oil wealth of Persian Gulf states or countries such as Taiwan, they are generally
dependent upon obtaining loans from sellers in order to conclude new weapons purchases. Some
leading arms suppliers may only be willing to supply such loans to those Third World countries
most capable of repaying them. Other suppliers may well choose to not make such loans in the first
place. These actions tend to concentrate major conventional arms transfers to the Third World in
relatively few countries.

In the post-Cold War era, there is also a diminished threat perception in some countries that
has curtailed demand for major weapons acquisitions. In other instances, purchases of major
weapons systems have already been made, with these arms being absorbed into national military
force structures—further reducing demand for new systems. Most of the smaller arms suppliers
are likely to compete successfully only for sales of medium and lower technology items to Third
World states for whom the lowest price for a basic weapon system is the critical consideration.
These circumstances collectively explain much of the continuing overall decline of the Third World
arms trade most recently.

It should be noted that conventional weapons transferred to the Third World do not have to be
especially expensive to be deadly and pose a significant security threat within a given region, even
though sales of more costly systems tend to attract the attention of policymakers. Given the
growing availability of weapons production technology from a wider variety of sources, it will
become more difficult to monitor some weapons transfer activities than in the past, since both the
existence and the dollar value of weapons technology transfer agreements are harder to establish.
Furthermore, given the capital flows involved in paying for major new weapons systems, some
Third World arms purchasers may insist on gaining weapons production knowledge as part of any
major arms purchase in the future, as a means of developing longer term-mdqpende‘nce from
foreign suppliers. Some suppliers dependent on arms exports to sustain their military industrial
base may be willing to conclude such deals.
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The dramatic arms buildup by Iraq and its role in precipitating the Persian Gulf War led many
to advocate strong measures to control similar conventional weapons transfers in the future.
Members of Congress proposed measures to control weapons flows to the Near East region, and
both Houses of Congress passed measures requiring an arms sales moratorium to that area pending
a conference of major weapons suppliers. President Bush, beginning in May 1991, launched an
effort to secure agreement among the five permanent members of the United Nations Security
Council to limit the nature and size of their weapons sales to the Near East, and to set in place a
procedure for these five nations (the U.S., the United Kingdom, France, Russia and China) to
notify each other before they made any arms sales to Near Eastern countries.

This Bush initiative collapsed by the Fall of 1992 due to the inability of all participants to agree
on how to achieve the overall goal of reducing arms sales to the Near East, and China's withdrawal
from the talks after the United States made a major combat aircraft sale to Taiwan. The failure of
the Bush proposal, however, has not deterred initiatives by some Members of Congress to advance
a variety of measures to curtail the conventional arms trade, particularly in the Third World, and the
nature of U.S. participation in it.

Meanwhile, representatives of American industry have sought support in Congress for
legislation that would provide loan guarantees to assist them in the sale of American weaponry
abroad. The Clinton Administration, meanwhile, is reviewing the potential effect of foreign arms
sales on the United States military industrial base, as it continues to formulate its approach to
American conventional arms transfer policy. Given these circumstances, policymakers will
continue to be confronted with the question of how best to reconcile the economic interests and
concerns of domestic defense industries and their employees with the goal of reducing potentially
destabilizing weapons transfers to nations in the Third World.

This report provides unclassified background data from government sources on transfers of
conventional arms to the Third World by major suppliers for the period 1986 through 1993. It
updates and revises the report entitled Conventional Arms Transfers to the Third World, 1985-
1992, published by the Congressional Research Service (CRS) on July 19, 1993 (CRS Report 93-
656F). The data in this new report completely supersede all data published in previous editions.
Since these new data for 1986-1993 reflect potentially significant updates to and revisions in the
underlying databases utilized for this report, only the data in this most recent edition should be
used.

Special Notes

1. Constant 1993 Dollars. Throughout this report, values of arms transfer agreements
and values of arms deliveries for all suppliers are expressed in U.S. dollars. Values for any given
year generally reflect the exchange rates that prevailed during that specific year. In many instances,
the report converts these dollar amounts (current dollars) into constant 1993 dollars. Although this
helps to eliminate the distorting effects of inflation to permit a more accurate comparison of various
dollar levels over time, the effects of fluctuating exchange rates are not necessarily neutralized.
The deflators used for the constant dollar calculations in this report are those provided by the
Department of Defense and are set out at the bottom of Tables 1 and 2 Unless otherwise noted in
the report all dollar values are stated in constant terms. Because all regional data tables are
composed of four-year aggregate dollar totals (1986-1989 and 1990-1993), they must be
expressed in current dollar terms. Where tables rank leading arms suppliers to the Third World or
leading Third World recipients using four-year aggregate dollar totals, these values must also be
expressed in current dollars.

—
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2. Calendar Year Data Used. All arms transfer and arms delivery data in this report are
for the calendar year or calendar year period given. This applies to both U.S. and foreign data
alike. United States Government departments and agencies, such as the Defense Department
(DoD) and the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA), routinely publish data on U.S.
arms transfers and deliveries but use the United States fiscal year as the computational time period
for these data. As a consequence, there are likely to be distinct differences noted in those
published totals and those provided in this report which uses a calendar year basis for its figures.
These differences result from using two very different twelve month tabulation periods. (A United
States fiscal year covers the period from October 1 until September 30.)

3. Definition of the Third World and Regions. The Third World category includes
all countries except the United States, Russia, the former Soviet Union, Europe, Canada, Japan,
Australia and New Zealand.

4. United States Commercial Arms Exports Excluded. U.S. commercial sales and
deliveries data are excluded. This is done because the data maintained on U.S. commercial sales
agreements and deliveries are significantly incomplete and are less precise than those for the U.S.
Foreign Military Sales (FMS) program, which accounts for the overwhelming portion of U.S.
conventional arms transfer agreements and deliveries. There are no commercial agreement data
comparable to that for the FMS program maintained on an annual basis. Annual commercial
deliveries data are obtained from shipper's export documents and completed licenses returned from
ports of exit by the U.S. Customs Service to the Office of Defense Trade Controls (PM/DTC) of
the State Department, which makes the final compilation. This approach to obtaining commercial
deliveries data is less systematic than that taken by the Department of Defense for govemment-to-
govemment transactions.

The annual rank of the United States in the period from 1986-1993 has possibly been affected
once—in 1991— by exclusion of the existing data on U.S. commercial arms deliveries to the Third
World. Since the total values of all U.S. deliveries are understated somewhat by exclusion of
commercial arms deliveries figures, those commercial data are provided here to complete this
portion of the available record. The values of U.S. commercial arms deliveries to the Third World
for fiscal years 1986-1993 (in thousands of current U.S. dollars), according to the State
Department, were as follows:

FY 1986 $1,523,605
FY 1987 $2,698,316
FY 1988 $1,990,913
FY 1989 $2,599,205
FY 1990 $1,749,002
FY 1991 $1,596,629
FY 1992 $537,016
FY 1993 $494,354

MAJOR FINDINGS
General Trends In Arms Transfers To The Third World

The value of all arms transfer agreements with the Third World in 1993 was $20.4 billion.
This was by far the lowest yearly total for agreements with the Third World for any of the years
during the 1986-1993 period, whether measured in nominal or real terms. The general decline in
the value of new arms transfer agreements with the Third World during the late 1980s was
dramatically reversed in 1990 as the result of major new arms agreements related to the Gulf War.
In 1991, however, the pattern of overall decline in the value of arms transfer agreements with
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developing nations resumed in an equally dramatic fashion. This pattern of decline continued in
1993 (Table 1A).

In 1993, the value of all arms deliveries to the Third World ($15 billion) was the lowest total
by far for any year during the 1986-1993 period. This is the sixth consecutive year since 1987 that
the value of all arms deliveries to developing nations dropped significantly from the previous year.
These declines have been relatively steady from year to year. Values of deliveries in 1993 (in real
terms) were slightly more than a quarter of what they were in 1987. This pattern reflects the
impact of the end of the Iran-Iraq war and the Cold War, and a winding down of other regional
conflicts in the Third World (Table 2A). However, given the surge in 1990 of new arms transfer
agreements with the Third World, the total value of arms deliveries may increase in future years if
most of these agreements are fully implemented.

The United States has come to dominate the much reduced Third World arms market in the
most recent period. From 1990-1993, the United States made $59.8 billion in arms transfer
agreements with the Third World or 52.2 percent of all such agreements. In the earlier period
before the Cold War had ended (1986-1989), the Soviet Union was the single leading supplier,
making $77.3 billion arms transfer agreements with the Third World or 40.5 percent (in constant
1993 dollars).

The Third World arms market, from 1990 onward, has been comprised of three general tiers
of suppliers. In the first tier is the United States whose position far surpasses that of any other
arms supplier to the Third World. In the second tier are the United Kingdom, France, and Russia
whose positions are notably below those of the United States, but distinctly greater than the
remaining arms suppliers to the Third World. The four nations in the first two tiers have
historically had the means to supply the most advanced weapons systems to developing nations in
quantity and on a continuing basis. But as competition for a declining Third World arms market
increases, some of them may have difficulty sustaining the market shares they have held in past. In
the third tier are China, other European suppliers, and other non-European suppliers—that have
generally been marginal or sporadic participants in the Third World arms trade. The names of
countries in this third tier are likely to change over time, especially at its lower end, since some of
these nations lack the means to be major suppliers of advanced military equipment on a sustained
basis. Some of them, however, are capable of having an impact on potential conflicts within Third
World regions because of their willingness to supply weapons based almost exclusively on
commercial considerations, including types of weapons that other suppliers refuse to provide
(Tables 1A, 1F, 2A, and 2F).

The Third World continues to be the primary focus of foreign arms sales activity by weapons
suppliers. During the years 1986-1993, the value of arms transfer agreements with the Third
World comprised 71.7 percent of all such agreements worldwide. In 1993, the value of arms
transfer agreements with the Third World constituted 64.2 percent of all arms transfer agreements
worldwide (Table 1A).

United States

In 1993, the total value, in real terms, of U.S. arms transfer agreements with the Tt}ird World
increased marginally from the previous year’s total, rising from nearly $14.6 billion in 1992 to
$14.8 billion in 1993. For the fourth year in a row, the United States ranked first by a substantial
margin in arms transfer agreements with the Third World. The U.S. share of the value of all such
agreements was 72.6 percent in 1993, up dramatically from 55.8 percent in 1992 (Tables 1A and
1B).

The United States' ranking in arms transfer agreements with the Third World in 1993 is
directly attributable to costly new orders from Saudi Arabia and Kuwait. The Saudis bought 72

W
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F-15 fighter aircraft and associated missiles and bombs as well as expensive military support
services. Kuwait purchased 256 M1A2 main battle tanks and a variety of other ground combat
support vehicles as well as related ammunition and spare parts. In 1993, the total values of the
arms transfer agreements of Saudi Arabia and Kuwait with the United States were $9.5 billion and
$2.2 billion respectively. These agreements collectively constituted 79 percent of the value of all
U.S. arms transfer agreements with developing nations in 1993. The value of Kuwait’s arms
transfer agreements with the United States alone in 1993 exceeded the total value ($1.8 billion) of
all arms transfer agreements made by the United Kingdom (the second leading supplier) with the
entire Third World in the same year.

The signing of a few particularly large contracts for major weapons systems generally
determines whether the total value of U.S arms transfer agreements in any given year is high
relative to other years. The Third World agreements figure for the United States in 1993 illustrates
this point. Exceptional arms agreements totals for 1990-1993 can be directly related to the Persian
Gulf war. United States arms transfer agreements totals for 1990-1993 to the Near East region
constituted 68 percent of the value of all arms transfer agreements made by all suppliers to that
region during these years.

Russia®

The total value of Russia’s agreements with the Third World rose slightly, from $1.6 billion in
1992 to $1.8 billion in 1993, ranking it third among all suppliers in 1993. Russia’s share of all
Third World arms transfer agreements increased as well, rising from 5.9 percent in 1992 to 8.8
percent in 1993 (in constant 1993 dollars) (Tables 1A and 1B).

During the 1986-1993 period, Russian arms transfer agreements with developing nations
ranged from a high of $27 billion in 1987 to a low of $1.6 billion in 1992 (in constant 1993
dollars). Each year after 1987, Russian arms transfer agreement totals have declined from those of
the previous year, until 1993. These data document a progressive and dramatic fall in arms transfer
agreements by Russia as the internal difficulties of the former Soviet Union mounted, hastening the
ultimate political decision to dissolve the Union into independent states at the end of 1991. They
also indicate that Russia no longer plays the leading role in the Third World arms market that it
once did.

Russia has had long-standing supplier relationships with many of the leading purchasers of
weapons in the Third World, relationships that were significantly motivated by Cold War
considerations. Russia has provided these purchasers with a wide range of armaments from the
highly sophisticated to the most basic, including a large quantity of munitions. It has also actively
sought to export weapons as an important means of gaining needed hard currency.

Due to the domestic economic problems it has encountered in recent years, as well as the Cold
War’s end, Russia has terminated its grant military assistance program with most of its traditional
arms clients in the Third World. At the same time, Russia has sought arms deals with countries
such as Iran that can pay for weapons in hard currency. These developments, with the loss of Iraq
as a major arms purchaser, are major factors that explain why the overall value of Russian arms
transfer agreements dropped so sharply in recent years, while the value of arms agreements with
Iran, by contrast, have increased. Among the weapons systems sold to Iran by Russia in recent
years are MiG-29 fighter aircraft, Su-24 fighter bombers, T-72 main battle tanks and Kilo class
attack submarines. Russia has also resumed an important arms supplier relationship with China,

* Russia is used throughout the text, tables and charts, although data for all years prior to 1992 represent
transactions of the former Soviet Union as a whole. Russia was by far the principal arms producer and exporter of all
the former Soviet republics, and the political center for decision-making by the former Soviet Union. Data for 1992
and 1993 are for Russia exclusively.
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after a lapse of two decades, selling Su-27 fighter aircraft in 1991, and continues to explore the
prospects of new sales of other weapons. Russia is continuing an aggressive marketing effort to
sell its weapons to developing nations aimed at old clients and new. It has reached agreement with
Malaysia for the purchase of Mig-29 fighter aircraft and the United Arab Emirates for the purchase
of armored vehicles. Other efforts by Russia to secure new clients for its arms have been less
successful, due to an important degree to concerns by prospective buyers that Russia may not be a
reliable supplier of the spare parts and support services needed to utilize its weapons systems, and
the knowledge that comparable, if not superior equipment, is available from established Western
suppliers.

China

In the 1980s, China emerged as an important supplier of arms to the Third World, in large
measure due to agreements with Iran and Iraq during their war. The value of China’s agreements
with the Third World peaked at $5.8 billion in 1987. China ranked fifth among all suppliers in the
value of its arms transfer agreements with the Third World from 1990-1993. Since the Persian
Gulf War, the value of Chinese arms transfer agreements with developing nations has fallen
dramatically, registering only $300 million in 1993 compared to $2.5 billion in 1990. China ranked
sixth among all suppliers to the Third World in 1993 (in constant 1993 dollars) (Table 1A).

China’s arms transfer agreements with the Third World fell sharply after 1990 because Russia
displaced China as Iran’s preferred arms supplier. Iraq, another important Chinese client, was
barred from arms purchases by the U.N. embargo after August 1990. Beyond the Near East
region, China has not had many arms clients with large financial resources or major weapons
purchasing programs. China seems ill placed to sustain a high level of arms sales to the Near East
region with stiff competition from suppliers such as Russia that can provide more modemn and
sophisticated weaponry.

Despite the overall decline in the volume of arms transfers, China’s missiles have been of
continuing interest to certain Third World purchasers. In the latter half of the 1980s, China sold
and delivered CSS-2 Intermediate Range Ballistic Missiles to Saudi Arabia, Silkworm anti-
shipping missiles to Iran, and anti-tank and other surface-to-surface missiles to various purchasers
in developing nations. China’s willingness to abide by the guidelines on missile transfers set out
in the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) is ambiguous at best. China is especially
sensitive to arrangements that it perceives infringe on is rights as an independent, sovereign,
nation. With need to obtain hard currency, China’s seems prepared to pursue arms sales
opportunities it deems appropriate wherever they present themselves. China appears most reluctant
to commit itself to an arms control regime that would undermine its ability to market military items
or technology attractive to prospective buyers in developing nations.

Major West Europeans

The four major West European suppliers (France, United Kingdom, Germany, and Italy)
registered a significant decline in their collective share of all arms transfer agreements with the
Third World in 1993, falling to 12.7 percent from 28.8 percent in 1992. Of these suppliers, France
posted a notable decrease in the value of its agreements from $4.1 billion in 1992 to $200 million
in 1993. The value of the United Kingdom’s agreements decreased from $2.2 billion in 1992 to
$1.8 billion in 1993. Germany registered a comparable decrease from over $700 million in 1992 to
$600 million in 1993. Italy’s Third World agreements in 1993 were effectively nil, down from
over $500 million in 1992 (in constant 1993 dollars) (Tables 1A and 1B).

Throughout the period 1986-1993, the major West European suppliers, as a group, averaged
19 percent of all arms transfer agreements with the Third World. Even as the Cold War wound
down, the major West European suppliers have generally maintained their share of arms transfer
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agreements. For the 1990-1993 period, they collectively averaged 17.9 percent of all arms transfer
agreements with the Third World. Individual suppliers within the major West European group
have had exceptional years for arms agreements, such as France in 1989 and 1992 ($4.4 billion
and $4.1 billion respectively); and the United Kingdom in 1988 ($24.4 billion) (in constant 1993
dollars). Such totals have reflected the conclusion of a few large arms transfer agreements with a
major Third World purchaser. (Tables 1A and 1B).

Because the four major West European suppliers produce both advanced and basic ground,
air, and naval weapons systems, they have the capability to compete successfully with the United
States and Russia, for arms sales contracts throughout the Third World. Because major West
European suppliers, such as France and the United Kingdom, do not often tie their arms sales
decisions to foreign policy considerations but essentially to economic ones, they have provided a
viable alternative source of arms for some nations to whom the United States will not sell for
policy reasons. Generally, strong government marketing support for foreign arms sales enhances
the competitiveness of weapons produced by these major West European suppliers. But in the
post-Cold War environment, and a shrinking global marketplace, individual West European
suppliers may be hard pressed to secure large new arms contracts with developing nations on a
routine basis. Therefore, they may choose not to compete for sales of some weapons categories,
reducing or eliminating some weapons categories actually produced. They may also seek to engage
in joint production ventures with other weapons suppliers.

Regional Arms Transfer Agreement Values

Two significant Near East conflicts, the Iran-Iraq War in its last years, 1986-1988, and the
Persian Gulf crisis from August 1990-February 1991 played a major role in stimulating high levels
of arms transfer agreements with nations in that region, during the period covered by this report.
The Persian Gulf war, in particular, stimulated new demand by key nations such as Saudi Arabia
and other members of the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC), for a variety of advanced weapons
systems, not only in response to Iraq’s failed aggression against Kuwait, but also to concerns
about potential threats from a resurgent Iran. The end of the Iran-Iraq war, the Cold War and the
Persian Gulf war have collectively led to a reorientation of efforts by arms producers in seeking
sales opportunities in the Third World. Major new weapons sales have occurred recently in both
Asia and the Near East regions. Data on regional arms transfer agreements from 1986-1993 reflect
the particular importance of these two Third World regions as international arms markets:

Near East

. The Near East is currently the largest Third World arms market. In 1986-1989 it
accounted for 56.1 percent of the total value of all Third World arms transfer
agreements. During 1990-1993, the region accounted for 58.8 percent of all such
agreements.

. The United States has dominated arms transfer agreements with the Near East during
the 1990-1993 time period with 68 percent of their total value; in contrast, Russia and
the United Kingdom collectively accounted for 45.6 percent in 1986-1989.

#
The DISAM Journal, Fall 1994 70



Asia

. Asia is the second largest Third World arms market and it is growing. In the earlier
period (1986-1989), Asia accounted for 26.1 percent of the total value of all Third
World arms transfer agreements. During 1990-1993, the region accounted for 38.1
percent of all such agreements.

. Russia ranked first in arms transfer agreements with Asia in 1986-1989 with 60.2
percent. This region includes some of Russia’s largest traditional arms clients such as
India, Afghanistan, and Vietnam. The United States ranked a distant second with 18.9
percent. The major West European suppliers, as a group, made 9.2 percent of this
region’s agreements in 1986-1989. In the later period (1990-1993), the United States
ranked first in Asian agreements with 34.9 percent on the strength of a major aircraft
sale to Taiwan. Russia ranked second with 30 percent. France ranked third with nearly
16 percent, primarily due to a major aircraft sale to Taiwan. The major West European
suppliers, together, made 24.9 percent of this region’s agreements in 1990-1993.

Leading Third World Arms Purchasers

Saudi Arabia has been, by a wide margin, the leading Third World arms purchaser from 1986-
1993, making arms transfer agreements totaling $67.7 billion during these years (in current
dollars). In both the 1986-1989 and 1990-1993 periods, the value of its arms transfer agreements
were very high ($32.6 billion in 1986-1989 and $35.1 billion in 1990-1993). The total value of all
Third World arms transfer agreements from 1986-1993 was $266.5 billion (in current dollars).
Thus, Saudi Arabia alone was responsible for roughly one-fourth (25.4 percent) of all Third World
arms transfer agreements during these eight years. In the most recent period—1990-1993—Saudi
Arabia alone accounted for roughly one-third (32.4 percent) of all Third World arms transfer
agreements ($35.1 billion out of $108.3 billion) (in current dollars). Saudi Arabia ranked first
among all Third World recipients in the value of arms transfer agreements in 1993, concluding
$9.6 billion in such agreements. The principal Saudi purchase contributing to this 1993 total was a
$9 billion agreement with the United States for 72 F-15 fighter aircraft (Table 1I).

Eight of the ten leading Third World arms recipients during the 1986-1993 period registered
declines in the value of their arms transfer agreements from the 1986-1989 period to the 1990-1993
period. Six of these were traditional customers of Russia. Iraq, which purchased $16.3 billion in
1986-1989, bought only $1.5 billion in the next four years, reflecting the cutoff of its arms
supplies after its invasion of Kuwait in August 1990; Angola declined 87.3 percent, Vietnam 80.6
percent, India 70.2 percent, Cuba 61.2 percent, and Afghanistan 38.1 percent. These figures
reflect the diminished financial support for these countries by Russia in the post-Cold War era.
Two major U.S. customers registered increases in the values of their arms transfer agreements
from 1986-1989 to 1990-1993. Taiwan rose by a very dramatic amount (527 percent) due to a
major aircraft purchase in 1992, and Saudi Arabia rose 7.7 percent. Egypt fell 25.8 percent (Table
1I).

Despite some large decreases in the values of the arms transfer agreements of specific nations
from 1986-1989 to 1990-1993, the top ten recipient nations in both time periods still accounted for
the major portion of the total Third World arms market. During 1986-1889 the top ten collectively
accounted for 67.3 percent of all Third World arms transfer agreements. During 1990-1993 the top
ten collectively accounted for 76.9 percent of all such agreements. Arms transfer agreements with
the top ten Third World recipients, as a group, totaled $18.1 billion in 1993 or 88.7 percent of all
arms transfer agreements with developing nations in that year. This reflects a growing
concentration of total Third World arms purchases by relatively few countries. Between 1986-1993
the top ten collectively made 65.8 percent of all arms transfer agreements in the Third World
($175.4 billion out of $266.5 billion) (in current dollars) (Table 1I).
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Saudi Arabia ranked first among all Third World recipients in the value of arms transfer
agreements in 1993, concluding $9.6 billion in such agreements. The United States was its
principal supplier, selling it 72 F-15 combat fighter aircraft. Kuwait, ranking second in agreements

in 1993 at $3.4 billion, made a major purchase of 256 M1A2 main battle tanks from the United
States.

Saudi Arabia was by far the leading recipient of arms deliveries in the Third World in 1993,
receiving $6.4 billion in such deliveries. Saudi Arabia alone received 42.7 percent of the total value
of all arms deliveries to the Third World in 1993.

Arms deliveries to the top ten Third World recipients, as a group, constituted $13.3 billion, or
88.7 percent of all arms deliveries to the Third World in 1993. Six of the top ten recipients were in
the Near East region.

Weapon Types Recently Delivered to the Third World

Regional weapons delivery data reflect the diverse sources of supply of conventional
weaponry available to Third World nations. Even though Russia, the United States and the four
major West European suppliers dominate in the delivery of the fourteen classes of weapons
examined, it is also evident that the other European suppliers, and non-European suppliers,
including China, are capable of being leading suppliers of selected types of conventional
armaments to developing nations (Table 3).

Weapons deliveries to the Near East, the largest purchasing region in the Third World, reflect
the substantial quantities and types delivered by both major and lesser suppliers. The following is
an illustrative summary of weapons deliveries to this region by supplier for the period 1990-1993.

Russia:

600 tanks and self-propelled guns
290 artillery pieces

450 APCs and armored cars

1 major surface combatant

2 submarines

60 supersonic combat aircraft

30 helicopters

220 surface-to-air missiles (SAMs)
80 anti-shipping missiles

United States:

792 tanks and self-propelled guns
933 APCs and armored cars

225 supersonic combat aircraft

66 helicopters

1,265 surface-to-air missiles (SAMs)

L] L ] L ] L] L J L] L] L] *

China:
360 artillery pieces
60 supersonic combat aircraft

140 surface-to-surface missiles
60 anti-shipping missiles

[ ] ® L ] *
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Major West European suppliers:

190 artillery pieces

45 minor surface combatants

70 supersonic combat aircraft

1,080 surface-to-air missiles (SAMs)
120 anti-shipping missiles

All other European suppliers:

. 270 tanks and self-propelled guns
. 720 artillery pieces
. 270 APCs and armored cars

All other suppliers:

100 APCs and armored cars
150 artillery pieces

130 supersonic combat aircraft
130 surface-to-surface missiles

Large quantities of major combat systems were delivered to the Near East region from 1990-
1993, especially tanks and self-propelled guns, armored vehicles, artillery pieces, supersonic
combat aircraft, and air defense missiles. While some of the deliveries totals to the Near East in
certain categories during 1990-1993 are lower than those made during the 1986-1989 period—at a
time when the Iran-Iraq War and the Cold War were critical factors in precipitating them—they
nonetheless represent significant levels of arms transfers. The United States, the major West
Europeans, Russia, China, and all other non-European suppliers collectively, made significant
deliveries of supersonic combat aircraft to the region. Russia, the United States, and all European
suppliers collectively, other than the four major West Europeans, were the principal suppliers of
tanks and self-propelled guns. These two weapons categories—supersonic combat aircraft and
tanks and self-propelled guns—are especially costly and are an important part of the dollar values
of arms deliveries of Russia, the United States, and the major West European suppliers to the Near
East region during the 1990-1993 period. The cost of naval combatants is also significant and the
delivery of two submarines and one major surface combatant by Russia and forty-five minor
surface combatants by the major West European suppliers during this period also contributed
notably to the total value of their respective deliveries to the Near East for these years.

It is also important to note that some of the less expensive weapons systems delivered to the
Near East can be very deadly and create a significant security threat within the region. In particular,
from 1990-1993, China delivered 60 anti-shipping missiles, Russia delivered 80, and the major
West Europeans, collectively, delivered 120. China also delivered 140 surface-to-surface missiles,
while all other non-European suppliers collectively delivered 130.

These data further indicate that a number of suppliers, other than the dominant ones, delivered
large quantities of weapons such as artillery pieces and armored vehicles to the Near East from
1990-1993. China delivered 360 artillery pieces, European suppliers—excluding the four major
West Europeans—delivered 720 artillery pieces and 270 APCs and armored cars, as well as 270
tanks and self-propelled guns. All other non-European suppliers collectively delivered 150 artillery
pieces and 100 APCs and armored cars.
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TABLE 1A

ARMS TRANSFER AGREEMENTS WITH THE THIRD WORLD,
BY SUPPLIER, 1986-1993
(In millions of constant 1993 U.S. dollars)

TOTAL
1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1986-1993

United States 4,201 6,205 10,258 8,432 16,139 14,266 14,587 14,835 88,925

Russia 20,551 27,044 16,362 13,339 12,287 6,010 1,550 1,800 98,943

France 1,269 3,442 1,423 4,446 3,321 3,058 4,134 200 21,292

United Kingdom 1,015 615 24,425 912 1,439 316 2,170 1,800 32,692

China 2,283 5,778 2,964 1,824 2,546 527 310 300 16,532

Germany 634 1,721 237 456 443 1,160 723 600 5,974

Italy 761 246 237 342 221 105 517 0 2,430
All Other

European 9,260 3,073 2,253 3,534 1,439 1,476 930 200 22,166

All Others 2,918 3,073 3,320 1,938 1,992 1,054 1,240 700 16,236

TOTAL 42,892 51,196 61,480 35,225 39,827 27,973 26,161 20,435 305,190

—
TABLE 1B

ARMS TRANSFER AGREEMENTS WITH THE THIRD WORLD,
BY SUPPLIER, 1986-1993
(Expressed as a percent of total, by year)

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993
United States 9.80% 12.12% 16.69%  23.94% 40.52% 51.00% 55.76% 72.60%
Russia 4791% 52.82% 26.61% 37.87% 30.85% 21.49% 5.93% 8.81%
France 2.96% 6.72% 231% 12.62% 8.34% 10.93% 15.80% 0.98%
United Kingdom 2.37% 1.20% 39.73% 2.59% 3.61% 1.13% 8.30% 8.81%
China 532% 11.29% 4.82% 5.18% 6.39% 1.88% 1.19% 1.47%
Germany 1.48% 3.36% 0.39% 1.29% 1.11% 4.15% 2.77% 2.94%
Italy 1.77% 0.48% 0.39% 0.97% 0.56% 0.38% 1.98% 0.00%
All Other
European 21.59% 6.00% 3.66% 10.03% 3.61% 5.28% 3.56% 0.98%
All Others 6.80% 6.00% 5.40% 5.50% 5.00% 3.77% 4.74% 3.43%
[Major West
European * 858% 11.77% 42.81% 17.48% 13.62% 16.58% 28.84% 12.72% ]
TOTAL 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

P e _— —————— ——————————— =

*Major West European category includes France, United Kingdom, Germany, and Italy.
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TABLE 1F

LEADING SUPPLIERS COMPARED
(In millions of current U.S. dollars)*

ARMS TRANSFER AGREEMENTS WITH THE THIRD WORLD, 1986-1993:

Agreements
Value

Rank Supplier 1986-1989
1 U.S.S.R. 63,700
2 U.S. 24,408
3 UK. 22,700
4 China 10,600
5 France 8,900
6 Gemmany (FRG) 2,500
7 North Korea 2,200
8 Spain 2,000
9 Poland 1,800
10 Yugoslavia 1,700
11 Czechoslovakia 1,600

Agreements
Value

Rank Supplier 1990-1993
1 U.S. 57,061
2 Russia/U.S.S.R. 20,100
3 France 10,100
4 UK. 5,500
5 China 3,400
6 Germany (Unified & FRG) 2,800
7 Czechoslovakia (Unified & Separate) 1,200
8 Spain 1,100
9 South Korea 900
10 Italy 800
11 North Korea 600

Agreements
Value

Rank Supplier 1986-1993
1 Russia/U.S.S.R. 83,800
2 U.S. 81,471
3 UK. 28,200
4 France 19,000
5 China 14,000
6 Germany 5,200
7 Spain 3,100
8 North Korea 2,800
9 Czechoslovakia (Unified & Separate) 2,800
10 Italy 2,100
11 Poland 2,000

* All foreign data are rounded to the nearest $100 million. Where foreign data totals are the same, the
actual rank order is maintained. Source: U.S. Government
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TABLE 11
ARMS TRANSFERS TO THE THIRD WORLD, 1986-1993:
AGREEMENTS WITH THE LEADING RECIPIENTS
(In millions of current U.S. dollars)*

Agreements
Value

Rank Recipient 1986-1989
1 Saudi Arabia 32,600
2 Iraq 16,300
3 Iran 8,800
4 Afghanistan 8,400
5 India 8,400
6 Angola 7,100
7 Vietnam 6,700
8 Cuba 6,200
9 Egypt 6,200
10 Syria 5,800

Agreements
Value

Rank Recipient 1990-1993
1 Saudi Arabia 35,100
2 Taiwan 13,800
3 Kuwait 5,700
4 Iran 5,700
5 Afghanistan 5,200
6 South Korea 5,100
7 Egypt 4,600
8 China 3,100
9 India 2,500
10 Malaysia 2,400

Agreements
Value

Rank Recipient 1986-1993
1 Saudi Arabia 67,700
2 Iraq 17,600
3 Taiwan 16,000
4 Iran 14,500
5 Afghanistan 13,600
6 India 10,3%

i Egypt 10,

8 C\gxgg 8,300
9 Vietnam 8,000
10 Angola 8,000

* All foreign data are rounded to the ncarest $100 million. Where foreign data totals are the same, the
actual rank order is maintained.

Source: U.S. Government
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TABLE 2A

ARMS DELIVERIES TO THE THIRD WORLD, BY SUPPLIER, 1986-1993
(In millions of constant 1993 dollars)

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1986-93
United States 7,651 8,387 5,408 4,082 5,756 6,241 8,305 7,675 53,505

Russia 21,185 23,725 23,714 19,838 14,501 6,748 2,377 1,500 113,587
France 4,694 2,704 1,186 1,596 4,981 1,265 517 300 17,243
United Kingdom 3,425 4,794 4,268 4,674 4,096 4,007 3,927 3,600 32,791
China 1,649 2,581 3,557 2,736 1,660 1,476 827 900 15,387
Germany 507 738 474 342 553 1,160 207 400 4,381
Italy 888 615 356 228 111 105 103 0 2,406

All Other
European 4,820 5,778 4,980 2,508 1,660 738 1,447 200 22,131
All Others 2,283 2,950 3,794 2,394 1,107 633 620 400 14,182
TOTAL 47,103 52,272 47,737 38,399 34,426 22,373 18,329 14,975 275,613

TABLE 2B

ARMS DELIVERIES TO THE THIRD WORLD, BY SUPPLIER, 1986-1993
(Expressed as a percent of total, by year)

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993
United States 16.24% 16.05% 11.33% 10.63% 16.72% 27.89% 45.31% 51.25%
Russia 44.98% 45.39% 49.68% 51.66% 42.12% 30.16% 12.97% 10.02%
France 9.96% 5.17% 2.48% 4.16% 14.47% 5.66% 2.82% 2.00%
United Kingdom 7.27% 9.17% 8.94% 12.17% 11.90% 17.91% 21.42% 24.04%
China 3.50% 4.94% 7.45% 7.13% 4.82% 6.60% 4.51% 6.01%
Germany 1.08% 1.41% 0.99% 0.89% 1.61% 5.18% 1.13% 2.67%
Ttaly 1.89% 1.18% 0.75% 0.59% 0.32% 0.47% 0.56% 0.00%
All Other
European 10.23% 11.05% 10.43% 6.53% 4.82% 3.30% 7.89% 1.34%
All Others 4.85% 5.64% 7.95% 6.24% 3.22% 2.83% 3.38% 2.67%
[(Major West
European)* 20.20% 16.93% 13.16% 17.81% 28.30% 29.22% 25.93%  28.71%]
TOTAL 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

*Major West European category includes France, United Kingdom, Germany, and Italy.
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TABLE 2F
ARMS TRANSFER DELIVERIES TO THE THIRD WORLD, 1986-1993:
LEADING SUPPLIERS COMPARED
(In millions of current U.S. dollars)*

Deliveries
Value

Rank Supplier 1986-1989
1 U.S.S.R. 73,400
2 uU.s. 20,995
3 UK. 14,300
4 China 8,800
5 France 8,300
6 Poland 2,000
7 Czechoslovakia 1,800
8 Italy 1,700
9 Gemany (FRG) 1,700
10 North Korea 1,700
11 Brazil 1,700

Deliveries
Value

Supplier 1990-1993
1 u.s. 26,831
2 Russia/U.S.S.R. 23,300
3 U.K. 14,900
4 France 6,500
5 China 4,600
6 Germany (Unified & FRG) 2,200
7 Czechoslovakia (Unified & Separate) 700
8 Canada 600
9 Spain 600
10 Belgium 600
11 North Korea 500

Deliveries
Value

Rank Supplier 1986-1993
1 Russia/U.S.S.R. 96,700
2 U.S. 47,826
3 U.K. 29,200
4 France 14,800
5 China 13,400
6 Germany 3,900
7 Czechoslovakia (Unified & Separate)2,500
8 North Korea 2,200
9 Poland 2,200
10 Italy 2,000
11 Spain 2,000

* All foreign data are rounded to the nearest $100 million. Where foreign data totals are the
same, the actual rank order is maintained.
Source: U.S. Govermnment
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TABLE 3
Number of Weapons Delivered by Major Suppliers to the Third World*

Major Weste* All Other All

Weapons Category U.S. Russia China Eurcopean European Others
1986-1989
Tanks and Self-Propelled Guns 596 3800 210 140 760 305
Artillery 760 4290 2120 380 1100 1155
APCs and Ammored Cars 627 6600 670 370 1720 345
Major Surface Combatants 0 11 1 17 7 4
Minor Surface Combatants 4 58 15 67 76 118
Guided Missile Boats 0 0 4 2 0 2
Submarines 0 10 0 2 2 1
Supersonic Combat Aircraft 327 440 80 120 10 70
Subsonic Combat Aircraft 20 120 30 60 0 0
Other Aircraft 169 250 30 110 240 240
Helicopters 117 640 0 300 40 50
Surface-to-Air Missiles 1025 11970 720 1830 440 1520
Surface-to-Surface Missiles 0 1800 100 0 0 230
Anti-Shipping Missiles 96 580 210 350 0 10
1990-1993
Tanks and Self-Propelled Guns 877 1670 500 130 350 210
Artillery 254 1200 2070 260 910 280
APCs and Anmored Cars 963 2440 40 190 370 280
Major Surface Combatants 0 3 4 15 1 2
Minor Surface Combatants 10 24 28 59 11 45
Guided Missile Boats 0 0 2 0 0 0
Submarines 0 5 0 1 0 0
Supersonic Combat Aircraft 273 200 190 80 0 250
Subsonic Combat Aircraft 88 0 10 70 0 30
Other Aircraft 104 90 80 70 140 190
Helicopters 167 190 0 140 50 20
Surface-to-Air Missiles 2260 2100 180 1510 300 60
Surface-to-Surface Missiles 0 380 140 0 0 130
Anti-Shipping Missiles 23 150 100 120 0 0
1986-1993
Tanks and Self-Propelled Guns 1473 5470 710 270 1110 515
Artillery 1014 5490 4190 640 2010 1435
APCs and Armored Cars 1590 9040 710 560 2090 625
Major Surface Combatants 0 14 5 32 8 6
Minor Surface Combatants 14 82 43 126 87 163
Guided Missile Boats 0 0 6 2 0 2
Submarines 0 15 0 3 2 1
Supersonic Combat Aircraft 600 640 270 200 10 320
Subsonic Combat Aircraft 108 120 40 130 0 30
Other Aircraft 273 340 110 180 380 430
Helicopters 284 830 0 440 90 70
Surface-to-Air Missiles 3285 14070 900 3340 740 1580
Surface-to-Surface Missiles 0 2180 240 0 0 360
Anti-Shipping Missiles 119 730 310 470 0 10

*  Third world category excludes the U.S., Russia, former U.S.S.R., Europe, Canada, Japan, Australia, and
New Zealand. All data are for calendar years given.
**  Major West European includes France, United Kingdom, Germany, and ltaly totals as an aggregate figure.

Source: U.S. Government
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