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GLOBAL ARMSAND THIRD WORLD AGGRESSION:
OVERT MILITARY INTERVENTIONS, 1950-1988

Abstract

A trandfer of arms from one state to another carries contradictory implications for peace and war.
Among other congderations, arms may facilitate the use of force by the recipient at the same time that
they help to deter the use of force by others. Recently compiled data thet identify al arms transfer
programsto Third World states and al overt military interventionsinitiated by Third World states from
the 1950s through the 1980s permit systematic analyses of this conundrum. Separate andyses of the
impact of arms transfers upon Third World aggression a each of three weekly supervenient levels --
among individua recipient states, among regiona security complexes, and for the Third World asa
whole -- yidd mutudly informative but not identicd results. Overdl, amstransfersto Third World
gtates during the Cold War era apparently exacerbated Third World aggression.
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Developed nations supplied hundreds of billions of dollars worth of armamentsto the Third World
during the half century that followed World War 11. The United States and the Soviet Union provided
most of this equipment, primarily to members of their respective Cold War blocs. Enduring contro-
versy atends the effect upon world peace. The U.S. Mutual Defense Assistance Act (1949), basis for
most subsequent American activity in this domain, clamed "to promote peace and security in further-
ance of the purposes of the Charter of the United Nations." Critical observers frequently assert that
arms trandfers exacerbate frequent and widespread armed conflict in the Third World (Ayoob, 1995;
Klare, 1990; Ross, 1990). The issue concerns the symbolic/strategic dimension of military might as
much or more than mere physical capabilitiesto wagewar. It dso involves suppliersaswell as
recipients, their relationships, and the structure of globa and regiond systems.

Disagreement about arms transfersis related to unresolved dispute about the consequence of
ganding arms generaly within world politics. Pacifists frequently emphasize the danger of arms race
and war inherent in military acquistions (Richardson, 1960). "Redigts' and "Neo-Redids," on the
other hand, frequently emphasize the possibility of peace through armed deterrence (Morgan, 1977,
Watz, 1979: 161-193). The general argument takes further sustenance from remembered events that
seem to point in opposte directions (Glynn, 1992: 1-83). World War 11 is often blamed in part upon
disarmament among Western powers which denied them means to deter and undermined their will to
counter early evidences of German and other Axis aggresson. World War |, on the other hand, is
often blamed in part upon prior build-up of armaments among most of the greet powers.

Recent systematic research leads to the conclusion that arms transfers are at most contributing
factors and not primary causes of either peace or war (Pearson, 1994: 62-68). Beyond this, thereis
contradictory evidence regarding the direction of arms effects. Kinsdllaand Tillema (1995) observe no
gppreciable impact of superpower arms transfer programs as a whole upon the incidence of military
aggression as awhole among the enduring rivas Israel, Syriaand Egypt during the Cold War era. The
same study reports, however, that aggregate results mask important relationships with individua states
whom U.S. and Soviet transfers appear to drive in opposite directions. Soviet trandfersto Syriaand
Egypt appear to contribute to heightened aggression on their part; U.S. transfersto |sragl appear to
inhibit Isradli aggression. It is suggested that differences between U.S. and Soviet ams trandfersis
congstent with differences in globa roles among the superpowers as satus quo and revolutionary
powers, respectively. Kinsdlas (forthcoming) comparative study of superpower arms transfers within
severd enduring rivaries finds the Iran-Irag conflict system resembles that involving Isradl and her
neighbors but that conflict behavior within the Indian-Pakistani and Somdi-Ethiopian rivaries do not
appear to respond congstently to either U.S. or Soviet arms transfers.
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ARMS TRANSFERS AND THE USE OF FORCE BY STATES

Uncertainty about the effects of arms transfers owes in part to contradictory tactical and strategic
implications that aramsin general and ams trandfersin particular may carry to prudent statesmen.
Whether a given trandfer of arms enhances peace or foments armed conflict depends upon which of
severd pathsindividud states subsequently follow. Their courses presumably depend upon individud
foreign policy decisons.

In terms of tactical congderations, including estimated readiness for pecific military tasks, new
arms often enhance, and seldom if ever diminish confidence and ability to undertake military operations.
Armsimports therefore tend to reduce tactica inhibitions and to expand perceived opportunities to
employ military force. To the extent that statesmen act upon such considerations, recipients of ams
tranders are likely to resort to force more often than would otherwise be the case.

Arms transfers d o influence srategic caculations in severd ways, including among both
recipient states and among others with whom they interact (Schelling, 1966). Recipients may be more
likely to resort to force to the extent that they imagine that others will be awed by new arms and be less
likely to resst. Recipients who believe suppliers will support their military ventures are especidly likely
to be beligerent. On the other hand, tending in the opposite direction, new arms usualy enhance
recipients confidence in their military cgpabilities. This may license recipients to postpone military
action in response to provocations by other parties, at least temporarily, despite fear that delay risks
greater danger to thelr interests. Supplier caution may contribute further to sdf-restraint.

At the same time, arms transfers often send mixed messages to other parties with whom
recipients interact and so affect the outcome of strategic encounters. On the one hand, enhanced
cgpabilities of the recipient may deter hogtile military action by rivas, they may adso forestadl supporting
intervention by friends who believe that the recipient can take care of itself. On the other hand, new
arms may trigger preemptive aggression by rivas who fear that the recipient will act & once to exercise
its momentary tectical advantage or that the military balance will shift further in recipients favor in the
future.

Whether agiven amstransfer will indtigate or deter violence is therefore problematic. The
transfer of arms triggers a complicated dance of behaviors and expectations among al interested
parties, including recipients, rivas, dlies, suppliers and other interested observers. It follows thet all
transfers are not necessarily equa whether or not they have smilar monetary value. Among other
things, the types of wegponry involved, the sirategic Situation of the recipient, the policy stance of the
supplier, and the relationship between supplier and client may each affect the political consequences of
ams.

In addition, strategic complexity implies that the effect of arms upon security regions or upon
conflict in the world as awhole may gppear to be incommensurate with visible effects upon the
behavior of recipient sates. Assuming that a Sngle ams transfer may smultaneoudy ingigate military
action by the recipient and deter military action by other interested parties, it is possble in some
ingances that arms may incite the recipient Sate to violence but pacify other interested parties such that
the cumulative effect upon the region as awhole appears to be neutrd; in extreme cases regions may
seem to become more peaceful at the same time that recipients become more warlike. In short, laws
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sufficient to account for the foreign policy phenomena associated with arms injected into a State do not
appear to be sufficient to account for the internationd effects of armsinjected into a region despite that
international effectsin generd are presumed to be supervenient (dependent) upon foreign policy
phenomena

REDUCTIONIST AND WEAKLY SUPERVENIENT SYSTEMS

Such a conundrum is familiar to sudents of internationd relaions asthe "leve-of-andlysis’ problem
(Singer, 1961) concerning apparent diguncture between information about the internationd system and
information about foreign policies of individud states. "Levels" in this context, represent two or more
sets of concepts and related observations that purportedly describe equivaent phenomenain different
detall asif viewed a different magnification under microscope or telescope. The level-of-andlys's
problem in internationd relaionsis an instance of a generd question in the philosophy of science
concerning the unity of scientific knowledge.

A familiar argument synthesized by Oppenheim and Putnam (1958) hypothesizes that branches
of science may be ordered hierarchically according to reductive levels for each of which, except the
lowest, observations may be decomposed in terms of the next lower level. Were the sciences fully
unified it would be possible to reduce knowledge about socia groups to knowledge of individud living
things, of cels, molecules, atoms and, ultimately, of dementary particles. In the strongest form of this
argument, it is hypothesized that dl scientific knowledge is determinate in the sense that phenomena
associated with complex socid entities may be inferred wholly from observations of sub-atomic
phenomena and that sub-atomic phenomena may be deduced from observations of complex socia
entities

The practical problem with drict reductionism/determinism, over and above mord objectionsto
demeaning human beings and their inditutions, is that it has not yet been made to work in anything like
al fidds of inquiry despite congpicuous successes within some areas of study. Integration among the
socid sciences has proven to be especidly difficult to date. Kenneth Waltz (1979: 60-78) arguesin
addition that it is unlikely to be found that either one or afew individua states contain within themselves
al of the qualities necessary to explain important phenomena we associate with world politicsas a
whole: internationd relations, he argues, isinherently more than aforeign policy writ large.

There are dternatives between such extreme positions of srict reductionism/ determinism and
presumptive independence among branches of knowledge (Pogt, 1987: 159-208; Teller, 1987). John
Haugdand's (1982) notion of "wesk supervenience' is particularly helpful for present purposes.
"Supervenience,” as the concept is usudly employed in contemporary philosophical discourse,
represents the notion that elements of one class depend upon eements of another to the extent that
identica dementsin one (higher-level) dass are invariantly associated with identicad dementsin the
second (lower-level) class (Hellman and Thompson, 1974). Supervenient systems may be but are not
necessarily reducible. A system of knowledge isreducibleif and only if it can be demondrated that
information associated with one (higher level) class may be decomposed in its entirety in terms of
definite e ements within another (lower-level) dass. A system is said to be weekly supervenient if it can
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be demonstrated only that (higher-leve) information depends upon another (lower-leve) class but not
necessarily upon definite eements of that class.

Almogt dl theories of internationa relations assume supervenience to the extent that, al things
being equd, identical foreign policies predict identica international phenomena. Present knowledge
generdly supports only the propogtion that internationd relations is aweekly supervenient system,
however. Within the limits of present knowledge, smilar internationa events often gppear to be
associated with dissmilar foreign policies (Most and Starr, 1984). In addition, the identification of each
foreign policy dement that underlies agiven internationd event is frequently beyond the reach of present
methods of observation. The reductionist hypothesis that internationa relations might be reduced
entirdy to foreign policy terms cannot be invaidated any more than can other soeculations regarding
futureinvention. Neither isit afully satisfactory basis upon which to organize present knowledge.

Armstransfers and internationd armed conflict evidently represent a weakly supervenient
system. We assume that the effects of arms upon internationa armed conflict within aregion or within
the Third World as awhole depend upon the policies of dl affected parties. Some non-recipients are
presumably affected aswell as are recipients. We can observe which recipients receives arms and
when. We do not know how to recognize the impact of arms upon non-recipients, neither who
specificdly is affected by agiven transfer, nor precisdy in what manner.

Wesakly supervenient systems, in contrast to fully determinate systlems, often do not permit an
observer to identify smultaneoudy and precisely both the locus and the direction of effects within the
system. Thisisroughly andogous to the indeterminacy problem within quantum mechanics which, it
may be argued, athough Haugeland does not explicitly do so, is dso aweskly supervenient system.
John von Neumann (1955) suggested that the measurement problem in quantum mechanics may be
addressed by means of datistica inference and he and others have subsequently applied thisideato
measurement problems in other weekly supervenient systems.

It follows from the assumption of weak supervenience that the observed effects of arms upon
the behavior of recipient states and the effects upon specific regions or the Third World as awhole may
appear to beinconsgtent. The effects of arms upon individual recipients may be interpreted, at least
datisticdly, as ddiberate, even sensible responses to new opportunities conferred by receipt of arms.
The regiond consequences of arms transfers include such diffuse and convoluted effects as sometimes
to seem perverse and unintended.

SYSTEMS, STATES, AND SECURITY COMPLEXES

The number and identify of meaningful "levels' within aweskly supervenient system is often indefinite;
not so within afully determinate system for which al knowledge reducesto one level. Indeterminacy
implies that various classes of observation may capture information that cannot be known at other
levels. In generd, any class of observationsis likely to be uniquely informative if it represents differ-
ences that cannot be deduced from more highly aggregated observations and if it reveas distinctive
qudities, including interaction effects, that cannot be inferred from disaggregated observations.
Certain levels of anadyss are stipulated by convention within internationa relations. Observa:
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tions about individud states and their foreign policies are customarily assumed to represent unique
information that cannot be reduced entirely to consequences of individua human beings, much lessto
biologica, chemicd or physica phenomena. Observations about the characteristics of the internationa
system are d o0 customarily assumed to include unique information that cannot be inferred smply from
knowledge of individua dates.

Between the level of the individua state and that of today's presumptively globa internationd
system are various postulated aggregations that each purportedly captures unique information about
some aspect of internationa relations. One such isthe distinction between the Third World, including
most societies of Africa, ASa, Latin Americaand the Middle East, and the Developed World (or
Worlds) of Europe and North America. It must be borne in mind, however, that the origind form of
thisideaintroduced by Alfred Sauvy (1969: 204) in the early 1950s conceived of the tiers monde
primarily as a culturd entity distinct from European and Europeanized society. With respect to security
affairs, the "Third World" represents merely an agglomeration of digparate local and regiond rivaries
and ententes that gain common identity primarily through parale involvements among the world's great
powers. Assuch, the Third World is less a cohesive security unit in itsown right than itisa
compartmented repository of global security concerns that are best understood in terms of the
internationa system asawhole.

Various other efforts have been made to define meaningful aggregations of sates below the
level of the international system. These include notions of "subordinate systems' (Brecher, 1963) and
of international or regiond "subsystems' (Haas, 1970; Thompson, 1973; see dso Russett, 1967,
Cantori and Spiegel, 1970). The domain of interstate relations encompassed by these
conceptudizationsisfarly broad, which naturdly hasled to disagreements over subsystem or regiond
boundaries. More recent efforts, often by analysts of Third World security, have tended to focus more
narrowly on political and military relations, and have in the process achieved some measure of
CoNsensus.

Barry Buzan's (1991: chapter 5) framework for andyzing Third World security is built around
his notion of "security complexes." A regiond security complex is defined as a geographicaly proximate
group of stateswith dosdy linked security concerns, and usudly entails "a high threat/fear which isfdt
mutually among two or more mgjor sates' (193-194). These complexes typicaly include an array of
minor states, dthough their impact on regiond security dynamicsis secondary. Following Waltz
(1979), Buzan conceives of security complexes as subsystems -- "miniature anarchies’ with identifiable
patterns of interaction (mostly enmity) and distributions of power (209). Politicd and military
interaction is more intense among the states comprising the complex than between members and
nonmembers. Geographica boundaries are thus ddineated by the "rdative indifference’ shown to
outside developments (193).

Others have adopted analyticdl frameworks similar to Buzan's for purposes of Third World
security andysis (e.g., Ayoob, 1995; Wriggins, €. d., 1992). These studies have sought to emphasize,
among other things, the role of extraregiond powers, which highlights the distinction between higher and
lower level security complexes. Lower levd (i.e, regiond) complexes consst of dates with relatively
limited power-projection capabilities, and therefore have rdativey little impact on security relaions
beyond the region. Higher level complexes involve the great powers, and are not perforce
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geographicaly bounded. The dynamics of higher level security complexes reverberate throughout the
internationa system, penetrating or impinging upon regiond complexes. This may take many forms, but
most andysts agree that arms transfers have been "the characterigtic tool of intervening greet powersin
amost every Third World security complex™ (Buzan, 1991: 213; see dso Ayoob, 1995: 100-102).

EFFECTS OF ARMS TRANSFERS WITHIN A WEAKLY SUPERVENIENT SYSTEM

On average, dthough not necessarily in every case, foreign ams transfers are likely to incite increased
military activity by recipients if only because new ams almost dway's increase recipient's tactica
capatiilities (hence, opportunities) for military action. Soviet and American arms are presumably sSmilar
inthisregard, across the Third World as awhole, despite that the United States was not so openly
committed to forceful change around the world as was the Soviet Union.

The systemic effects of arms transfers are associated with the character of given security
complexes and not merdly with the effects upon particular recipients. Within a stable security complex,
generdly spesking, the net effect of amstransfersis likely to be negligible because ams deter military
action by non-recipients as often or as much as they incite military action by recipients. In undable
security complexes, amsfail to deter non-recipients and may even incite preemptive action among
them to the extent that arms contribute to increased armed conflict in the region asawhole. In case of
pacified complexes, presumably including where arms are supplied only or dmost exclusively to a
regiond hegemon, arms transfers may be associated with reduced conflict within the region because dll
except the recipient are deterred from undertaking military action.

Abundant anecdota evidence exigts to suggest that imported arms are contributing factorsin at
least some of the numerous instances of international armed conflict that have racked the Third World
during the Cold War era. It is plausible to suppose that the Third World as a whole inclines toward
ingtability with respect to aams trandfers. Most of the globe has been peaceful at any given moment
since World War 11, but few regions outside the Developed World of Europe and North America have
been relidbly pacified. At any given moment there are usualy some Third World "hotspots' somewhere
within which aramsfail to deter and seem primarily to incite violence. Such hotspots often represent
regions where most neighbors gain new ams. The United States may have contributed more to Third
World violence overdl than it intended and as much or more than the Soviet Union, primarily because
the United States provided more arms among more recipients than the Soviet Union.

This does not necessarily imply that arms served identica functions within every region dl of the
time. Some regiond security complexes were persstently ungtable, including the Middle East where the
superpowers competed nakedly and cons stently through arms from the 1950s onward. Other regions
became ungtable from time to time. Nor did the United States and the Soviet Union perform similar
roles everywhere. Within some localities -- notably within some corners of the Middle East -- previous
research (Kinsdlaand Tillema, 1995; Kinsdlla, forthcoming) suggests that arms imports from the Soviet
Union induced more violence than did those from the United States. Elsewhere, at various times, the
superpowers reversed roles depending in part upon which was most closely associated with the loca
status quo.



DATA ANALYSIS
Measurement and Estimation

Following are afew ample tests of the impact of arms transfer programs upon the incidence of Third
World overt military intervention a severd levels of andysis! Different levels are investigated by
means of supervenient measures that reflect different aggregations of ams transfers and interventions.
Recently compiled data permits systematic investigation of al ams transfer programsto Third World
gates and dl overt military interventions by Third World states between 1950 and 1988. This period
encompasses nearly the entirety of the Cold War era.

Kinsdla (forthcoming; Kinsdlaand Tillema, 1995) enumerates dl ams transfersto Third
World states from al foreign suppliers according to wegpons transfer programs to individual states
recorded in the arms trade registers of the Stockholm International Peace Research Ingtitute (SIPRI,
1975, 1988-1991; Brzoska and Ohlson, 1987).2 We assume that an arms transfer program constitutes
apalitical stimulusthat may affect tacticd and strategic caculations of the recipient and of other
interested parties.

Tillemas (forthcoming, 1991) enumeration of overt military interventions since World Wer |1
includes 382 such interventionsinitiated by Third World states between 1950 and 1988. An overt
military intervention represents combat-ready military operations openly undertaken by a sate's regular
military forces within aforeign territory.® As such, overt military intervention is the defining characteris-
tic of modern internationd armed conflict, including al generdly recognized internationd wars and other
immediatdy war-threstening military engagements. We assume that any initiation of overt military
intervention, without regard to the target, initid magnitude or ostensible purpose, represents a
quintessential aggressive act that may be affected by an arms transfer to the intervenor or to another
related state.

These aams transfer data and overt military intervention data are nominaly complete records of
their respective phenomena. Therefore, numbers of arms transfer programs and numbers of interven-
tions may be summed in order to measure rates gppropriate to each of severd levels of andyss. The
number of ongoing arms transfer programs to a state and the number of overt military interventions
initiated by that state permit andysis of the effects of arms upon aggression at the leve of the gate. The
number of arms transfer programs within aregiona security complex and the number of interventions
initiated by members -- no matter by which members -- of that region permit regiona level andyss.
Similarly, the total number of ams transfersto, and the total number of interventions by Third World
dates permit andyss at the leve of the Third World sub-system.

Estimation procedures follow those reported in an earlier study (Kinsdlaand Tillema, 1995)
which focused exclusvely upon the Middle East. We congtruct annua time series for the number of
military interventions and arms transfer programs that occur during each year between 1950 and 1988.
We have made separate tdlies for tota arms transfers, transfers from the United States, and transfers
from the Soviet Union. Figure 1 showstime seriesfor the Third World taken as awhole (dthough this
represents only one of our aggregaions).* It is reasonable to assume, if there is arelationship between
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amstranders and military intervention, thet it isadynamic one. Since we are interested primarily in the
impact of the former upon the latter, we restrict our anadysis to the association between ongoing ams
transfer programs and newly initiated interventions®

[Figure 1 about here]

Application of linear regresson to andyze event counts, such as ours, yidds inefficient
parameter estimates. Therefore we use a Poisson regresson mode in which maximum+likelihood
estimates are based on a probability distribution more appropriate to event-count data (King, 1989).
Two very smple modds are estimated:

E(I) 7 8 " ep($, % $,15 % $,T7) )

E(1) 78 " exp($, % $,15 % $,T, % $,7Tg) )

In the first modd, initiated interventions, |, -- observable events generated by the underlying process of
date hodtility, 8 -- are expressed as an exponentia function of ongoing interventions, |, and tota ams-
transfer programs, T.. The second modd treets initiated interventions as a function of ongoing
interventions, American programs, T,, and Soviet programs, Ts. While we do not attempt to account
for the various grievances which give rise to armed conflict, both models do control for ongoing
interventions and thereby make some alowance for recently high levels of interstate hogtility, whatever
the cause.

Results for the Third World

Table 1 ligts parameter estimates for the effects of arms transfers on military intervention. Estimates for
the effect of transfer programs from al sources ($, from modd 1) gppear in the first column; estimates
for the effects of American and Soviet programs ($, and $; from model 2) appear in the second and
third columns® Here our focusis on al Third World states. We have hypothesized that arms transfers,
regardless of their source, increase the propengty of recipients to engage in overt military activity. The
pooled time-series anaysis (first row) is designed to test that proposition: the unit of anayssisthe
recipient-year, and the dependent variable is the number of military interventions in which the recipient
was the initiator. The results are unambiguous. Ongoing arms-transfer programs to Third World states,
from al sources combined and from the superpowersindividualy, were associated with an increase in
the initiation of military intervention by recipients from 1950 to 1988.

[Table 1 about here]

Ascending from the individua leve of andys's makes hypothesizing considerably more difficult.
Although many observers treat as salf-evident the conclusion that arms transfers have had an exacer-
bating effect on the incidence of conflict in the Third World as awhoale, this remains an empirica
question in the absence of theory which integrates the complex and countervailing dynamics identified in
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the previous discussion. Nevertheless, the conventiona wisdom does receive support from the results
inTable 1. The esimatesin the second row of the table are derived usng aggregate time series for dl
Third World states taken together.” Armstransfer programs from al sources have exacerbated the
incidence of military conflict in the Third World, as have programs from the United States specificdly.
Arms transfers from the Soviet Union have not had this same effect on the aggregate leve of conflict.

Table 2 provides an interpretation of the parameter estimates reported in Table 1. The Poisson
regresson mode is nonlinear, so the predicted impact of a change in arms transfers depends on the
exiging levels of military intervention. Ina"typicd" year, the "typicd" Third World sate initiated 0.13
military interventions (i.e., the mean for the pooled time series). An increase of 7.47 aams-transfer
programs in this context (i.e., a standard deviation) yields a predicted increase of 0.03 interventions -- a
23 percent change.? Standard deviation increases in American and Soviet programs yield predicted
increases of 0.01 and 0.02 interventions, respectively. In atypicd year, roughly ten military interven-
tionswere initiated by al Third World states. Anincrease of 161.1 transfer programs is associated
with just over three additiond interventions, or a 32 percent increase. Although a standard deviation
increase in American programs is much less (35.5), the net impact is about the same -- an increase of
about three military interventions. Again, the impact of changesin Soviet programsis sdidicaly
inggnificant & thisleve of aggregation.

[Table 2 about here]

Since these models are extremely parsmonious, and since there is a'so a stochadtic dement in
the process leading to overt military conflict, we have not explained agreat ded of the variancein
initisted interventions. Indeed, at the individud leve of analysis, both models explain only about 1
percent of that variance. At the aggregate level, they fare consderably better: mode 1 explains 19
percent of the variance in initiated interventions; mode 2, 26 percent.® Figure 2 plots predicted values
from the two models againgt the actud (aggregate) data. Both models seem to capture the generd
trend in the initiation of Third World military conflict, but dso miss much, especidly the large variaion in
the number of interventions initiated during the 1960s.

[Figure 2 about here]

Results for Regional Security Complexes

Buzan (1991), Ayoob (1995), and other students of Third World security have argued that the intensity
and rdaive autonomy of date interaction within certain regions of the Third World quaifiesthem as
subsystems or security complexes. These, they suggest, may serve as useful units of andysis. Such
interaction patterns do not gpply to al geographic regions composing the Third World, but Buzan has
identified five which together do in fact encompass most states: South America, the Middle Eas,
Southern Africa, South Asia, and Southeast Asia (see Figure 3).
[Figure 3 about here]

We adopt this framework as aguide for our regiond andysis. Unfortunately, however, asde
from catal oguing the membership of these five security complexes, Buzan is not terribly specific asto
the likely impact of outsde intervention in these complexes. Although he identifies ams transfers as the
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maost common means by which lower level complexes are penetrated by higher level ones, heis
ambivaent about the net effect. His most precise statement is the following:

Where penetration from higher to lower levelsis unipolar, ... the consequence is suppression of
local conflicts.... Bipolar penetration suppresses loca conflict if it takes the form of overlay, as
in Europe; but if it isjust dignment, asin much of the Third World, then it amplifies them....
Multipolar penetration... may be messy, but it isless intense, and gives states greater latitude in
their politicd relations with outsde powers. (Buzan, 1991: 208)

There are two issues to consider here. Thefirgt isthe intensity of outside penetration, which is what
Buzan dludesto in contragting "overlay” (i.e., the direct presence of an externd power) and "aignment.”
The second is the polarity of outside penetration, or the number of externa powers competing for
regiond influencel”

We have made arather preliminary effort to distinguish the five Third World security complexes
on these two dimensions of outside penetration, based upon patterns of arms-transfer activity. For
each security complex in each year, agood indicator of outsde penetration, P, isSmply the number of
ams-transfer programs underway (newly initiated or ongoing from previous years), rescaed so that the
complex-year experiencing the lowest activity receives a score of zero and the complex-year with the
highest activity receives a score of one. This captures the intensity dimension. We aso want to assess
polarity, but we are specificaly interested in the bipolarity of superpower penetration, not just any
bipolarity. Therefore, to distinguish superpower penetration, Pg, from outside penetration generdly, we
discount P, by an indicator of the importance of superpower trandfersin thetotd, also rescaed. That
IS,

P, " Pg

(T, % TS)}l

T

T 0

Finaly, to distinguish bipolar superpower penetration, Pg, we discount P by an indicator of the balance
in American and Soviet transfer activity, again rescaed:
P, " P

N

T, & Tt }1

T % Ts |,
Thislast discount factor takes on higher vaues when superpower arms transfers to the region are at
high levels and roughly equdl.

For each of the five security complexes, Table 3 reports summary measures (period means and
gtandard deviations) for outside penetration, P, and bipolar penetration, Pg. It isclear that the Middle
East was the most penetrated of the five regions, by outsidersin generd and by the superpower
competition more specifically. South America, South Asia, and Southeast Asia aso experienced
outsde interference, although penetration by the Soviet-American rivary itsalf is much less gpparent in
these regions than in the Middle East. In the case of South America, the sharp contrast between Pg
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and Py isdueto the fact that the rdlatively high level of outsde penetration was most closely unipolar.
Basad on these summary indicators, then, and following Buzan (1991), we hypothesize (1) that arms
transfers to the Middle East were most likely to be associated with an increase in the incidence of
military intervention, and (2) that transfers to South Americawere least likely to be associated with
intervention. Asregards the other three regions, we are agnostic: Buzan has less to say about the
impact of multipolar penetration, and our indicators are not especidly well-suited to distinguish degrees
of multipolarity. Nor do we have any particular a priori expectations about the effects of American
versus Soviet arms-transfer programs.** We conscioudy proceed in a partly inductive fashion.

[Table 3 about here)

Table 4 follows the same format as Table 1. Note from the first column that the Middle East
was the only security complex in which arms transfers had an exacerbating impact on the initiation of
military conflict, afinding consstent with our hypothess. Soviet programs in particular had thet effect,
athough American programs did not (columns 3 and 2, respectively). Note aso that the incidence of
military intervention in South Americawas unaffected by amstransfers (row 1). Although thisresult is
not necessarily at odds with our hypothesis that South Americaisleast likely to have experienced
ingtability deriving from arms transfers, it does not support Buzan's notion that unipolar penetration of
that security complex (by the United States) led to a suppression of local conflicts -- in which case we
would expect a negative parameter estimate. The remaining findings do not lend themsdvesto a
graightforward interpretation. Soviet arms trangfers to Southern Africaand Southeast Asiawere
associated with an increase in the incidence of military intervention, as were American trandfersto
South Asa. But American transfers were also associated with a decrease in the initiation of military
intervention in Southern Africa, the only negative reationship we observe a an aggregate levd of
andyss.

[Table 4 about here]

CONCLUSION

We have examined the impact of arms transfers upon the bellicosity of Third World Sates at severa
supervenient levels of analyssfor the period 1950-1988. The relationship is examined a the level of
the individud recipient, in terms of the Third World asawhole, and at the intermediate level of regiond
security complexes. Such familiar levels of andyss aswdl as other potentidly informative intermediate
aggregations, are considered to be components of aweakly supervenient (non-deterministic) system.
We know enough about arms trandfers to individua states and about military interventions by individud
dtates confidently to summarize each at any level up to the that of the Third World asawhole. We do
not know how to know enough to reduce al manifestations of their relationship to demonstrable effects
upon and visible actions by individua states. We do not even know whether it is possible to know
enough.

Poisson regression models applied to pooled time series representing numbers of dl arms
transfer programs and numbers of overt military interventions demondrate that arms transfers enhance
the likelihood that a recipient state will resort to force abroad. At the same time, time series cumulated
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across the Third World as a whole demondtrate that increased frequency of arms transfer programsto
the Third World predict increased frequency of overt military intervention by Third World states.

Observations of the effects of U.S. and Soviet ams transfers, taken at different levels, yield
superficidly puzzling results. American and Soviet programs each contribute to the likelihood that
individua recipients will engage in overt military intervention. American programs aso contribute to the
likeihood of increased aggression within the Third World asawhole. Soviet ams transfer programs
do not. To conclude that American arms contribute to a more warlike world but that Soviet arms do
not is dubious given that both apparently exacerbate aggressive tendencies among their recipients.
Some gpparent contradictions between systemic-level and individua-level phenomenamay be
expected within weakly supervenient systems such as internationa relations. Systemic effects of ams
tranders, seen a any leve above that of the individud tate, result from complex interactions affecting
the caculations of recipients and aso an indeterminate number of related but not individually observed
non-recipients. In particular, we forecast that, under certain conditions, the ingtigating effect of arms
upon recipients may be baanced, or more than balanced, by deterrent effects upon some related non-
recipients.

Some of these interaction effects may leave traces that can be discerned at intermediate levels
of andysss, including among regiond security complexesin which member satesinteract persastently
with one another. We surmised that the net effect of arms transfers will be negligible within many
regiona security complexes because indtigation of recipients is balanced by deterrence among non-
recipients. Within ungtable regions, however, ams may provoke military action by non-recipients as
well asrecipients.

Among the halmarks of expected regiond ingtability during the Cold War erawere indications
of competitive penetration by outsiders and especidly by the superpowers, including competitive supply
of amsto riva clients. Neither the superpowers nor other arms suppliers competed on smilar terms
everywhere. They competed most directly and most extensively within perceptibly unstable regions
where new arms were generaly expected to make a difference. Five regiona security complexes
identified by Buzan (1991) have been compared. The Middle Eadt is distinctive among these for the
extent to which it is persstently penetrated by imported arms. The Middle East is dso the only one of
the five regions for which arms programs overal predict heightened aggression. Soviet programs are
more congstent culprits than American in thiscase. Different patterns emerge within other regions.
American arms are associated with increased aggression in South Asia and with lessened violence in
Southern Africa. Soviet Arms appear to exacerbate aggression within Southern Africa and Southeast
Asaaswedl asthe Middle East.

These prliminary andyses of broadly defined and tempordly extensive regiona security
complexes do not purport to display the full effects of arms upon aggresson. They do help to confirm a
few essentia suppostions. 1) Arms generdly, incdluding Soviet as well as American programs, may
contribute to the totdity of aggresson among some interacting states. 2) Neither American nor Soviet
ams exert congstent effects everywhere. 3) Most importantly, consstent with the view that ams
transfers and the use of force by states condtitute a weakly supervenient system, various aggregations
representing different levels of andysis each reved important parts of thetotd picture. On baance,
these results gppear to provide more confirmation to those who fear that the spread of arms spreads
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internationa violence than to those who hope that arms transfers may contribute to world peace. This
is not the only effect, however. Arms evidently dso deter at some times and places. Moreover, other
research suggedts that arms transfers may occasiondly help to restrain arecipient (Kinsdlaand Tillema,
1995).

More detailed understanding of the contingent effects of arms transfers may benefit from further
investigation of intermediate levels of andys's between the individud state and the internationa system
and its mgor subsystems. Exploration of other conceptions of regiond security complexes may be
informative, including as these relate to various locd rivaries and ententes. In addition, it may be useful
to examine regions and locdlities during different periods in acknowledgement that the boundaries and
the dynamics of a security community may dter over time.



ENDNOTES

1. We do not examine the impact of arms transfers on the course of military conflict once it has begun.
For systematic historica analyses of the effects of arms resupply during wartime, see Pearson,
Baumann, and Bardos (1989) and Pearson, Brzoska and Crantz (1994).

2. An arms-transfer program represents an agreement to transfer some number of a particular wegpon
system over some number of years. Therefore, aSingle program, which appears asa single entry in
SIPRI'sregigers, dmost aways involves the shipment of multiple wegpons. We assume that the
political impact of an arms-transfer program commences as soon as supplier and recipient enter into a
transfer agreement -- i.e., even before the first shipment of weapons has arrived -- so programs are
consdered to be in effect from the order date through the date of find delivery.

3. An ovet military intervention is defined to include dl and only combat-ready military operations
openly undertaken by the regular military forces of a Sate within aforeign state or non-self-governing
territory. It includes operations by conventiona ground combat units, commando and other smdl unit
rads, aerid atacks, ground-based artillery and rocket attacks, and naval bombardment. Operations
undertaken with consent of the target government are included as well as are blatant armed attacks. All
such operations undertaken by a state within one target state or territory are consdered to condtitute
one overt military intervention.

4. As an asde, compare our program-count measure of arms transfers to SIPRI's "market value'
indicator (the latter are obtained from Brzoska and Ohlson, 1987: appendix 4B; SIPRI, 1991: Table
7A.2). Corrdaionsfor each pair of time series are asfollows: total transfers, r = .90; American
trandfers, r = .80; Soviet transfers, r = .42.

5. SIPRI does not attempt to date arms-transfer programs more precisely than the year in which they
were initiated. In order to exclude from our counts those programs which wereinitiated after the onset
of military intervention, we mugt exclude all programsinitiated during the year of onset. If we were
somehow able to include those programs initiated during that year, but before the outbreak of conflict,
observed pogitive relationships between arms and aggression would be more pronounced.

6. To conserve space, we only report estimates for the arms-transfer variables. The full set of
regression results, including parameter estimates and log-likelihood ratios, are available upon request.

7. Military interventions conducted in the Third World by non-Third World states are not included in
thetdlies

8. The derivative of |, with respect to T is|,;$. Starting from the mean number of interventions and
assuming a sandard deviation increase in ams trandfer programs, the computation is therefore 0.13 x
0.031 x 7.47 = 0.03.
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9. In order to determine the proportion of the variance explained in initiated interventions, we used the
Poisson regression estimates to generate predicted values and computed (and squared) the correlation
between this series and the actua one.

10. The use of the term "penetration” is not atogether satisfactory since it implies too greet a degree of
passvity on the part of regiond states. While regiond states often find themsalvesin postions of
dependence vis-avis outside providers of security, dependence is surely not one-sided (see, for
example, Bercovitch, 1991; Windsor, 1991). The term may aso be somewhat offensive to one's
feminigt sengtivities. But then again, so too isthe process to which the term is gpplied -- reason
enough, perhaps, to stay with it.

11. Our previous work doesin fact suggest that American and Soviet transfers have had different
effects on regiond conflict -- the latter being more likely to exacerbate it -- but that research was
conducted at the individua level of analysis where recipients (and their rivals) rdative satisfaction with
the status quo provided a context within which the impact of arms transfers could be hypothesized. See
Kinsdla (1994, forthcoming) and Kinsdlaand Tillema (1995).
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Tablel Poisson Regression Estimates of Effects of Arms-Transfer Programs on Military
Intervention in the Third World, 1950-1988

Total American Soviet

Programs Programs Programs

Pooled time series 0.031** 0.026** 0.047**
(N =2964) (0.004) (0.012) (0.002)
Aggregate time series 0.002** 0.009** 0.001
(N=39) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003)

Note: Cel entries are parameter estimates from Poisson regressions, with standard errorsin
parentheses. All modds included a congtant term and controlled for ongoing military interventions.
Edtimatesin columns 2 and 3 are from the same modd, and so contral for transfer programs from the
other superpower.

** 05 dgnificance * 10 9gnificance




Table3 Penetration of Regiona Security Complexes, 1950-

1988
Outsde Bipolar
South America .20 .01
(.10) (.02)
Middle East 51 .25
(.27) (.15)
Southern Africa .04 .00
(.01 (.00)
South Ada A2 .05
(.06) (.04)
Southeast Asa 19 .06
(.06) (.06)

Note: Cell entries are means for the 1950-1988 period, with standard

deviaionsin parentheses.




Table4 Poisson Regression Estimates of Effects of Arms-Transfer Programs on Military
Intervention in Regiona Security Complexes, 1950-1988

Total American Soviet
Programs Programs Programs
South America -0.003 0.005 -0.017
(0.005) (0.025) (0.134)
Middle East 0.002* 0.003 0.015**
(0.002) (0.005) (0.006)
Southern Africa 0.030 -0.604** 0.690**
(0.054) (0.220) (0.138)
South Asa -0.149 0.055* 0.005
(0.177) (0.036) (0.019)
Southesst Asa -0.002 -0.031 0.039*
(0.014) (0.030) (0.024)

Note: Cell entries are parameter estimates from Poisson regressons, with standard errorsin
parentheses. All modelsincluded a congtant term and controlled for ongoing military interventions.
Egtimatesin columns 2 and 3 are from the same modd, and so control for transfer programs from the
other superpower.

** 05 dgnificance * 10 sgnificance




Figure3 Security Complexesin the Third World

Source: Buzan (1991), p. 210



