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the early 1990s. My andlyssindicates that, in the aggregate, arms transfers dmost uniformly
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oppose the internationa and regiond status quo — offers a more promising explanation.

Paper prepared for presentation at the annual meeting of the International Studies Association, 24-27
March 2002, New Orleans. For providing arms transfer data andyzed in this paper, my thanks to
Pieter Wezeman of the Arms Transfer Project at the Stockholm International Peace Research Indtitute.



STABILITY AND INSTABILITY IN THIRD WORLD SECURITY COMPLEXES:
THE ROLE OF ARMS TRANSFERS

Deve oped nations supplied hundreds of billions of dollars worth of armaments to 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. Questions remain as
to the effects upon regiond stability and ingtability. The U.S. Mutua Defense Assistance Act (1949),
the basis for most American activity in this domain, claimed “to promote peace and security in
furtherance of the purposes of the Charter of the United Nations.” Critical observers frequently assert
that arms transfers exacerbate frequent and widespread conflict in the Third World. The issue concerns
the symboalic and drategic dimension of military might as much as mere physica capabilities to wage
war. It dsoinvolves suppliersaswell as recipients, their relationships, and the structure of globa and
regiond systems.

Disagreement about arms transfers is related to unresolved disputes about the consequences of
ganding arms generaly within world politics. Pacifists and other strong voices for disarmament
emphasize the danger of arms races and war inherent in military acquisitions. Proponents of redpalitik,
on the other hand, emphasi ze the possibility of peace and stability through armed deterrence. The
generd argument takes further sustenance from remembered events that seem to point in opposite
directions. World War 1l is often blamed in part upon disarmament among Western powers, which
denied them the means to deter and undermined their will to counter early evidence of German and

other Axis aggresson. World War |, however, is often blamed in part upon prior build-up of the
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national armies and navies of Europe’ s great powers.

Uncertainty about the likely effects of arms transfers owes to the contradictory tactical and
drategic implications that amsin generd and ams transfersin particular may carry for prudent
gatesmen. Whether a given transfer of wegponry enhances peace or foments military conflict depends
upon which of severd pathsindividud sates subsequently follow. Interms of tactica consderations,
including estimated readiness for gpecific military tasks, new arms shipments often enhance, and seldom
if ever diminish confidence and ability to undertake military operations. Armsimports therefore tend to
reduce tactical inhibitions and expand perceived opportunities to employ military force. To the extent
that statesmen act upon such considerations, recipients of arms transfers are likely to resort to force
more often than would otherwise be the case.

Arms transfers dso influence rategic caculations in severa ways, among recipient states and
among others with whom they interact. Recipients may be more inclined to resort to force if they
imagine that others will be awed by their arms acquisitions and lesslikely to resst. Recipients who
believe suppliers will support their military ventures may be especiadly belligerent. On the other hand,
tending in the opposite direction, new arms usudly enhance recipients confidence in their military
capabilities. Thismay license recipients to postpone military action in response to provocations by
other parties, at least temporarily, despite fear that delay risks greater danger to their interests. Supplier
caution may contribute further to self-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 forestal supporting
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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 tacticd advantage or that military balance will shift further in the recipient’ s favor in the
future,

Whether agiven aims transfer 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, alies, suppliers and other interested observers. It follows that al
ams transfers are not necessarily equa. Among other things, the types of weaponry involved, the
drategic Stuation of the recipient, the policy stance of the supplier, and the relationship between
supplier and client each affect the political and military consequences of arms. In addition, strategic
complexity implies that the effect of arms upon regiond stability may gppear to be incommensurate with
visible effects upon the behavior of recipient states. For example, it is possble that in some instances
amswill incite the recipient state to violence but pacify other interested parties such that the cumulative
effect upon the region as awhole appears to be neutral. 1n short, the logic that can account for the
foreign policy behavior associated with arms provided to a single state, whether by that state or its
opponents, does not gppear sufficient to account for the aggregate effects of arms injected into a region.

This paper examines consequences of arms transfers for regiond stability in the Third World
during the period from 1948 to 1994. After reviewing some of the recent literature on the topic, |
discuss Barry Buzan's (1991) conception of aregiona security complex, aunit of andysis| find
particularly promising for Third World security studies when one wishes to approach questions from a

systemic perspective. | then report results from dtatistical andyses of five security complexes — South
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America, Southern Africa, South Asia, Southeast Asia, and the Middle East — while highlighting some
incongruous findingsin regard to American and Russian amstrandfers. In the concluson | try to make
some sense of these findings in the light of redlist internationd relations theory, and further speculate on

the implications of my results for regiona cooperation in the post-cold war era.

ARMSAND CONFLICT: THE CONVENTIONAL WISDOM
The conventiona wisdom on the impact of arms transfers on regiond conflict is that thereisno
conventiond wisdom. That isto say, specididsin this area recognize, quite rightly, that factors driving
date leaders to resort to military conflict as a means of redressing grievances, or even factors prompting
them to sumble into military conflict unintentionaly, are complex and multifaceted. Any monocausal
argument, whether it highlights arms supplies or some other factor, islikely to prove incomplete a the
very best. Add to this questions regarding the role of arms transfers on the course of military hodilities
once begun, as wdll as the bargaining process leading to a settlement, and the issues confronting the
empiricd andysis of even asingle historica case become that much more numerous and complex.
Thereis, however, a certain inclination among scholars writing about Third World security, who
tend to emphasize “its harmful consequences, particularly for the Third World, where most exported
weapons end up and where war and poverty are perennia curses which, while not solely the products
of the armstrade, are certainly aggravated by it” (Menon 1986, 59). Ross (1990, 22), for instance,
dates that “while arms, whether domestically produced or imported, do not inevitably lead to military
conflict, they exacerbate existing tensions and contribute to the perceptions and misperceptions that

lead to war.” Others, like Ayoob (1995, 102), have put forth smilar arguments. “whereas weapons
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transfers even on such alarge scale should not be seen as substituting for the root causes on conflict
inherent in Third World historical Situations, the relatively easy availability of sophisticated wegponry
certainly contributed to regiona arms races and to the escalaion and prolongation of conflictsin the
Third World.” Itisno surprise, then, that scholars who study the arms trade and the transfer of military
technology would also like to seeit curbed. “If current patterns persist,” writes Klare (1990, 13),
“many Third World areas will become increasingly militarized in the years aheed, in dl likelihood
producing a corresponding increase in the frequency and intengity of internal and regiond conflicts”
Some of the most careful empirical work on the subject has been conducted by Frederic
Pearson and his colleagues. In focused chronologies of sx interstate conflicts in Africa, Pearson,
Baumann, and Bardos (1989) compared the timing of arms transfers with changing levels of fighting and
progress during settlement talks. They did not find that arms transfers closaly preceded crisis escaation
or intengified fighting, but rather that arms flows increased only after conflicts were well underway. Nor
were peace hegotiations sgnificantly affected by the arriva of weapons shipments. However, they did
find an association between wegpons agreements (often in the context of friendship treaties) and
increased risk taking by the recipient, suggesting that the security commitmentsimplied by arms dedls
may have more of an impact on the onset of conflict than actua arms ddliveries. But in an expanded
study covering multiple regions, Brzoska and Pearson (1994, 214, 215) concluded that “arms deliveries
clearly were afactor in decisionsto go to war, because of considerations about military superiority,
perceptions of changes in the balance of power, and interest in establishing links with supporting Sates’
and that “arms ddiveries during wars generaly prolonged and intensified the fighting” (see aso Pearson,

Brzoska, and Crantz 1992).
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The commonly held view that arms transfers are partly to blame for the frequency, duration, and
severity of armed conflict in the Third World does withstand close empirica scrutiny in many cases. This
finding has motivated a number of other researchers to explore the robustness and generdizability of the
associaion between arms transfers and conflict using satistical techniques, given that quantitetive dataon
both are available for most countries. Although statistical studies of war and lesser forms of internationa
conflict often span two or more centuries, inquiriesinto the role of arms transfers tend to concentrate on
the post-World War 11 period. The global arms trade expanded rapidly during thistime, especidly to
accommodate the perceived security reguirements of many newly independent states, and so did the
incidence of armed military conflict between states (Maoz 1989). Data collection has been motivated in
most ingtances by the desire for amore systematic understanding of (and ultimately control over) these
destructive forces, so quantitative data on the arms trade are fairly rich for the postwar years. One can
now find in the literature Statistical estimates of the correlation between arms transfers and interstete
violence a various leves of andysis, ranging from the international system as awhole to the interaction
between a particular pair of states. Aswith the case-study literature, the results of these studies are not
aways unambiguous, and our cumulative understanding is probably well short of satisfactory, but the
empirica results reported in the quantitetive literature have been compelling enough to sustain continued

interest in this andytical approach to the problem.*

! The first wave of interest in using quantitative anaysis to assess the impact of ams transfers on
interstate conflict occurred in the late 1970s and early 1980s, motivated at least in part by the rethinking
of amstransfers as atool of American foreign policy that grew out of the Carter administration’s
generd emphasis on human rights (see Spear 1995). The literature isreviewed in Gerner (1983) and is
well represented in the specid issue of International Interactions in which Gerner’s review appears.
See especidly articles by Schrodt (1983), Baugh and Squires (1983), and Sherwin (1983).
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A recent quantitative study by Cassady Craft (1999) examines the relationship between arms
transfers and military conflict at the globd level of analyss. Based on data covering the 1950-1992
period, Craft reports positive correl ations between the total value of arms transferred between dl states
in the internationa system and the number of wars erupting in subsequent years, aswell as the number of
daesinvolved inwar. Although the implications of these finding seem to be, at first glance, rather
obvious, when Craft takes a closer ook at the behavior of arms recipients — as opposed to the incidence
of war in theinternationa system, whether undertaken by mgor arms importers, minor importers, or
daeslargdy sdf-aufficient in arms production — his findings temper those initia concdlusons. Thereis
only avery week association between arms imports and recipients involvement in warfare, even among
importers with higher-than-average propensities to be engaged in military conflict due to unresolved
grievances with neighboring states. Furthermore, Craft found no relaionship at al between wegpons
transfers and the duration of the wars that recipients became involved in, or the number of casuaties
produced by those wars. In view of these findings, Craft (1999, 75) acknowledges the eement of truth
in common rejoinder to arms controllers that “weapons don’t make wars, men do.”?

The quantitative results reported by William Durch (2000) exhibit smilar patterns and lead to
amilar conclusons. He finds a strong positive correlation between the totd value of arms trandfersto the

developing world and the number of ates involved in externd conflict, but this relationship weekens or

2 The arms controllers caseis resuscitated to some extent in afollow-up andysis of the relationship
between arms trangfers, this time measured in terms of their military effectiveness, and subsequent wars
involving 11 neighboring states (with 10 non-warring pairs included as a control group). Whilethereis
no correlation between arms transfers and the duration of wars or their casudty levds, thereisa
positive correlation between transfers and the outbreak of armed conflict. See Craft (1999), chap. 4.
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disappears when the focus shifts from the devel oping world as an aggregete to the behavior of arms
recipients. In delving further, Durch sets asde the dollar-valued arms data in favor of talies of the
number of systems ddlivered in various “heavy wegpon” categories (combet aircraft, missile launchers,
missile-armed helicopters, medium and heavy tanks, etc.), introduces controls for past conflict and
regiond locae, and combines the datainto five-year aggregates beginning in 1970 and ending in 1995.
After careful gtatigtical anadyss, Durch (2000, 104) concludes that “conflict per seis not an adequate
explanation for the arms trade, nor is the arms trade an adequiate explanation for conflict within and
among developing dates.”

Other researchers have approached the question of arms transfers and ingtability by examining
the political and military relations between particular pairs of states over time. Even if more aggregated
analyses of the type conducted by Craft (1999) and Durch (2000) reved at best weak associations
between arms transfers and military conflict, the connection may ill be strong in certain instances and
we would like to know at what point the generdizability of such findings bresks down. Thisisthe same
reasoning that led Pearson and his colleagues to examine individua military conflicts between mgor ams
recipients, abet through the use of focused case studies of the periods immediately before and during
these conflicts rather than through the use of quantitative andysis (e.g., Brzoska and Pearson 1994).
But, in effect, time series andyses of aams flowsto riva dates are the quantitative andogs of these
qualitative case studies.

Gregory Sanjian, for ingtance, has congtructed forma models of cold war arm transfersto riva
dates (using fuzzy sets) that correspond rather well to the time seriesdata. Refining and extending his

anayses in two previous papers, Sanjian (1999) presents and eva uates two competing models. His
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ingability modd treets conflictud political reations between two rivas as an increasing function of ther
arms supply relationships with the superpowers (as well asthird parties), and cooperative politica
relations between them as a decreasing function of arms supplies. His stability modd doesthe reverse.
The empirica results for three different interstate rivaries — India-Pakistan, Iran-lrag, and Ethiopia-
Somadia— conggtently support the ingtability rather than the stability modd. “The Superpowers were not
agents of progress,” he concludes; “arms transfers may be added to the list of endogenous factors that
do not ameliorate rivaries’ (Sanjian 1999, 668; see dso Sanjian 1995, 1998).

With afew exceptions, the quantitative literature generaly does not digtinguish the impact of
American versus Soviet arms transfers during the cold war.  Sanjian (1999), for example, reports some
digtinctive results for third party transfers, but his model s treet the outcomes of arms supply relationships
with the two superpowers as symmetrica. Some of my own research, however, does point to
differences. In particular, in previous work | have found that where the superpowers arms-supply
relationships did affect regiond security in distinct ways—for example, in relaions between the Arab
states and Isradl or between Irag and Iran — Soviet transfers were associated with increased levels of
regiond conflict initiation, but American transfers were not (Kinsella 1994, 1995; Kinsdlaand Tillema
1995). Compared to these studies, the empirical results | report in this paper are broader in scope,
drawn from severd regionsin the Third World and covering a somewhat longer time frame. The results
are not free of ambiguities, but there is some continuity with these earlier findings. Of course, whatever
the evidence, a conclusion that highlights the maign effects of only the other guy’ s arms supplies smacks
of the sort of cold-warrior mentality one might have encountered (or <till encounter) in the corridors of

American government and industry. But there is also some basis for such a conclusion to be found in
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internationd relations theory, dbeit in the redist schoal of thought most competible with American cold

war policymaking.

SECURITY COMPLEXESIN THE THIRD WORLD
Much of the theoretica and quantitative empirica work on internationa conflict and stability has taken
place a highly aggregated level of analyss. The neoredit tradition, for example, gaveriseto an
interesting research program on the war proneness of different internationd power distributions. Yet the
patterns of internationd interaction implied by different structura configurations of power, as wdl astheir
outcomesin terms of conflict and peace, are not uniform throughout the internationa system, neither over
time nor over space. Studies from the Correlates of War Project (COW) show that the frequency and
seriousness of armed conflicts worldwide have differed from one period to the next — from the nineteenth
to the twentieth century, or from one “historica era’ to the next — and that such tempord differences
cannot dway's be explained by changes in the structurd characterigtics of the internationa system like the
distribution of nationa power or dliances configurations (e.g., Singer, Bremer, and Stuckey 1972;
Bueno de Mesquita 1978, Gochman and Maoz 1984; Levy 1981; Moul 1988). Further, it is painfully
clear that the stability of the cold war bipolar system —lauded by Wtz (1979) and, after its passing,
lamented by Mearsheimer (1990), Layne (1993), and others — never did extend much beyond the
northern hemisphere.

In any event, the leaders of Third World gates typicaly have neither the inclination nor the luxury
of such lofty concerns asthe globa baance of power. Many are too preoccupied with pressing regiona

and internd challenges to the security of the state to worry much about the structurd attributes of the
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internationa system. In the firgt edition of his People, States, and Fear (1983), Barry Buzan argues
that patterns of dignment and enmity, often regionaly specific and historicaly conditioned, are more
sdient to the security caculations of vast mgority of Sates:

Complex patterns of dignment and enmity develop from higtorica conditionsin al types of

anarchic systems, more so in those which are highly fragmented. Despite the subjective,

perceptua eement of security relations, these patterns are often fairly durable features of the
internationd system, and it isthey, rather than the grosser system structure overdl, which define

the security environment of most sates. (105)

The higtorica and regiona dynamics of interstate cooperation and confrontation are related to the overal
systemic distribution of power, with the congruence between the two being most apparent &t the level of
great-power rdations. But asaform of state behavior, “baancing” implies ardatively fluid phenomenon
compared to the typically more viscous relationships of amity and enmity.® The distinction is a ussful one
generdly, but it seems especidly rdevant for the andysis of Third World security relations.

This leads to the concept of a security complex, which Buzan (1991, 190, 193-194) defines as
“agroup of states whose primary security concerns link together sufficiently closely that their nationa
securities cannot redigtically be consdered gpart from one another.” Their identifying festure is “ahigh
leve of threat/fear which isfdt mutually among two or more mgor sates.” This definition does not
include precise criteria for identifying the members of a security complex, but security complexes are

usudly not difficult to identify. Buzan arguesthét it isthe intengty of date interaction within certain

regions of the Third World that qualifies them as security complexes. Such interaction patterns do not

% By “dignment” Buzan meant a correspondence in interests and outlooks between states, and was
not limited to aliance or security-pact formation, which is encompassed by the concept of baancing. In
the second edition of People, States, and Fear (1991), he refers to enmity and amity instead of
enmity and dignment.
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gpply to al geographic regions composing the Third World, but Buzan (1991, 199, 210) hasidentified
five which together do encompass most sates, as shown in Figure 1. South America, the Middle East,
Southern Africa, South Asia, and Southeast Asa. The Middle East security complex coversalarge
region from North and East Africato the Perdan Gulf, and Buzan finds it useful to distinguish four
subcomplexes, shown in Figure 2: the Eastern Mediterranean, with Isragl, EQypt, and Syriaasthe
principa states; the Perdan Gulf, with Iran, Irag, and Saudi Arabia as the principas, the Horn of Africa,
with Ethiopia, Somalia, and Sudan as the principals;, and the Maghreb, a grouping with less intense
interactions, with Algeria, Morocco, and Libya asthe principa dates.

[Figures 1 and 2 about here]

The security complexes that Buzan identifies in the Third World are regiond. Some of these
dates define their nationd interests beyond the confines of their security complex, but it is generdly the
case that security threats are more acute the closer they are to home (other things being equd).
Geography aso dictates that regiona security complexes frequently include secondary states arrayed in
various ways around the principd riva dates a the core of the complex. A secondary stateisnotina
relationship of mutual threat with a core state, but instead factorsinto the latter’ s security caculusto the
extent that it aligns with other core states. The baance-of-power logic contained in redist theory is
clearly relevant here, on alocalized scae, and Buzan (1991, 209) sees security complexes as
“qubsystemns — miniature anarchies— in their own right... with structures of their own.”

The ideathat regiond proximity is akey factor in the relations between states is not new, of
course. The extengve quantitetive literature on war and rivary is replete with studies showing the

potentia of shared borders to give rise to territorial and other types of disputes. After an exhaudtive
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survey of the empiricd literature, John Vasquez (1993, 310) proposes that “[i]n the modern global
system, the singleissue that is most likely to result in interstate war (regardless of type) is one that
embodies a dispute over contiguous territory.... Ceteris paribus, two states bordering on each other will
early on in ther history use aggressive displays to establish aborder in an area where they both have
frequent contact.” Thisis not arecent development. K.J. Holsti (1991) has examined the grievances
behind the 177 wars and mgjor armed interventions experienced by the modern international system,
from the Peace of Westphdiain 1648 until the end of the cold war in 1989, and finds that disputes
involving control over, access to, or ownership of physical space were present in more armed conflicts
than were disputes over any other issue. Although issues related to state creation and ideologica clashes
were somewhat more prevaent during the cold war, territory il figured into one-third of the 62 magjor
conflicts during that period. In his study of territorid conflict, Paul Huth (1996) identified 129 disputes
over territory — everything from contested border demarcations to outright rejections of sovereignty —
during the years 1950 to 1990. Relevant for my purposesis the fact that two-thirds of the disputes
involving Third World states can be located in one of the five security complexes defined by Buzan
(1991). And of the 126 militarized confrontations growing out of al Third World territorid disputes,
amost 90 percent erupted within one of these complexes. Clearly, geography maiters.*

When employing the concept of security complexes, we immediately confront the issue of

boundaries. One imagines that Buzan consulted map when designating the members of Third World

4 See dso Goertz and Diehl (1992) and Kocs (1995). Geography also matters when it comes to
the diffusion of armed conflict. From their andysis of wars occurring between 1816 and 1965,
Siverson and Starr (1991, 92-93) conclude that * borders and aliances create the salience and/or the
ease of interaction... that sgnificantly increases the probability that states will join ongoing wars.”
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security complexes and subcomplexes, and not just those states’ foreign-policy histories. Y et
geographica proximity per seis not the criterion for identifying security complexes; the thickness of
interstate interaction is:

A security complex exists where a set of security relationships stands out from the genera

background by virtue of itsreatively strong, inward-looking character, and the rlative

weekness of its outward security interactions with its neighbors.  Security interdependencies will

be more strongly focused among the members of the set than they are between the members and

the outsde states. The boundaries between such setswill thus be defined by the relative

indifference attending the security perceptions and interactions across them (Buzan 1991, 193).
For the most part, this boundary criterion is straightforward. It serves to isolate members of a security
complex from nonmembers, and distinguishes one security complex from another. When gpplied to
gtates without the globa reach or interests of the great powers, a behaviord gpproach will very likely
end up delineating geographica congtdlations of states, but that is only because neighborsinteract more
frequently and more intensely than do non-neighbors.

Theissue of proximity and the ingde/outside digtinction is taken up by both David Lake and
Patrick Morgan in contributions to their jointly edited volume on regiond orders, a collection of essays
that draws heavily on Buzan's conceptud framework. In defining aregiond security complex, Lake
(1997, 48-52) invokes the concept of externality. An externdity isacost or a benefit experienced by
third parties as aresult of an interaction that does not directly involve them. Codts, or negative
externdities, are common in the context of regiond conflict, as when refugees flood into neighboring
countries when two states go to war. As Lake explains, the well-known security dilemma can dso be

understood as the outcome of behavior which produces an externdity. This occurs when a state with no

malign intentions toward its neighbors builds up its military capability to ensure its own nationd security.
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While this build-up is not directed a any particular neighbor, it is nevertheless perceived as threstening
by other states, which then respond by enhancing their own military capabilities. That responseis
perceived by the first state as unwarranted and itself threatening and the action-reaction process
becomes aregional arms race, with the predictable result that none are more secure, and are probably
quite a bit less so, than when the process sarted.

For Lake (1997), the “regiond” in regiona security complexes (RSCs) refersto the locae giving
rise to security externaities, which radiate outward and may affect states outside the geographic region.
But, as Morgan (1997, 30) summarizesiit, the revised definition seems to be only a modest refinement of
Buzan's origind nation:

A regiond security complex has a geographica location, but this is not necessarily an exact guide

to its members. The location is where the security relationships of consequence exist; the

members are states that participate profoundly in those rdationships. The participants see their
security as much more closely bound up with some or dl of the other members, and with thelr
interactions in that geographica area, than with states that are not participants in those
interactions.
Here the operative guide to security complex membership is “profound participation” in “security
relationships of consequence” The externdities emanating from these consequentid relationships may
well serve to bring affected statesinto the loca orbit, whether they are regiond neighbors or interested
great powers from afar, but the nucleus of the RSC seems to be two or more geographicaly proximate
states bound together by the thickness of their direct security-related interactions. Thisis not too
different from the mutua fear that binds the core states of Buzan's security complexes and the “relative

indifference’ that characterizes dtate leaders attitudes toward devel opments outside the complex. The

main departure of the Lake-Morgan conception is that theirs treats magor powers as members of RSCs
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when they are affected by security externdities emanating from a particular region, whereas Buzan sees
magor powers — especialy those engaged by the cold war — as comprising a distinct security complex of
global scope, one that often penetrated regional complexes. This difference could be due to the fact that
Buzan formulated his ideas during the cold war while Lake and Morgan were looking to the post-cold
war environment.

Others have adopted analytical frameworks smilar to Buzan's for purposes of Third World
security analysis (e.g., Ayoob 1995; Wriggins et d. 1992; Marshal 1999; Durch 2000).° Such studies
often emphasize the role of extra-regiona powers, thereby digtinguishing (as does Buzan) between
higher and lower level security complexes. Lower leve, regiona complexes condst of states with
relatively limited power-projection capabilities and therefore have rdaively little impact on security
relations beyond the region. Higher level complexes involve great powers and are not perforce
geographicaly bounded. The dynamics of higher level complexes reverberate throughout the
internationa system, penetrating or impacting upon regiond complexes. This may take many forms, but
most anaysts agree that arms transfers have been “the characteritic tool of intervening greet powersin

amost every Third World security complex” (Buzan 1991, 213; see d'so Ayoob 1995, 100-102).

ANALYS S ARMSTRANSFERSAND SECURITY COMPLEXES

In this paper, my unit of analyssis the security complex, and my operationd definition of different

® |t isworth noting that the concept of regiona subsystems began to receive agood dedl of attention
inthe 1960s, and a very useful review of that early literature is provided by Thompson (1973). See
aso Vayrynen (1984).
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regiona complexesin the Third World corresponds dmost exactly with Buzan's (1991). That is, |
examine the five regiond complexes shown in Figure 1, aswell asthe four Middle Eastern subcomplexes
shown in Figure 2. Lake' s (1997) and Morgan's (1997) observations about security externdities are
well taken for purposes of identifying extra-regiond participants in Third World security complexes, but
thelr definition is not subgtantidly different from Buzan's, and is probably no better. Furthermore, Buzan
gives us an actud mapping of regional complexes, while Lake and Morgan do not. The security-
complex concept does deserve more atention by Third World security anaysts, both the theoretically
and the empiricaly oriented, and until such time that a scholarly consensus may emerge on asingle
operationa definition of aregiona security complex, it is appropriate to proceed with areasonable
definition in hand.®

My andyss focuses on the impact of arms transfers to states in severa Third World regions over
much of the post-World War 11 period. In essence, the study is bivariate; | examine only the relationship
between arms transfers and regiona indtability. Technicaly speaking, my quantitative models are not
redly bivariate, snce | do esimate theimpact of arms transfers from multiple sources, using multiple

indicators, and my time-series procedures employ various controls for purposes of establishing tempora

¢ Durch's (2000) study, discussed in the previous section, aso conducts some of his analyses using
the security complex as the unit of aggregetion. Durch identifies eleven complexes, which are Smilar to
Buzan's eight (when the Middle East subcomplexes are considered). The main differences are that
Durch (1) identifies additiond complexesin Centrd America and the Caribbean, Northeast Asia,
Western Africa, and Central Africa, and (2) combines the Eastern Mediterranean and Maghreb
subcomplexesin the Middle East. Another exampleis Monty Marshall’ s (1999) multifaceted study of
armed conflict in the Third World. Marshal identifies six “protracted conflict regions’ (PCRs), which
are much the same as Buzan' s five main security complexes, except that Central America has been
added.
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(and, by implication, causd) order. However, conceptudly, | am interested in exploring the impact of a
sngle type of internationd interaction (an arms transfer) on another type of internationa interaction
(hostile behavior). Moreover, empiricaly, | am interested in establishing the degree to which thisimpact

ismanifest a the regiond leve of aggregation.

Data and M easur ement

Arms transfers. The building block of arms-transfer dataiin any form is a piece of military hardware
shipped from one state to another. (I am concerned solely with interstatetransfers)) The datal use
come from the Stockholm International Peace Research Indtitute, which systematically compiles
information on transfers of “mgjor” wegpons systems— aircraft (including unmanned surveillance craft),
armored vehicles, artillery (100-millimeter cdiber and above), guidance and radar systems, missiles, and
warships — and publishes these compilationsinits SPRI Yearbook: Armaments, Disarmament and
International Security.

The SIPRI data are released in two basic forms. For each arms importer, the registerslist the
military hardware provided by each supplier. Each entry in the registers includes the wegpon designation
(e.g., MiG-29), the number ordered, the number delivered, the year of the order, and the years of
delivery, in addition to some other descriptive information. In addition to its registers, SIPRI releases
data on the dollar value of amstrandfers. These are annual figures, but they do not represent what the
importer actualy paid for its wegponry in agiven year. Rather, vaues are attached to transferred
weapons systems based on the characteritics of those systems. In effect, SIPRI estimates each

wegpon's “military resource value’ based on information it has compiled about sales of that wegpon or
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similar weapons (see Brzoska and Ohlson 1987, 352-259).

SIPRI’s vaue data are widdly used in empirical research when analyss requires annual summary
indicators of arms flows between ates. An dternaive summary measure, the number of ongoing ams-
transfer programs, is somewhat cruder but also has proven useful in quantitative research (Schrodt
1983; Kinsdla1995; Kinsdlaand Tillema 1995). An arms-transfer program is operationdized asa
discrete entry in the SIPRI regigter, and the annua summary measure is the number of such entriesfor a
particular recipient during agiven year. Counting programs does not tell us how many wegpons of each
type were trandferred between states during the year, only whether such aprogram wasin effect. Thisis
coarser than SIPRI’ s dollar-vaue indicator, but it has the benefit of transparency and replicability.
SIPRI’s pricing system for attaching vaues to transferred hardware, while described in some detall in its
publications, gill remains something of a mystery; program counts, on the other hand, are easily
generated from SIPRI’ s published regigters. In the interest of evauating the robustness of my findings, |
have used both indicatorsin my data anayss.

Regional conflict. | aso use two dternative measures of regiond conflict. Oneisthe overdl
level of hodtility in the region based on the number and severity of al types of conflictua interaction
reported in the media. These records come from three events databases: the Conflict and Peace
Databank (COPDAB: Azar 1993), the World Event/Interaction Survey (WEIS: Tomlinson 1992), and
the Protocoal for the Assessment of Nonviolent Direct Action (PANDA: Bond and Bond 1998). Each
reports conflictua behavior undertaken by dl statesin the internationa systemn, ranging from mild verba
expressons of discord to full-scalewar. Their tempora coverage differs but they overlap, so | am able

to congtruct atime series for each security complex covering the 1948-1994 period. Only conflictua
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events involving states within each security complex (or subcomplex) are relevant for my purposes, and
in aggregating these data annually |1 use the Goldstein (1992) scade. The scae gives higher scoresto
more hostile acts and is widely used in events data anadysis (see Schrodt and Gerner 2000).”

The other measure of regiond conflict is the number of militarized interstate disputes (MIDs) in
the region, as compiled by the Correlates of War Project (Jones, Bremer, and Singer 1996). A MID
involves the threet, display, or use of military force by one sate againgt another. The COW Project
reports severd pieces of information about such incidents — for example, the type of military action
employed, the fatality level, and the nature of the settlement (if any) — but | Smply count the number of
incidents occurring during the year between states within each security complex without regard to their
severity or hodlility level. Compared to the more inclusive event-based measure of regiona conflict, the
MID count represents only the most dangerous of conflictud interactions. Aswith the dternative arms-

transfer measures, | use both conflict indicators in my analyss.

Estimation
| estimate the impact of arms transfers on regiona conflict using Poisson regression. Like the least
squares regresson model, the Poisson regresson modd is amember of the family of generdized linear

models (GLMs). Where the least squares modd assumes anorma probability distribution for the

" PANDA uses the WEI'S coding scheme, so time series constructed from these databases are
eadly spliced. COPDAB, however, uses different event codes and weights. Before concatenating the
seies, | rescae the COPDAB using parameter estimates from alinear regression of WEIS on
COPDARB for the overlapping years of 1966-1978. This procedure is scrutinized by Reuveny and
Kang (1996), and is found to be a sound one.
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random dependent variable, the Poisson model assumes a Poisson digtribution, which is better suited to
the sorts of event counts | have compiled for this sudy. Although a GLM, including the Poisson mode,
links the systematic component (the independent variables) linearly to afunction of the random
component (the expected va ue of the dependent variable), the link function itself need not be linear.
Thus, while least squares regression uses the identity function to relate the systematic and random
components of the model, Poisson regression often uses the natura log function, in which caseit isalog-
linear modd. This means that the expected vaue of the dependent varigble, Y, is an exponentid (inverse
log) function of the independent variables, x, and a vector of impact parameters, $, to be estimated
using thedata: E(Y) = €®. The expected vaue of the dependent variable in alog-linear model can never
be a negative number, and neither can an event count (whether weighted and unweighted), making this
an gppropriate functiona form for my purposes.

There are some other issues to consder if these models are to provide reasonable estimates of
the impact of arms transfers on regiond conflict. Firg, in order to be confident that observed
correlaions reflect the effect of armsimports on hogtile behavior, and not the reverse, | stipulate that
cause comes before effect. Therefore, arms-transfer values are expressed as alagged three-year
moving average, and ams-transfer programs are tallied as the number of programs continuing from
previous years. Admittedly, tempora order is not afoolproof means of approximating causa order —
anticipated future behavior islikely to drive some arms acquisition — but | am aware of no better way of
addressing thistricky issue.

A second congderation isthe one | dluded to above: the exclusive focus on effect of ams

trandfers on regiond dability leaves many important factors outside the modd. Although my intention is
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not to provide a complete accounting of the forces driving conflict within security complexes, this
certainly presents a problem to the extent that the omission of such variables biases my estimates of the
impact of ams flows. However, one way to address this potentia pitfal is suggested by the observation
that socia behavior, including the behavior of states, is very often autocorreated; the best mode of the
present is the most recent past. Therefore, in addition to the arms-transfer variable, | include in each
model acontrol variable representing past regiona conflict: when andyzing conflictud events, last year's
events, when andyzing militarized disputes, the number of disputes continuing from last year. Contralling
for past conflict, then, isasubgtitute for controlling for the myriad of important factors not explicitly

represented in an otherwise extremely sparse modd.

Findings

At the beginning of the paper | suggested that the suspicion among the mgority of scholars who have
studied regiond stability and ingtability in the Third World is that while arms supplies are not the root of
al evil, they very often inflame regiond tenson and contribute to an escalation of hodtility and military
confrontation. This suspicion is generdly born out by the results shown in Table 1, which shows impact
parameter estimates for the arms-transfer variables along with an indication of datistical sgnificance.
With one exception, dl five security complexes, and dl four subcomplexes within the Middle East, have
experienced an increase in conflictud interaction in the aftermath of increases in arms flows, whether
measured is dollar vaues (column 1) or program counts (column 2). Likewise, when arms supplies
drop, S0 too does regiond ingability. The findings are not quite as uniform when it comes to the impact

of arms supplies on specificaly militarized conflict, but the association between amsand MIDsis
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evident in Southern Africa and within three of the four subcomplexesin the Middle East. The magnitude
of the impact of arms flows varies greetly acrossregions. Larger effects appear in some of the Middle
East subcomplexes (like the Horn of Africa) and Southern Africa, while smdler ones are evident in
South America and South Asia®

[Table 1 about here]

What about the exceptions? Firt, in South Asaand Southeast Asathere is no significant
correlaion between arms transfers and militarized disputes, even though there is some evidence that
trandfers contribute to higher levels of regiond tenson generaly. More curious, however, isthe finding
that arms transfers may have actualy contributed to a dampening of regiona conflict. This gppearsto be
the case for militarized disoutes in the Eastern Mediterranean, which is dominated by the Arab-lsraeli
conflict, even though the overal hodtility leve in the region (as measured by the events data) was
positively associated with arms importation. One implication is that arms suppliers, while their policies
fanned the flames regiond tension, were often able to restrain their clients from explicitly threatening or
using military force (eg., Miller 1995; Golan 1991; Kinsdlla 1998).

A prefaceisin order before turning to Table 2. Although the findings from my previous research
have never been free of ambiguities, | have repeatedly turned up evidence American and Russian ams
transfers sometimes had different effects on state behavior (Kinsdla 1994, 1995; Kinsdlaand Tillema

1995). In particular, where differences are found, Russian transfers tended to be more destabilizing that

8 Precise interpretation of the numbersis difficult since the models are nonlinear, and a'so because
the event data series are not smple counts but weighted counts, and therefore a predicted increment of
change in this variabdle is not terribly intuitive. In the next iteration of this paper, | will amulate the
effects of changesin ams flows for select regions and display these graphically.
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American transfers, which sometimes actudly had aredtraining effect. Thisisaprovocative finding to
say the least, but it is not easily dismissed as a datidticd artifact when it keegps cropping up in different
andytica contexts. | will return to thisissue, asthe finding has emerged again in this investigation, though
again accompanied by some contradictory evidence.

[Table 2 about here]

Table 2 shows the results of an analysis smilar to that reported in Table 1, except that the
Poisson regression modelsinclude two separate arms variables — American transfers and Russian
transfers — instead of a single variable representing total transfers. As before, thereis consderable
evidence that the arms-supply policies of both the United States and Russia had a destabilizing effect of
regiona security complexes. Also as before, thisis more consstently the case for overdl regiond
hodtility than for militarized disputes, though the results are strong for MIDs aswell. Comparing the
effects of arms transfers from two mgor suppliersisingructive. Firg, notice that one or both measures
of Russan arms transfers are associated with increased regiond tenson in every security complex
(columns 1 and 2) and with increased MIDs in dl but South Asiaand the Eastern Mediterranean
(columns 3 and 4). Two anomdies, the datidticaly significant negative estimates, are highlighted with
boxes.

Now congder the effects of American arms (columns 5to 8). Evidence pointing to their
exacerbating effect isleast ambiguous for the Horn and Maghreb subcomplexesin the Middle East. In
South America and Southern Africa, on the other hand, arms transfers from the United States
contributed to decreased regiona hodtility (the boxed estimates) or had no impact at al. For the Eastern

Mediterranean, three of the four Poisson models revea the same dampening effect, while for the Pergan
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Gulf and South Asia, one modd does. However, for each of the latter three regions other estimates are
positive and gatidicaly sgnificant, which is puzzling. Had these other estimates suggested no effect
whatever, the result might have been attributed to noise in the data, but the blatant inconsistency shown
here is wanting of amore substantive explanation, one | am presently unable to provide. In short,
compared to the effects of Russan arms transfers, which are rather consistently associated with
increased regiond hodlility, the effects of American transfers are often shown to be associated with
resraint and stability. Thisisnot a uniform tendency, or one unmarred by contradictory evidence, but it

isafinding that deserves further consideration in the concluding section of this paper.

CONCLUSION
A two-world perspective characterizes much of the theorizing about internationa security in the Third
World, as Buzan (1998, 224) has pointed out. In contrast to the zone of peace encompassing the
indugtridized democracies, internationd relaions among Third World states inhabiting the zone of
conflict are said to be guided by “the traditiona rules of power politicsthat prevailed dl over the world
up to 1945. States expect and prepare for the possibility of serious tension with their neighbors. Some
restraint is provided by deterrence (in afew places nuclear deterrence) but economic interdependence
between neighborsis generdly low, and populations can often be easily mobilized for war.”

If redpalitik continues to govern interstate relations in the Third World, might redlist theory
provide an explanation for some of this investigation’s seemingly incongruous results? A dructurd redist
explanation gpplied to regiond security complexes would focus not only on the regiona distribution of

power, but also on the degree of penetration by outside powersin the form of arms supplies. Buzan
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(1991, 208) has suggested that unipolar penetration brings about a suppression of loca conflicts, a
Stuation mogt closely gpproximated by the relationship between the United States and the countries of
South America. Bipolar penetration, on the other hand, as applied to most of the other security
complexes during the cold war and especialy to the Middle East subcomplexes, is more likely to be
associated with an amplification of loca conflicts. Here the competition between supplier states may
afford recipients ameasure of leverage in dedling with their patrons; higher stakes turn up the flow of
weaponry, cresting a context in which misperception and recklessness are more likely to defeat caution
and redtraint.

A dructurd redig interpretation of my satistical resultsis not terribly enlightening. All but afew
of the estimates reported in Table 1 provide evidence of the destabilizing effects of aams transfers, and
the exceptions emerge not in regions dominated by one or the other superpower, but in South Asa and
the Eastern Mediterranean where both were actively engaged. There are many more exceptionsin
Table 2, including in South America and Southern Africawhere bipolar arms-supply patterns were
generdly absent, but more conspicuousis that dmogt dl the negetive estimates suggesting the sabilizing
effects of ams trandfers gpply to American trandfers, not Russan trandfers. Some of the inconsistencies
reveded in Table 2 caution againgt making too much of the differences between American and Russan
transfers until more empirical detective work can be done. In the meantime, however, we ought to
consider possible explanations for such a supplier effect.

Arms from one source are not necessarily politicaly equivaent to arms from another. The
Soviet Union was openly committed to help promote revolutionary change during the cold war era; the

United States affiliated mostly with the existing world order and with conservative loca powers. One of
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the essentia premises of traditiond — as opposed to structurd — redist theory in internationa relaionsis
that the actions of status quo powers such as the United States ought to have been more conducive to
internationa stability than those of revolutionary or revisonist powers like the Soviet Union (eg.,
Morgenthau 1978, 42-47). Petterns of aignment often matched loca statesinvolved in enduring
rivaries with the like-minded superpower willing to supply aamsto assist in the regiond struggle,
especidly inthe Middle East (e.g., Walt 1987; Schwdler 1994; Kinsdla 1994; Kinsdlaand Tillema
1995). Thismay take us part of the way toward understanding some of the incongruous supplier effects
exhibited a the regiond level of aggregation.

Does this that arms transfers from the United States or any other supplier interested in stabilizing
the status quo —which today does not exclude Russa— might be aforce for regiona cooperation in the
Third World? While some of my results could lead to that concluson, | am not inclined to go that far,
even if the remaining empirical ambiguities are cleared away in future research. The cold war period
dominates my andlys's, and this was a specid time. Deterring chalenges by supplying wesponry
presumes awillingness of mgor powers to stay engaged in regiona security complexesin the interest of
crigs management. Y et the end of the cold war seems to have mitigated many of the incentives to do so.
Beyond that, sability through deterrenceis at best areprieve. We should not discount the vaue of
regiond stability, condgdering the tragic histories of some Third Word security complexes, but we should

aso am for the more enduring conditions of conflict resolution and regiona cooperation.
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Tablel Poisson Regression Estimates of the Impact of Arms Transfers on Regiond Conflict,

1948-1994
Impact of Total Arms Transferson
Conflictud Events Militarized Disputes

Security Complex values programs values programs
South America 0.089** 0.002** 0.174 0.004*
Southern Africa 0.146* 0.052** 0.827** 0.038**
South Asa -0.071** 0.005** 0.014 0.002
Southeast Asia 0.213** 0.015** -0.015 -0.001
Middle East

Maghreb 0.386** 0.021** 0.583** 0.041**

Horn of Africa 0.978** 0.042** 1.595** 0.054**

E. Mediterranean 0.051** 0.005** -0.135** -0.005**

Perdan Gulf 0.514** 0.016** 0.271** 0.014**

Note: The numbers are parameter estimates for the arms-transfer variable (computed as past values or
continuing program) from aregression on regiona conflict (all conflictual events or militarized disputes),
controlling for past regional conflict. Arms-transfer values are lagged three-year moving averages, arms-
transfer programs are those continuing from previous years.

* significant at the 0.10 level
**  ggnificant at the 0.05 level




Table2 Poisson Regresson Estimates of the Impact of Russan and American Arms Transfers on Regiond Conflict, 1948-1994

Impact of Russian Arms Transferson Impact of American Arms Transferson
Conflictud Events Militarized Disputes Conflictud Events Militarized Disputes

Security Complex values programs values programs values programs values programs
South America 1.354** -0.078** -0.321 0.109** -0.864** -0.020** 0.837 0.014
Southern Africa 0.544** 0.049** 0.645* 0.029 -44.628** -0.141** 1 -16.106 -0.223*
South Asa -0.018** 0.024** -0.021 -0.005 2.582** -0.021** 0.604 0.023*
Southeest Asia 0.376** 0.076** 0.178 0.070** 0.156** 0.056** -0.440 -0.012
Middle East

Maghreb 0.147** 0.000 0.626** 0.027 15.941 ** 0.130** 5.767** 0.171

Horn of Africa 0.366** 0.127** 1.399 0.094** 9.883** 0.413** 8.914** 0.267**

E. Mediterranean 0.147** 0.017** -0.044 0.002 -0.067** 0.004** -0.306** -0.012**

Perdan Gulf 1.520** 0.067** 0.836** 0.041** 0.331** 0.011** -0.174** 0.012**

Note: The numbers are parameter estimates for the Russian and American arms-transfer variables (computed as past values or continuing program) from Poisson
regressions on regional conflict (all conflictual events or militarized disputes), controlling for past regional conflict. Arms-transfer values are lagged three-year
moving averages, arms-transfer programs are those continuing from previous years. Boxes highlight negative and statistically significant estimates.

* significant at the 0.10 level
**  ggnificant at the 0.05 level




