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ABSTRACT 

This study investigated American arms transfer policy in the Middle East from 

1960 to 1990. Five independent hypotheses have been formulated using explanations for 

arms transfers drawn from the academic theoretical literature on international relations 

as well as policy and popular interpretations. The dissertation tested all five hypotheses 

for their respective explanatory power in understanding United States arms transfers to 

the Middle East during a key thirty-year period, using a mix of techniques including a 

comprehensive overview of each factor, historical and objective grounding for each factor 

and a systematic inquiry using both qualitative and quantitative methods. The five 

individual hypotheses focus on Soviet arms transfers to the region, the regional balance 

of power, the "Israeli factor," the Arab-Israeli peace process and the "Oil factor". Data 

was collected to test each of these hypotheses. 

The results include the following: a modest action-reaction pattern in superpower 

arms transfer to the region does exist, with more support for a US reactionary policy to 

the Soviet Union than the opposite; US transferred arms to the hegemon's challengers 

to maintain a balance of power system in the Middle East; US arms transfers to Arab 

states were not strongly related as leads to US arms transfers to Israel; it was found that 

US peace attempts are moderately correlated with US arms transfers to the involved 

states; and, finally US arms transfers were strongly correlated with the oil factor. 

The dissertation concluded that political considerations and economic factors are 

equally salient depending on the type of cases studied. The results provided insights on 
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the multiple explanations for understanding United States arms transfer policies to the 

Middle East and produced findings that will have policy implications for policy toward 

a volatile region of the world in the post-Cold War era, as well as for our understanding 

of a key component of United States foreign policy in general. 



CHAPI'ER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

NatioDi cannot afford 10 di.re,ard ua, and they do DOt. American power remaiDi ellOnnoul, and Washington 
is a faclOr in almoll every world iuue. But what can tho United State. accomplilh in the Middle East, for 
example, when braeli leadera know that beeaulC of American politic. they have liltl~ \0 fear from flouting 
American interem and when Saudi leadera think we can: mon: for caah than for policy? ••• that i. what it means 
\0 be taken incrcalingly lell ICrioully, or at very leall, lell ICrioully than we mould be (Dcatler, Gelb, and 
Lake 1984: 27). 

Introduction: 

16 

The subject of this study is American arms transfer policy in the Middle East 

since 1960. It raises the following questions: What are the major factors accounting for 

United States arms transfer activities toward the Middle East? What are the major 

reasons that have been put forth to account for arms transfers, and do these hold up to 

systematic inquiry'? Are economic or political factors more important in accounting for 

arms transfers? 

The Middle East is chosen as a research area for four reasons. First, large 

amounts of arms have been transferred to that part of the world. According to Gerner 

(1983: 12) 

The Middle East ... is the primary arms importing area, with a long and 
active history of transfers. Between 1976 and 1980, 46% of major 
weapons sent to the third world went to this area ... the eight heaviest third 
world importing nations between 1970 and 1979, seven were Middle 
Eastern countries: Iran, Libya, Israel, Syria, Saudi Arabia, Iraq, and 
Jordan. 
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Second, the Middle East is also generally considered the most unstable of the world's 

regions. This instability has commonly been viewed as having greater potential for 

spilling over into great-power confrontations. Arms transfers in international relations can 

impact both on the regional as well as the international levels. Third, it can be argued 

that sales of sophisticated weapons to unstable Middle East countries is a dangerous trend 

that needs to be examined. Fourth, the diversity of the sample, which includes oil 

producing states, non-oil producing states, pro-America states, and pro-Soviet states, 

makes it an ideal sample to test a variety of proposed relationships. 

Many explanations of American arms transfer policy have been presented by 

scholars and policy makers, including the competition between the superpowers, the 

hostilities between the Arab nations and Israel and the conflict between Iraq and Iran, the 

civil wars in Jordan, Lebanon, Yemen, and the fear of internal unrest (Gerner 1983, 

Schrodt 1983, and also see literature review). Unfortunately no study presents all these 

factors and tests them in a systematic way. Most researchers hav:e focused on a narrow 

cause (Cordesman 1993)1 and many others have studied what has been presented 

officially by the American government as justifications for its arms sales. The problems 

with many previous studies are their common sense explanations. My major objective is 

to move beyond these "common sense" explanations to a more rigorous explanation of 

U.S. foreign policy. Many studies have explained this policy by referring to different 

1 see chapter 2 and 5 for a discussion of the Arab-Israeli arms race. 
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rationales of U.S. policy but have not identified when some of these factors are applied. 

The main issue here is what makes the U.S. change its policy over time, and how can 

we account for this variation in policy? 

Arms transfer is an important aspect of American foreign policy in the Middle 

East (Cordesman, 1985, 1987, and 1993; Pierre 1979, 1982; Sorley 1983; Ferrari et 

al.1988; Louscher and Salomone 1987). Sorley (1983) argued that u.S. military 

assistance is a tool for helping friends, which can be linked indirectly to helping U.S. 

interests (whatever these interests might be as defined by decision makers at the time). 

Klare (1984) has also stressed the importance of this policy: 

Because the stakes are so high in the Middle East-involving nothing less 
than global war or peace-and because, more than anywhere else, U.S. 
strategy in the Middle East is defined by arms transfers decisions, it is 
obvious that America must seek to adopt the most prudent policy possible 
regarding military exports to this highly volatile region (1984: 160) 

This study of U.S. military policy in the Middle East presents an important 

contribution to the field of international relations by providing a comprehensive study 

into an important aspect of U.S. foreign policy. The U.S. has supplied several countries 

in the Middle East with large quantities of arms since the beginning of the 196Os. From 

1974 to 1988 the U.S. transferred arms worth more than $86 billion.2 The goal(s) of the 

study can be summarized as the investigation of the causes of arms transfers to the 

Middle East over the last three decades, and will investigate the political and economic 

2 The total arms sales by the U.S. was calculated from data appeared in Goldring(1991, 
Table 1) and it includes the years since 1974. 
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factors relating to that policy. 

Of the multiple goals motivating U.S. foreign policy in the Middle East, certainly 

the key ones would include the following: the prevention of the rise of any dominant 

power in the region that might control the region and thus control the oil production; 

balancing the Soviet policy influence in the Middle East; maintaining the status quo by 

supporting the existing pro-U.S. regimes; and the maintenance of the Israeli state by 

bringing its Arab neighbors to peace agreements. We are not interested in the success or 

failure of these goals, but we will see shortly that they might have played a role in 

explaining U.S. arms transfers to the region, for several of them form in one way or 

another the basis of the hypotheses tested here. 

Literature Review 

Previous literature on the American arms transfer policy is mixed, with different views 

and methodologies (Nachmias 1988, Laurance 1992, Hammond et al. 1983, Harkavyand 

Neuman 1988, Pierre 1982, Brzoska and Ohlson 1987, Chan 1977, Klare 1984, 

Cordesman 1993, Sampson 1977. Laurance (1992) describes the research on arms 

transfer as ad hoc, reactionary research driven by international and domestic events. 

Many researchers in this area have realized the importance as well the significance of 

arms transfer in international politics, but they did not set out a research agenda that 

scholars could follow; instead research was dictated by events and policy initiatives rather 

than by a coherent research direction. Consequently much of the research has shifted 
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from one area to another without achieving cumulative knowledge and has left us with 

simple explanations and untested conclusions and propositions. 

Of the many perspectives, justifications, and explanations of U.S arms transfers 

policy in the Middle East, Collinson (1989: 10) stressed that understanding of the arms 

trade issue must be placed within the context of international economic and political 

factors: 

The arms trade is not a static phenomenon. Like any other sector of world 
trade, it is in a state of flux, constantly changing with the ebb and flow of 
global economic and political trends. Some of these trends are well known 
to us from newspaper headlines and television reports: the Third World 
debt crisis, the rise and fall of oil prices, warfare, government military 
spending cuts-all have shaped the character of the arms trade in recent 
years. Indeed the devastating effects of this trade can only be properly 
understood within the context of these global trends. 

Thayer(1969: 18-19), in one of the classical studies in international arms trade, 

provided the most interesting summary on the importance of arms trade in international 

politics: 

Armaments can be used to balance international accounts and create 
prosperity. They are capable of cementing international relationships more 
effectively than any other human endeavor. They can-and do- provide 
work that challenges all the skills that man possesses; they create wealth 
for the manufacturer, the seller, the nation; they stimulate economic and 
social stability by the maintenance of high and continuing level of 
production; and they can create an atmosphere of security and a sense of 
national unity, ... In one sense, armaments are mankind's most continuing 
good business. 
On the other hand, however useful in trade and diplomacy they may be, 
armaments cannot be divorced from their function of killing. They can
and do-provoke wars, ruin treasuries, bankrupt nations, destroy property 
and create panic. Thus, in another sense, armaments are also the world's 
most unsettling influence. 
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Pierre (1982: 41) discussed the rise of arms transfer as an important issue in 

American foreign policy: 
Arms transfer ... has become the newly important determinant of 
international politics... as the political and economic disadvantages of 
maintaining overseas bases and forces have grown since the early postwar 
period, the superpowers have turned to other instruments ..• Thus the arms 
have become one of the best ... often the best ... available remaining 
instrument to support their interest. 

Brzoska and Ohlson (1987:54) argued that "In the USA, military transfers are an 

integral part of foreign policy - more so than any other major-weapon exporting country 

except the Soviet Union." Nachmias (1988) suggested "Since the end of World War II, 

the transfer of arms has become a crucial dimension of U.S. foreign policy and a major 

instrument for achieving its goals." He explained it by referring to different policy 

makers and agencies involved in the decision making process of American arms transfers, 

and notes: 

Arms sales are the hard currency of foreign affairs. They replace the 
security pacts of the 1950s. Arms transfers are expected primarily to yield 
leverage and influence and the United States has been prepared to pay 
high price that is required to preserve its powerful position in the 
world.(Nachmias 1988: 1) 

Hammond et al.(1983: 266-68) ar~ued that U.S arms transfer was a substitute for 

formal alliance, supported diplomatic initiative of the U.S., helped allies, promoted 

regional balance, and was a tool for global competition. But they made no attempt to test 

these relationship empirically. 

Laurance (1992) took a different approach in presenting the centrality of arms 

transfer in international politics. He cited a list of major events during the 20th century 
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in which arms trade was the main issue. Chan (1977: 106) summarized conclusions of 

previous research on the rationales of American arms transfer: 

Arms do not result in influence .... the US ... realized few political 
benefits from their arms transfers,... the data show a strong negative 
correlation, reflecting the fact that a decrease in arms transfers results in 
increased trade and vice-versa, ... , looking at results as a whole ... lend(s) 
support to the main promise of this study-that arms transfers are at best 
of dubious utility as an instrument of major power influence. 

Chan's analysis covers less than one decade of U.S. arms transfer policy, which began 

officially in 1966, a time period perhaps not quite long enough to find any strong patterns 

or relationships. Klare also summed up the range of justifications for arms sales in the 

case of Saudi Arabia (Klare, 1984: 148): 

On the political military side of the equation,U.S. arms exports are 
intended to promote regional security, to help ensure the safety of U.S. 
oil supplies, to enhance U.S. political leverage in Riyadh, and to 
guarantee the security of the present Saudi leadership. On the economic 
side, they are intended to help redress America's balance-of-payments 
problem, to absorb the surplus output of U.S. arms firms, and to 
assimilate some of the research and development costs of new U.S. 
weapons systems. 

Brzoska and Ohlson (1987: 15)have included regional factors that contributed to 

rise of the arms transfer phenomenon in international politics. They suggested that areas 

like the Middle East were the "driving force behind the expansion of arms markets in the 

1970s and early 1980s." They justified these conclusions based upon the following 

factors: "first, oil income had been high since 1973-74. Second, there had been 

numerous intense conflict in the region .... Third, there had been strong interest and 

increased involvement by the USA and the USSR in the region. " These arguments and 
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propositions seem to be convincing but the authors fail to test them in any systematic 

way, and ignore other factors that might have led to arms imports by the Middle East 

governments. 

Harkavy and Neuman (1988: 33), discussed the rationales of U.S. foreign policy 

and arrived at early proposed but untested conclusions, that is; 

These political and economic rationales need not be mutually exclusive, 
as applied either to a major power's overall arms sales or its policies for 
given or individual clients. In the effort to distinguish between supplier 
policies, one ought to remain aware that differences may often be matters 
of emphasis and nuance, since in a general sense, all suppliers pursue 
some mix of political and economic goals. 

They added that in the case of the U.S. military policy, the global environment, and 

other factors cause the shifts in such policy. In the 1950s this would be global 

competition with the Soviet Union. In the 1960s and early 1970s, it was driven by 

economic concerns as well geopolitics factors. But Harkavy and Neuman(1988) 

concluded that U.S. policy is more driven by political factors: 

Unlike other suppliers in the arms trade, since the end of World War II geo
political actors have dominated the U.S. policy-making process. Even when economic 
motives or domestic political concerns have become more prominent, they have been 
quickly superseded by what has been perceived by U.S. decision makers as more 
pressing global and regional political military consideration. It is this continuity that 
distinguishes U.S. arms transfer policy in the Middle East (Harkavy and Neuman 1987: 
38-39). 

These conclusions lack the empirical evidence to support them, and consequently 

make it an uneasy task for researchers to accept or reject their claims. On the other hand, 

Kaldor (1977: 225) emphasized economic benefits as an important rationale for arms 
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Short-term economic considerations have increasingly come to dominate 
arms supply policies to the Middle East. In Western countries, ... , arms 
exports play an essential role in maintaining a capacity for the 
development and production of military equipment. In addition, arms sales 
are a source of foreign currency, although this is probably only significant 
for the United States. 
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Sampson (1977: 333), speaking of the influence of arms productions companies 

in international arms trade, notes; 

But even with such a restriction, the companies' pressures cannot, I 
believe, be neutralized so long as they remain subject to incentives of 
private enterprise; and the connection between arms sales and profits will 
always distorts foreign policy. 

Green (1987: 113) touched upon the economic rationale of the U.S and it allies 

in the Persian Gulf: 

One of America's major interests in the Persian Gulf is the free and 
unimpeded access to petroleum for herself and, more importantly, for the 
Western alliance and Japan. With this goal in mind the United states 
maintained a single-minded commitment to the Shah of Iran and why his 
downfall was so disastrous for American interests. As the policeman of 
the Gulf, the Shah allowed America to avoid stationing troops in the 
region. 

Others emphasized the influence of American allies and their influence in arms 

transfers policy making. Green (1987) discussed the role of the pro-Israel lobby in U.S. 

military policy making in the Middle East. He notes, for example that Reagan failed in 

his efforts to convince pro-Israel groups of his plans to sell arms to Jordan because these 

groups argued that it will threaten the security of Israel. Others suggested a balanced 

policy toward arms salel: tc both Arab states and Israel. Cordesman(l987: 19) suggests 
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that the U.S. policy should be conducted in a way to protect its interest in the region 

without taking sides: 

The U.S. and Europe can meet Saudi Arabia's military needs, and secure 
Western strategic interests in the Gulf and Red Sea, without creating any 
incremental threat to Israel. •• Saudi Arabia, however, does not present a 
meaningful military threat to Israel. It does not border on Israel, and the 
Kingdom faces serious threats on its Gulf and Red Sea coasts and borders 
to which it must give all its attention. 

In a nutshell the previous literature review provides the reader with a coherent 

summary of the varied debates among scholars. It also shows the lack of systematic 

studies in addressing the arms transfer question. 

Propositions 

The study proposes the following to be tested as the determinant factors of 

American arms transfer policy. Each proposition will be placed in the context both of 

American foreign policy and theories of international relations. 

1- American arms transfers are part of a reactive policy to the Soviet Union arms transfer 

policy (Gawad 1986, Lewis and Moss 1984, Menon 1982). A state's foreign policy is 

not independent from that of other states in the international system. Each state's policy 

is affected by other states' foreign policies 3. The Soviet Union emerged as a superpower 

3 See Sullivan (1976) Ch. 7, and Dixon (1986). 
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after the end of WW II with, as the U.S., an interest in the Middle East. The Soviet 

Union considered its arms transfer policy as an important tool for achieving its foreign 

policy goal of balancing the U.S. influence in the Middle East. The U.S.S.R's arms 

sales to its clients in the Middle East stimulated arms transfers by the U.S. to prevent 

dominance of the Soviet Union's clients in the region and to maintain the balance of 

power among all states. Thus the first hypothesis is: The United States arms transfers 

to its client states in the Middle East can be understood as a reaction to the Soviet 

Union transfers arms to its client states in the region. 

11- The regional balance of power: The U.S. objective is to maintain the regional status 

quo by preventing the rise of any regional hegemonic power(Cordesman 1993, Green 

1987, Hammond et al.1983, Kupchan 1987). According to Hammond et al.(1983: 266) 

U.S. policy makers have often believed that arms transfers were essential 
for promoting or maintaining a regional balance of power. In addition to 
the example of NATO, U.S. policy toward the Middle East has clearly 
guided by this perception, and transfers to South and Southeast Asia have 
often reflected it. 

The fall of the Shah in Iran, for instance, left the U.S. in a difficult situation regarding 

access to the Middle East. Klare (1984) argued that the Carter administration was looking 

for new clients in the Middle East by bringing new major countries such as Egypt and 

Saudi Arabia and other Middle Eastern countries to purchase arms. "Carter sent 

Secretary of Defense Harold Brown on an extended tour to the Middle East and dropped 

all remaining U.S. inhibitions on the export of high-tech hardware to the 
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region"(pp.128). Brown's visit was an invitation to Saudi Arabia to play an active role 

in the Gulf region in order to replace Iran's position after the collapse of the Shah 

(Klare, 1984). The sale of the AWACS jets was another initiative, during the Reagan 

Administration, which strengthened Saudi Arabia's defense and that of other Gulf States 

in the Persian Gulf.(Kupchan 1987). The u.S. does not want any nation to dominate in 

the region and will use its arms transfer policy to ensure that the balance of power will 

be maintained. Thus the second hypothesis: The United States will transfer arms to 

countries who are more likely to counter a rising regional hegemon. 

III- The Israeli factor: The absence of any formal military bases or agreements with any 

Arab countries before 1990 had forced the U.S. to rely on Israel for access to military 

bases and other sources and therefore led to large arms transfers to Israel to help protect 

access and interests of the U.S. in the region. 

According to Senator Richard G. Lugar(1986: 24) 

Through security assistance and arms sales to the region, we have sought 
to insure Israel's qualitative military edge to help protect against her 
enemies. Arms transfers to Saudi Arabia, Jordan, and other regional states 
have been predicated on the need to help them improve their armed 
forces' capability against internal and regional aggression while not 
imperiling Israel's security. 

The question is not why the u.S transfers arms to Israel but whether it does so every 

time it sells arms to other Arab countries in the region. This point created the interesting 

puzzle that Senator Lugar also covered: "The conundrum for the United States policy is 
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that we have security relations with countries in the region which are hostile to one 

another. Thus arms sales requests from anyone side creates problems for the United 

States with the other"(Ibid). Thus the third hypotheses is: Does the United States 

transfer arms to Israel every time it sells arms to any Arab state in the region? 

IV-The peace process: The U.S may transfer arms to the Middle East as part of a larger 

bargaining strategy of convincing involved parties to accept American peace proposals 

and agreements. According to William Quandt(1978), when Nixon wrote to the Israeli 

Prime Minster to accept the Roger's Peace Plan, "her response was to seek reassurances 

on arms supply ... "(Pp.125). The arms supply seems to have affected some countries' 

position in their foreign policy such as Israel and Egypt (Quandt, 1978). 

Policy makers in the U.S. Congress have suggested that arms transfer after the 

Camp David accord was "intended to provide each party with assurance that we would 

assist them over the long haul as each took risks for peace" (Lugar 1986: 24). Thus the 

fourth hypotheses is: The United States will transfer arms to involved parties in the 

Arab Israeli conflict when they accept American peace proposals and actual 

agreements. 

V- American arms transfer is a policy of the U.S. government to recycle oil money(see 

Gerner 1985, Kanovsky 1986, Snider 1984, Plattner 1981, Chan 1980). In 1973 the 

OPEC states decided to cut all oil supplies to Western countries, including the U.S .. 
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This decision sent the price of oil sky-rocketing, rising more than 400%. The high 

payments by oil importing countries caused a negative impact in the importing countries, 

who had to extract extra money from their budget to pay for the difference. This money 

translated into revenues for the oil producing countries. 

Many analysts have suggested that the U.S., due to the increase of oil prices, 

searched for means of recycling this petro-dollar money. One of the most convincing 

options is that of selling sophisticated and high technology arms to the oil producing 

countries. According to Kanovsky (1986), arms imports by oil producing countries rose 

from 4% in 1972 to 30% of the world total arms imports in 1983. Moreover, when the 

financial support of oil producing countries in the region was added to other Arab 

countries, this put them up to over 50% of the world's arms imports by 1983. Other 

scholars have questioned the accuracy of this claim. Kaldor (1977) concluded that arms 

sales have generated revenues to help the developments of the arms industry in Europe 

and the Soviet Union, but makes no mention of the benefits to the U.S. economy; 

moreover, her research covered only 197411975, too short a time period to show the real 

impact of the oil embargo in the U.S. economy. 

Snider (1984: 695) studied this economic variable applied to West European states 

and concluded: 

The results of the data analysis support the hypothesis of an indirect link 
between the rising costs of imported oil and the volume of arms exports; 
it does not follow that most arms sales by the major Western arms 
producers are concluded primarily or even secondarily to offset their 
respective bills for imported oil. 
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Lugar (1986) argued that the U.S. did not agree to all arms requests from the oil 

producing countries. Thus the fifth hypothesis is 4: The United States will transfer arms 

to the Middle East oil producing countries to recycle the petro-dollars. 

Hypotheses 

The following is a summary of the hypotheses I discussed in the previous pages 

and built upon the theoretical foundations of previous research: 

First: The United States arms transfers arms to its client states in the 

Middle East can be understood as a reaction to the Soviet Union 

transfers arms to its client states in the region. 

Second: The United States will transfer arms to countries who are 

more likely to counter a rising regional hegemon. 

Third: Does the United States transfer arms to Israel every time it 

sells arms to any Arab state in the region? 

Fourth: The United States will transfer arms to involved parties in the 

Arab Israeli conflict when they accept American peace proposals and 

actual agreements. 

FIfth: The United States will transfer arms to the Middle East oil 

producing countries to recycle the petro-dollars. 

4 During 1984, both Saudi Arabia and Jordan had requested The Stinger weapons from the 
U.S .. The Saudi request was approved after some delays, but the Jordan request was rejected 
and postponed. 
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Operationalization, Measures, and Data Sources 

Variables and Concepts: 

American Arms Transfer: 

The dependent variable is the amount of arms, in U.S. dollars, transferred by the 

U.S. to the Middle East countries included in the sample. No one definition of arms 

transfer can be generalized and applied to all cases (Catrina, 1988). Therefore I intend 

to use the United States Arms Control and Disarmament (ACDA) definition of arms 

transfers (1987: 144): 

Arms transfers (arms imports and exports) represent the international transfer 
(under terms of grant, credit, barter, or cash) of military equipment, usually 
referred to as, conventional, including weapons of war, parts thereof, 
ammunition, support equipment, and other commodities designed for military use. 

In my sample, I will collect the data for each country by calculating its yearly arms 

imports from the U.S. For the non-American clients, that is, the countries in my sample 

that did receive arms from other suppliers aside from the United states, data is also 

available. I intend to calculate their arms imports by using the same data sources. 

Data in arms received by Middle East states is obtained directly from Stockholm 

International Peace Research Institute, (SIPRI)s. SIPRI is selected because it is more 

valid and reliable than any other sources and it is widely used by scholars in this field. 

However, the measurement of arms transfers in terms of $ value per year as opposed to 

S Because the SIPRI Yearbook does not include the annual value of arms transfers and it is 
not published in any other source, I was able to get the annual data from them directly. 
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arms transfers agreements as the event, is problematic. While the second measurement 

of arms transfers is more accurate than the $ value measurement, I was unable to obtain 

the data on arms agreements. It is difficult to collect on the US side and impossible on 

the Soviet Side. Nonetheless, I did search several sources and found limited information 

on some agreements, however the length of the agreement was unknown as well as what 

is in the agreement in terms of the value of arms transfers. Regardless, I used a new data 

set on arms transfers complied by John Sislin (1993) especially in chapter five (see 

chapter 5 for more discussion). 

The Independent Variables: 

I: The Soviet Union Arms Transfer Factor 

I intend to test this relationship by correlating the United States arms transfers to 

its major allies/clients, with Soviets total of arms transfers to its allies/clients, with 

appropriate time lags to see if one phenomenon follows the other. The correlation tests 

will consist of two parts: first, a correlation test between the superpower arms transfers 

total to its clients; and second, a set of correlation tests of several case studies including: 

Syria-Israel, Egypt-pre-1975-lsrael, Iran-Iraq, and other cases. 

I also identified the major clients of each superpower in three ways: first, by 

assessing the agreement among the leading scholars in the field; second, by diplomatic 

relations between the superpowers and its clients and third, by the level of arms exports 

to them. As a result of this study, I consider the following states to be the clients of the 
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Soviet Union Syria, Egypt pre-1973, Iraq and Iran-post 1979. Israel, Saudi Arabia, 

Jordan, Egypt-post 1973, and Iran pre-197) are the clients of the United States.6 

II: The Regional balance of power Factor 7 

This is the most difficult variable to operationalize, because it involves several 

inter-related factors. The power factor will be tested as follows, the rising regional 

hegemon thesis(measured by a combined indicator of a state power including: GNP, GNP 

per capita and military spending). The regional hegemon is a state that has the highest 

score of the power indicator. I intend to test this hypothesis by identifying the regional 

hegemon(s) over time, and correlating US arms transfers to the regional hegemon with 

U.S arms transfers to the "Hegemon' Challenger(s)" (The second ranking state using the 

power indicator). 

III: The Israel Factor 

I intend to test this relationship by correlating US arms transfers to Arab countries 

with US arms sales to Israel, with appropriate time lags to see if one phenomenon 

6 Iran and Egypt have changed their suppliers several times in the last 30 years.(see 
Goldring,1991 for a discussion of these cases) . 

7 This hypothesis is connected theoretically to the Soviet Union factor. This view represents 
the so-called "conspiracy theory", that is, both superpowers have created these conflicts and 
misperceptions among Middle Eastern states in order to sell them arms. It can be argued that 
the Iran-Iraq War represents an example of this theory, because both superpowers had 
transferred arms to both countries over time during the war. 
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follows the other. 

IV: The Arab-Israel Peace Process Factor 

The peace factor is defined in this study as the initiatives, proposals, plans, and 

actual agreements sponsored by the United States to bring the parties involved in the 

Arab-Israeli conflict to the negotiations table. 

I intend to do the following in order to test the proposed relation: first, I will 

identify the American initiatives to bring peace between the Arab states and Israel (Sislin 

19938
, Nachmias, 1988)9. Second, I will investigate if these peace plans were preceded 

andlor followed by US arms transfers to the involved parties. 

V: The Oil Factor 

The oil factor is defined as any major oil embargo, increases in oil prices, andlor 

major oil price decline. I intend to test this hypothesis in four ways: first, identify major 

oil price hikes that occur after events such as the major oil shocks (1973/1974, 

197711978, and 198711988), and the major oil prices declines (1960-1972, low prices, 

and 1986). Second, calculate U.S. oil imports from US arms recipients. Third, identify 

8 John Sislin provides a data set"Cases of American Arms-Influence Attempts, 1950 to 1992, 
by Year and Recipient". In Arms As Influence: The Elusive Link Between Militar,y Assistance 
and Political Compliance. Ph.D. Dissertation. Indiana University. 

9 Nitza Nachmias(1988), provides a detailed study on Middle East peace process in the last 
forty years. He also try to relate it to Americr.n arms transfers to the region. 
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the major arms transfers by the U.S. to the oil producing countries. Fourth, correlate US 

arms transfers to the oil producing countries with U.S. oil imports from the oil producing 

countries, and correlate U.S. arms transfers to oil producing countries with the oil price. 

Research Design 

The sample for this study consists of the leading arms importers in the Middle 

East: Israel, Saudi Arabia, Iraq, Iran, Syria, Egypt, and Jordan. The variables I am 

setting out have been chosen specifically because they relate to the Middle East, and 

therefore no claim will be made that the findings apply to arms transfers toward other 

areas or to arms transfers in general. The study sample represent a good sample only in 

terms of their diversity along the dimensions I point out earlier. 

The time period covers the American arms transfer policy since 1960 up to 1990. 

It can be argued that certain factors my be more important at times rather than others. 

While this is a valid concern, the literature from which the variables are drawn does not 

speII that out; in most cases the respective writings in each hypothesis suggests that each 

one of those variables (i.e., "Soviet Factor") is the W factor. Moreover, if we find one 

given factor does not relate strongly throughout the entire time period (i.e., "Oil Factor" 

pre-1973), that does not mean it is not important within certain shorter time periods, and 

it is possible that more than one variable can operate at the same time. However, since 

the time period of the study is already short, it would be impossible to examine even 

shorter time periods within that, desirable as that might be. 
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Conclusion 

This ~mdy will attempt to do the following: first, provide an understanding of the 

relationship between arms transfers and five key variables that have been isolated by 

scholars in the field. Each of the five variables have been isolated from the literature and 

will not necessarily be considered as part of an over-arching model. More important, the 

dissertation major goal, is to test each of the hypotheses as independent causal agents as 

suggested by much of the academic and popular literature. Second, and more broadly, 

these variables will apply various theories of international relations to the analysis of 

American foreign policy in the Middle East. Third, it is the first systematic attempt to 

test these hypotheses. And finally, this study will deal with the Post-Cold War 

implications of U.S. arms transfer policy by introducing several projections for decision

makers in the U.S. If the hypotheses that are suggested by this study have generated 

support using empirical as well as historical evidence, then the question is what shape 

U.S. policy will take in the future. With the absence of any major power for the U.S to 

balance in the Middle East after the demise of the Soviet Union, the U.S. will be faced 

with many arms exporters in the Middle East that could change the balance of power in 

the region and threaten U.S. interests. 

The study will conclude with a comprehensive analysis of U.S. arms transfer 

policy based on the findings, which should enable us to move from the loose accounts 

of this policy to a more concrete understanding of the factors involved in when, how, and 

why arms transfers decisions are made. 
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The issue of arms transfer will be the subject of the next decade and many more 

to come. They are becoming more important in this transition period after the collapse 

of communism and during a time when the Russian and the other republics in the former 

Soviet Union are experiencing an intensifying financial need for support concerning 

problems of modernizing. 

This study will establish a detailed understanding based on the empirical evidence 

of the causes of military build up in the Middle East, and is an attempt to clear up much 

confusion surrounding these volatile questions. It will benefit scholars who study the 

effects of militarization in different aspects of a nations' internal behavior such as 

economic and political development,IO and externally such as the involvements in warll . 

Military build up has impacted the behaviors of recipient states in different ways, but 

such research is incomplete unless the causes of military build up are uncovered. 

10 See Lebovic and Ishaq (1987) and Ma.'liruzzaman(1992), who study the effects of arms 
transfers in economic development and other aspects of the Third World. 

11 See special issue of International Interactions (1983), which includes several articles about 
the relationships between arms transfers and war, and other conflict behaviors. 
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CHAPfERTWO 

THE "SOVIET FACTOR": ACTION-REACTION 

IN ARMS TRANSFERS 

U.S. arms transfer are structured so as to reflect a competitive response to the presence of communism 
in the Third World (McKinlay and Mughan, 1984: 106). 

Introduction: 

This chapter analyzes the "Soviet Union factor" and how it relates to US arms 

transfer policy in the Middle East, namely the possible reactive nature of the United 

States arms transfer policy to the Soviet Union and its arms transfer policy. To set the 

stage, we first discuss the importance of the Middle East to the superpowers; the Soviet 

Union and United States interests in the Middle East and how arms transfers have 

become an important tool of superpower policy in the Middle East; and finally, the issue 

of the relationship between US arms transfer policy as a reactionary policy to the USSR 

arms transfers. 

The superpowers have had similar interests in the region, established policies of 

influence for their own purposes, and have continued their competition in the Middle 

East through arms transfers. It is assumed that arms transfers may have been more 

effective than any other tools for superpower advancement in the region. The U.S.S.R. 

had established political ties to the region earlier than the U.S. with its military support 
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to Israel in 1948, and its' major arms deal to Egypt in 1955 and 1956. While u.s. 

foreign policy in the early-1950s was described as a containment policy for Soviet 

communism, it did not have an emphasis in the Middle East because of its primary 

attention toward Europe. Because of the geographic proximity, the Middle East was of 

greater importance to the Soviet Union than to the United States. However the Middle 

East was of greater importance to the US than to the USSR when it comes to oil (See 

Chapter 5). 

Scholars have not studied this relationship in a systematic fashion, although some 

have researched it as a regional conflict. Kinsella (1994a: 19) has argued that the Soviet 

Union arms transfers, more so than the US arms transfers, "have exacerbated interstate 

rivalry in the region." Kinsella (1994b: 562) has also argued that an action- reaction 

dynamic did exist in the superpowers arms transfers to the Middle East, and attributed 

this to "the regional intrusion of the superpower security complex." Kinsella's work, 

however, intended to t§t the different effects of superpower arms transfers on regional 

conflict and not to explain the factors contributing to either superpower's arms transfers. 

Others have looked at single suppliers (Gawad 1986, Lewis and Moss 1984, Menon 

1982). 

While these other studies have only looked at a single factor in explaining US 

arms transfers policy, this study will contribute a new effort by offering alternative 

explanations of US arms transfers, one of which is the influence of Soviet arms transfers 

on US arms transfers. 
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The main idea underlying the proposition tested here is that one state's foreign 

policy is interrelated with policies of other states in the international system. Each state's 

foreign policy is affected by other states' foreign policies. 12 Sullivan's (1976: 276) survey 

of the action-reaction process models concluded: "This set of models views a country's 

behavior as an almost automatic reaction to another country's previous action. It closely 

approximates a strict stimulus-response model." Richardson's (1960) arms-race model 

is the classic study in this field. He argued in his rivalry model, that a state responds to 

discrepancies in arms of the other side by further armaments, thus leading to an arms 

race between them. While such research deals mainly with the behavior of superpower 

militarization activities and other dyadic relationships, this study takes this theory a bit 

further by suggesting that the behaviors of the supel"powers toward their clients or 

specific regions are perhaps locked into an action-reaction process. That is, the 

U.S.S.R's arms sales to its clients in the Middle East stimulated arms transfers by the 

U.S. to prevent dominance of the Soviet Union's clients in the region and to maintain the 

balance of power among all states. Thus this chapter tests the hypothesis that the United 

States arms transfers to its client states in the Middle East can be understood as a 

reaction to the Soviet Union arms transfers to its client states in the region. 

12 See Sullivan (1976) Chapter 7, Dixon (1986), and others. 
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The Superpowers And The Middle East 

The Middle East is considered one of the most important regions in the world, 

of great importance to all civilizations throughout history as well as to the superpowers' 

national interests after WW n. McFadden(1987: 3) described the importance of the 

Middle East this way: 

No region of the world has figured so prominently in the policies of so 
many states as has the Middle East. The region is strewn with the 
battlefields that chronicle the rise and fall of empires built upon the wealth 
of trade between the Indian Ocean and the Mediterranean Sea. Three great 
monotheistic religions had their origins there, each spreading its influence 
globally. Today the Middle East continues to be the focus of great power 
interests. 

The Soviet Union and the Middle East: 

The Soviet Union's Middle East policy's main objective was weakening the U.S. 

influence in the region. 

Throughout the Arab East, the Soviet Union maintains an active 
diplomacy and seeks to expand economic ties. Its primary aim is to 
weaken the strategic position of the United States. Strategic advantage, not 
oil or the spread of communism, impels Soviet policy-hence Moscow's 
readiness to absorb setbacks and bide its time. Proceeding on the 
assumptions derived from Lenin's theory of imperialism, the Soviet 
leadership sees a weakening of the West in the Middle East as a key to 
improving its own bargaining position in Europe, which remains 
strategically the pivot of Soviet aspirations (Rubinstein 1989: 250). 

The Soviet Union Middle Eastern policy goals have included: "Reduction of 

Western, in particular U.S. military and political influence; (2)containment of possible 

Chinese influence; (3) establishment of a network of military facilities that will enable 
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Soviet military forces to project power; and (4) possible economic benefits ... " as well 

as "attainment of political presence for the Soviet Union, and support for clients and 

allies in the Third World." (Kant, 1983: 53, 61). Thus the major ambition of the 

U.S.S.R. was to undermine the influence of the U.S. 

What mechanisms has the Soviet Union utilized in achieving its objectives in the 

Middle East? Bennett (1987: 125) believed these Soviet tools fall into three categories: 

"Military support and aid, diplomatic-political initiatives, and trade and economic 

assistance". One of the most prominent tools of Soviet policy is military assistance, and 

several forms are used, including "the transfer of military equipment, support of the 

military activity of others, the use of surrogates, and direct involvement in military 

conflict" (Ibid). The Soviets have also sent their own experts to help operate arms in 

Egypt, Syria, and Iraq, in addition to a willingness to sell any type of arms to its allies. 

Thus military security assistance is treated as one of the most important means and the 

most affective tools of the Soviets' foreign policy in the Middle East. According to 

Martin(1984: 121); "In the absence of an environment hospitable for the development of 

proxy states and Marxist-Leninist parties, the Soviet Union is compelled to playa 

dynamic balance of power politics in establishing its influence within the Gulf." 

According to Rubinstein (1989: 230): "By concluding an arms deal with Egypt's Gama! 

Abdel Nasser in August 1955, the USSR discovered that arms were the key to access in 

the Arab world and to erase the diplomatic debits of the Stalin era." Kant(1983: 51) 

argued also that: 



The primary concern of the Soviet Union in extending military assistance 
to developing countries was the desire to undermine Western influence as 
well as strategic interests in regions of primary concern for Soviet 
Security. The 1955 shipment of armaments to Egypt, valued at more than 
$250 million, as well as later agreements with Yemen, Syria, and Iraq, 
were all aimed at undermining the attempts of the United States and its 
Western allies to create a unified anti-Soviet alliance system along the 
southern borders of the Soviet Union. 

As far as the use of arms transfers, Rubinstein (1989: 230-31) argued: 

The initial targets were Egypt and Syria, both of whom opposed Western 
military pacts in the area and sought alternative sources of weapons with 
which to counter their Western-armed regional rivals.... In time, 
Moscow's goals expanded to include the quest for military privileges and 
manipulation of Arab oil to weaken the Western world. 
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Nonetheless, the Soviet Union did not have consistent success in achieving 

leverage in the Middle East for many reasons; its ideological views and its atheistic 

ideology have been factors putting limits on Soviet opportunities to influence, especially 

the Saudis. Still, the Soviets continued to push their efforts even under risky conditions. 

For instance, in the Iraq case, where the Soviets were the primary supplier of arms, they 

continued to do so even though "Moscow knows that the future of its relationship with 

Iraq is highly unpredictable, with prospects for gains bleak indeed" (Rubinstein, 1989: 

242). 

According to Menon (1982), the Soviet Union arms transfers program experienced 

important changes over the years. "The program ... became more flexible since the mid-

1960s. Until then, arms were provided exclusively to non-aligned states which could not 

be considered pro-Western" (Menon, 1982: 381). In the 1980s the Soviets shifted 
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attention to Syria as a result of a shift of the Iraqi policy to buy arms from France 

because of its increasing oil revenues. This led the Soviet Union to play "the Dynamic 

balance of power flexibility in its relations with Iraq" (Martin 1985: 122). Some argued 

that the USSR signed a friendship treaty with Syria and supplied it with arms for the 

purpose of finding other allies. This was evident throughout the Iran-Iraqi War. The 

USSR also offered arms and other weapons to Arab countries as a resource in place of 

other Western suppliers. When the United States refused to sell arms to Jordan in the 

1980s, the USSR was willing to supply the Jordanians with their weapon's request. 

Martin (1984: 123-24) summed up this role by the Soviet Union: 

The Soviet Union is able to maintain its position in the superpower 
competition in the Gulf, not so much by seeking to extend its influence 
ideologically but more by playing the dynamic balance of power role of 
keeping its military assistance available to all Gulf states. 

The literature in USSR foreign policy stressed the importance of political goals 

in explaining its arms transfers policy. Menon (1982: 393) concluded: 

In the Middle East, arms sales, in addition to being a source of hard 
currency, will be a major means by which the Soviet Union maintains its 
ties with the radical Arab states opposed both to the uncertain Camp 
David peace process and to growing American ties to Egypt, the Sudan, 
Somalia, and Oman. 

Hunt (1990: 350) offered similar reasons for Soviet policy: port access, U.S. arms sales, 

USSR trade deficit with other major powers, UN voting behavior of the recipients, and 

the ability to pay. Hunt found that Soviet arms transfers were driven mainly by ambitions 

to establish port access in the region. n Apparently the Soviet Union is not interested in 

directly competing with U.S. arms sales. That is, contract prices did not reflect previous 
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U.S. arms sales to the Middle East, or to any other area of the world when all Third 

World cases were included ... (Ibid)." Nonetheless he suggested that the Soviet arms 

sales were aimed at balancing the U.S. in the region: "It would appear that the Soviet 

Union uses arms to ensure port access for its navy, presumably to maintain military and 

geopolitical competition with the United States" (Hunt, 1990: 350-351). Moreover, port 

access is geopolitically important to create a Soviets "out-of-area" naval deployment to 

counter the presence of the U.S. naval power in the region (Ibid). 

In sum, a strong case can be made that Soviet arms transfers to the Middle East 

were a function of a variety of traditional foreign policy goals for the Soviets in the 

Middle East. While these certainly were plausible background factors at work within the 

"black box" of the Soviet decision-making elite, and must be presented as background 

factors in any analysis of Soviet policy, this chapter also suggests that these factors may 

have played into and been part of a more simple action-reaction dynamic in superpower 

relations. 

The United States Arms Transfers and the Middle East: 

Scholars and policy makers alike have consistently concluded that the Middle East 

and its security are vital to U.S. national security. Kieval and Reich (1987) argued that 

one of the U.S's main goals in the Middle East has been to avoid a direct military clash 

with the Soviet Union and to prevent the latter from dominating the region: 

In the Middle East, U.S. core interests and concerns can be catalogued 



with substantial agreement, although debate surrounds their priority: 
Preventing Soviet dominance(and the expansion of its power and influence 
in the area) ... , the overriding U.S. strategic-political interest in the Middle 
East for more than four decades has been the avoidance of nuclear 
confrontation with the Soviet Union (Kieval and Reich, 1987: 58-9). 
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The U.S. has attempted to use and implement numerous policy instruments in 

achieving its objectives in the region. It has created several programs, such as the 

Military Assistance and Foreign Military Sales programs after WW II in order not only 

to help rebuild Europe and Japan but to help its prospective allies in the Middle East. 

According to Kieval and Reich (1987: 99) the security assistance to the Middle East was 

aimed at achieving a U.S. regional and global interest. 

Security assistance programs are believed to contribute to U.S. objectives 
by assisting allies and friends to meet their defense needs and by 
supporting collective security efforts ... As officially argued, the primary 
military objectives of security assistance are to assist countries to preserve 
their independence; to promote their regional security; to help obtain base 
rights, overseas facilities, and transit rights; to ensure access to critical 
raw materials; and to provide a means to expand U.S. influence. 

Choi (1992: 348) argued that American arms transfers after WW II became an 

important foreign policy tool in formulating and implementing foreign policy objectives. 

"The U.S. provided arms, in grant andlor on export, to those countries sympathetic to 

U.S. policy lines and located in strategic areas critical to U.S. hegemonic interests," and 

to "achieve an ultimate goal via U.S. foreign policies-U.S. hegemony" (Ibid: 349). 

Moreover, he emphasized the rivalry with the U.S.S.R. as a critical objective for U.S. 

arms transfers: "U.S. arms transfers have been more concerned with U.S. global 
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interests and confrontations with the rival superpower, the Soviet Union, than the 

achievement of specific or general ends regarding regional security interests or foreign 

policy positions of client recipients" (Ibid: 349). According to Fulcher (1993: 3) 

In 1947 President Truman proposed the Truman Doctrine to Congress. This 
doctrine overtly directed U.S. policy towards the containment of Soviet 
Communism. Under this doctrine control of the Straits of Gibraltar, the Suez 
Canal, the Bab E1 Mandab, the Straits of Hormuz, and the Turkish Straits would 
allow the U.S. to keep the Soviet Union bottled up, denying the Soviet rival 
access to warm water ports in the Middle East. This maritime strategy supported 
the United States' cold war policy of containment. 

Steinberg (1983) believed that the U.S. tried to secure the Middle East Region through 

military alliances such as the 1951 proposal to create the Middle East Command. Egypt 

refused and the proposal failed. Subsequently, President Eisenhower and Secretary of 

State John Foster Dulles devised "a multifaceted strategy", which included the following: 

(1) the British could no longer be trusted to protect U.S. interests in the area, so 
the United States would have to assume direct responsibility for the Middle East; 
(2) the United States would encourage a group of states in the area to organize 
a II mini-NATO II (later known as the Baghdad Pact); (3) arms sales to the Arabs 
(especially Iraq and hopefully Egypt) would be stepped up; (4) the United States 
would keep its distance from Israel and try to settle the Arab-Israeli dispute 
(Spiegel 1988: 5-6). 

The implementation of this strategy involved several instruments which consisted 

largely of "armstransfers and the use of intelligence operation" (Spiegel 1988: 6). 

However, this plan did not work due to several factors, such as the USSR arms package 

to Egypt in 1955, which was an attempt to encourage opposition to the Baghdad Pact 

(Rubinstein, 1989). In addition, many in the Middle East perceived an association 
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between the US and British colonialism. Henry Kissinger, however, claimed that a lack 

of any enemy to unite the Middle East states was the real reason for its failure. He said: 

"For an alliance to be effective, it must reflect some sense of common purpose, a 

perception of common danger, and the capacity to pool strengths. None of these elements 

applied to the Baghdad Pact"(Kissinger, 1994: 527). These attempts, coupled with the 

1955 Czech-Egyptian arms deal, demonstrated the inability of the U.S. policy makers to 

contain the USSR, and made the U.S. desperate for other alternatives to stop the 

spreading Soviet influence in the Middle East13. The answer seemed to be in armaments 

and military ties. 

Years later, U.S. policy makers continued their efforts to achieve some parity 

with the Soviets in the region with limited success. During the Kennedy administration, 

attempts to establish influence in Egypt did not work because of the Yemeni War, where 

the Soviet Union found an opportunity to have even more influence in the Middle East 

region. According to Spiegel (1988) Soviet action led the Johnson administration to send 

more arms to conservative Arab states and Israel. 

Because of severe consequences for the Soviet Union following the 1967 War in 

the Middle East, when the Soviet allies Syria and Egypt lost the War and France had 

severed it's relations with Israel, the U.S. found itself with a golden opportunity to 

establish leverage in the region. The results of the war led to an expansion of US 

influence for one other reason in addition to these just mentioned: Israeli dependence on 

13See Kissinger (1994) Chapter 21. 
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the US for its military supplies. 

The US then experienced relative success in the late-1960s and mid-1970s. For 

one thing the US was part of the peace process for resolving the Arab-Israeli conflict, 

while the USSR role was limited. The US found an opportunity to help King Hussein 

during the 1970 Crisis in defeating the Soviet's allies, the PLO and Syria. The death of 

Nasser and the rise of Sadat with his open policy toward the West further limited the 

Soviets' influence and enhanced the US opportunities in the region. 

By the late-1970s events and developments in the region complicated the 

competition between the US and USSR in the Middle East. With regard to the US, it had 

suffered several setbacks: the collapse of the Shah in Iran, the emerging Islamic 

fundamentalists who denounced Western and American imperialism, the Iran-Iraq War, 

and more importantly the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979. All these events 

presented new challenges to US foreign policy in the Middle East. 

The Carter doctrine was devised to defend U.S. interests in the Gulf because of 

the Soviet threats. The Rapid Deployment Force was a manifestation of the U.S. desire 

to establish force and a military base in the Middle East, and to be part of military policy 

to defend the US interest in the region. The Carter Doctrine expanded the US-USSR 

competition to the Gulf Area and beyond the Arab-Israeli conflict when it devised a US 

commitment to protect the Persian Gulf by any means possible, including military force, 

immediately after the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. U.S. interests in the Middle East 

seemed to be more threatened than at any other time (Spiegel, 1988: 10). The Soviet 
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actions stimulated major changes in US security policy: the US lent 5 A WACS to Saudi 

Arabia to help them monitor the activity of the Soviet Union and later decided to sell 

them more weapons; and; American troops were sent to Lebanon in 1982 after the Israeli 

invasion, an attempt to prevent even more conflict in the region between Israel and Syria, 

both of whom were involved in Lebanon. 

In summary, the Cold War between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R spread into the 

Middle East, and both superpowers tried to achieve leverage. More important, the limited 

success of the superpowers using other alternatives has given weight to arms transfers 

as the most important tool in advancing their objectives. The above analysis strongly 

suggests that during the Cold War we would expect any arms transfers by the Soviet 

Union to be perceived by the U.S. as threatening to its national goals and result in more 

US arms to its allies. Action-reaction behavior may have characterized their activities, 

suggesting a pattern of tit-for-tat behavior in the superpower foreign policy in the Middle 

East. 

Empirical Test 

To test the reactivity hypothesis for US arms transfers to the Middle East, a 

correlational analysis was done on US arms transfers to its clients in the Middle East 

with Soviet arms transfers to its clients. The "major clients" of the superpowers were 

measured in three ways: a review of the literature on client states in the Middle East, an 

analysis of diplomatic relations between the superpowers and nations in the region, and 



51 

by the level of arms exports themselves by the superpowers to the respective nations in 

the Middle East. This resulted in the following: Syria, Egypt (pre-1975), Iraq, and Iran 

(post-1979) were the Soviet clients; and Israel, Saudi Arabia, Jordan, Egypt (post-1975) 

and Iran (pre-1979) were United States clients. 

Findings 

U.S.S.R. Arms Transfers: 

Figure 1 shows increasing USSR arms transfers to the region, with the first 

increase beginning in 1962 and continuing to mid-period peaks in 1967 and 1973.14 Both 

of these years, 1967 and 1973, involved major wars between the USSR allies, namely 

Syria and Egypt, and Israel. Following the 1973 war, a drastic two-year reduction in 

Soviet arms transfers occurred. Between 1975 and 1987 figure 1 shows once again a very 

steady, almost linear increase to a second major peak in 1987 at a point just below the 

earlier 1973 peak. This latter peak is once again followed by a three-year decline to the 

end of the period not unlike the earlier 1973-1975 decline both in terms of trend and 

aggregate levels. In sum, figure 1 suggests two clear increases in Soviet arms transfers 

to the region followed by short, swift declines. 

The data for USSR arms transfers to specific clients is presented in Figure 2. For 

Egypt, the data show a rapid yearly increase since 1960 with a high point in 1972 with 

14 Appendices A and B present the raw data on total arms transfers of both the USSR and 
the US, including the annual percentage change. 
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$2,678 millions, accounting for 78% of total USSR arms transfers for that year into the 

Middle East. The USSR arms data to the region shows more Soviet interest in Egypt 

until the death of Nasser in 1971 and for two years after, perhaps in the hope that the 

new regime would continue the previous policies of Egypt. USSR arms transfers to Egypt 

started to decline in 1973, and ended in 1977. 

For Syria, USSR Arms transfers showed a yearly increase since the late-1960s 

with a high point in 1973 with $3,796 millions, a 520% increase over the previous year, 

accounting for 57% of total USSR arms transfer into the region in 1973. More Soviet 

interest was aimed at Syria after changes in its relationship with Egypt in the ear!y 

1970s, perhaps in the hope of replacing Egypt as a major Soviet ally. 

For Iraq, the USSR arms transfers showed moderate yearly increases since the 

mid-1970s and the into next decade, with a high point in 1987 with $3,990 millions, 

accounting for 74% of total USSR arms transfers into the Middle East that year. 

Transfers to Iraq were an important political tool for Soviet policy, with Iraq considered 

to be an important ally to the Soviet Union, not necessarily directly involved in the Arab

Israeli conflict but more in terms of Gulf security. For Jordan, and Iran, USSR arms 

transfers were not of any significant value, perhaps due to Jordan's pro-Western attitude, 

and the policy of the new regime in Iran after 1979, which tried to limit its relationships 

with the superpowers. 

In summary, Figures 1 and 2 indicate that the USSR arms transfers data formed 

a pattern in which the first USSR arms increase took 13 years to peak in 1973, then 
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arms transfers, Iran and Israel, competed for first and second place. US arms transfers 

to Saudi Arabia increased after 1973 and more rapidly in 1978 after the collapse of the 

Shah of Iran, when the US attempted to replace Iran with another regional power. US 

arms transfers to Egypt also increased after the Camp David Peace Agreement in 1978. 

US and USSR Arms Transfers: Is there any relationship? 

Figure 5 combines figures 1 and 3, and is a direct comparison of aggregate total 

arms transfers of both superpowers to the Middle East for the 1960-1990 period. It 

demonstrates that the two powers' arms transfers track each other fairly well for the 

better part of the first half of the time period, but beginning after the Yom Kippur War 

of 1973 the two patterns diverge more than they converge, with Soviet transfers 

immediately declining and then increasing for the reminder of the period, while the US 

transfers continue to increase until 1977 and then go through a see-saw, up-and-down 

pattern, but which nonetheless trends down as the Soviet data trends upward. A visual 

inspection of the data might also suggest that the peaks in Soviet transfers seem to occur 

perhaps three to four years prior to peaks in US transfers, a suggestion investigated 

below. 

I correlated the data in figure 5 to test for an association; the correlation (.41) 

shows a modest relationship. In addition, because US arms transfers to Saudi Arabia 

might be influenced by the "oil factor" and might effect the results, Saudi Arabia was 

removed, and I correlated US arms transfers to the Middle East with USSR arms 



59 

OSSl 
S8Sl 
88Sl 0 en 
L86l en 

'I""' 

986l I 

0 
U) 

586L en 
'I""' 

tr86L .; 
en 

£86L co w 
Z86L oS! 

'CI 
L86L 'CI 

i6 086L i ... CI) 
0 SL6L .c I- ... 

en 
8L6l 0 => ... 

1 
LLSl 

en ... 
.!! 

9L6L en ... c co co 5L6L CI) ... 
i6 > ~ ... trLSL en 0 E I-
0:: £L6L ... 
en <C 
en ZL6L IX: => en 
I lL6L en 

:::;) 

• OL6L 'CI 

I c 
696l co 

896L 
en 
:::;) 

L96L c;; ... 
996L 

0 ... 
596L It) 

tr96L N 
CI) ... 

£96L = C) 

Z96L u:: 
L96L 
096L 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ex) ,... co It) ~ M N 

(SUD!II!W) anle" $ 



60 

transfers excluding Saudi Arabia. The correlation (.37) shows no significant difference 

in the results (Table 1). 

However, because the visual inspection of the data suggested that peaks and 

valleys of USSR arms transfers seemed to occur 3-4 years prior to US peaks and valleys, 

I retested this relationship, correlating US arms transfers and USSR arms transfers and 

lagging each one's data 3 and 4 years, treating each one's data as a potential predictor. 

The results are presented in Table 1. 

Table 1 
Correlations: US & USSR Arms Transfers 

(Raw Data and Lagged Raw Data) 

Case Description 

US Arms Transfers with USSR arms Transfers (1960-1990). 

US arms Transfers(Excluding Saudi Arabia) with USSR Arms 
Transfers(1960-1990). 

USSR Raw Data Lagged 3: US Arms Transfers(1960-1987) with USSR 
Arms Transfers (1963-1990). 

USSR Raw Data Lagged 4: US Arms Transfers (1960-1986) with 
USSR arms Transfers (1964-1990). 

USSR Raw Data Lagged 3: US Arms Transfers(Excluding S. 
Arabia)(1960-1987) with USSR Arms Transfers (1963-1990). 

USSR Raw Data Lagged 4: US Arms Transfers(Excluding S. 
Arabia)(1960-1986) with USSR Arms Transfers(1964-1990). 

US Raw Data Lagged 3: USSR Arms Transfers(1960-1987) with US 
Arms Transfers(1963-1990). 

US Raw Data Lagged 4: USSR Arms Transfers (1960-1986) with US 
arms Transfers(1964-1990). 

US Raw Data Lagged 3: USSR Arms Transfers (1960-1987) with US 
Arms Transfers (Excluding S. Arabia) (1963-1990). 

r 

.41* 

.37* 

.30 

.33 

.21 

.25 

.44* 

.49** 

.49* 
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US Raw Data Lagged 4: USSR Arms Transfers (1960-1986) with US .49** 
Arms Transfers(Excluding S. Arabia) (1964-1990). 

* p < .05; ** P < .01 

The results confirmed the hunch: trends in US arms transfers seemed to follow 

USSR arms transfers especially with a 4 year lag (correlations of .44 and .49). These 

findings suggest that overall trends in US arms transfers might have been a reaction to 

trends in USSR arms transfers and not in the opposite direction; lagging USSR arms 

transfers 3 and 4 years produced correlations of .30 and .33. In summary, the 

correlations were larger when the US raw data lags the Soviet data by 4 years. 

However, while the above relationships hold for the raw arms transfer data, they 

wash out almost completely with the de-trended (percent change) data. Table 2 shows the 

latter correlations, and all but two are insignificant: lagging the Soviet data three years 

behind the US data produces correlations of .51 (including Saudi Arabia) and .47 

(excluding Saudi Arabia). Thus while we might tentatively conclude that some hint of 

reactivity does appear in the ~ in arms transfers, no such relationship appears with 

the de-trended data. Given the short time span under consideration, and the difficulty of 

definite~y inferring action-reaction behavior from trend data, these conclusions reduce the 

potency of any action-reaction model of US-USSR behavior in terms of point-specific, 

year-to-year reactivity. ~ relationship between the arms transfers of the two powers 

does exist but not nearly as strong as those attempting to explain US arms transfers from 



this one variable would suggest. 

Table 1 
Correlations: US & USSR Arms Transfers 

(percent Change and Lagged Percent Change Data) 

Case Description 

US Arms Transfers % Change with USSR Arms Transfers % Change 
(1961-1990). 

US Arms Transfers(Excluding S. Arabia) % Change with USSR arms 
Transfers % Change (1961-1990). 

USSR % Change Data Lagged 3: US Anns Transfers(1961-1987) with 
USSR Arms Transfers(1964-1990). 

USSR % Change Lagged 4: US Anns Transfers(1961-1986) with USSR 
Arms Transfers (1965-1989). 

USSR % Change Lagged 3: US Arms Transfers(Excluding S. 
Arabia)(1961-1987) with USSR Arms Transfers(1964-1990). 

USSR % Change Lagged 4: US Arms Transfers(Excluding S. 
Arabia)(1961-1986) with USSR Arms Transfers(1965-1990). 

US % Change Lagged 3: USSR Anns Transfers (1961-1987) with US 
Arms Transfers (1964-1990). 

US % Change Lagged 4: USSR Anns Transfers (1961-1986) with US 
Anns Transfers (1965-1990). 

US % Change Lagged 3: USSR Anns Transfers (1961-1987) with US 
Arms Transfers (Excluding S. Arabia)(1964-1990). 

US % Change Lagged 4: USSR Anns Transfers (1961-1986) with US 
Arms Transfers(Exc1uding S. Arabia)(1965-1990). 
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r 

.11 

.25 

.51 

.005 

.47 

.05 

.0006 

-.09 

-.02 

-.10 
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Case Studies 

The next step was another form of disaggregation, namely analyzing several 

specific country-to-country cases. The case studies were: first, USSR arms to Iraq (1960-

1978) compared to US arms transfers to Iran (1960-1978), since the Cold War in the 

Persian Gulf was fought through these two major allies of the superpowers, Iran and Iraq 

(Figure 6). The second case involved USSR arms transfers to Iraq (1979-1990) compared 

to US arms transfers to Saudi Arabia (1979-1990), considered as a replacement regional 

power for Iran in the Persian Gulf (Figure 7). The third case involved USSR arms 

transfers to Syria related to US arms transfers to Israel (Figure 8). A fourth case involves 

USSR arms transfers to Syria related to US arms transfers to Jordan (Figure 9). The final 

case looks at USSR arms To Egypt (1960-1976) related to US arms transfers to Israel 

(1960-1976) (Figure 10). Correlations of these specific cases are presented in Table 3. 

The correlations show a fairly strong relationship of .71 between USSR transfers 

to Iraq and US transfers to Iran prior to the Iranian Revolution. A correlation of -.33 

indicates a negative and weak relationship between USSR transfers to Iraq and US 

transfers to Saudi Arabia after the Iranian Revolution, while the correlation of .51 

indicates a modest positive relationship between USSR transfers to Syria and US transfers 

to Israel. A correlation of .024 occurs between USSR transfers to Syria and US transfers 

to Jordan, indicating a very weak relationship. Finally, a correlation of .41 shows also 

a modest relationship between USSR transfers to Egypt with US transfers to Israel. 
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In only two cases of the five specific cases-US/Iran versus USSR/Iraq and 

USlIsrael versus USSRlSyria-- do the correlations show any stronger relations than in 

the more aggregated data; it could also be argued, however, that the relationships 

between the superpowers as carried out through theses specific proxies have been more 

intense than in the other cases, and that intensity is showing up in the somewhat larger 

correlations. Thus, these findings suggest that arms transfers were reaction to prior USSR 

arms transfers. 

Case Description 

Table 3 
Correlations: Case Studies 

(Raw Data) 

US Arms to Iran with USSR Arms to Iraq: (1960-1978). 

US Arms to Saudi Arabia with USSR to Iraq: (1978-1990). 

US Arms to Israel with USSR Arms to Syria: (1960-1990). 

US Arms to Jordan with USSR Arms To Syria: (1960-1990). 

US Arms to Israel with USSR arms to Egypt: (1960-1976). 

* p < .05; ** P < .01 

r 

.71** 

-.33 

.51** 

.024 

.41 
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I also tested the relationship by lagging each one's data 3 and 4 years and again 

treating each as a potential predictor. The results are presented in Table 4, and confirm 

the aggregated data results, presented earlier, with even more stronger correlations. US 

arms transfers to Iran seemed to follow USSR arms transfers to Iraq especially with a 

3 year lag (r= .83). US arms transfers to Saudi Arabia was negatively correlated with 

USSR arms transfer to Iraq (r= -.52). USSR arms transfers to Syria seem to indicate a 

reaction to US arms transfers to Israel, especially with a 4 year lag (r= .42). In the 

Jordanian-Syrian case, US arms transfers to Jordan seem to follow USSR arms transfers 

to Syria, especially with a 4 year lag (r= .57). The final case suggests that US arms 

transfers to Israel reacted to USSR arms transfers to Egypt especially with a 3 year lag 

(r=.59). 

These results suggest that the trend in US arms transfers to its clients--Iran, 

Israel, and Jordan--do not appear in any systematic way to either lead or lag USSR 

transfers to its clients--Iraq, Syria, and Egypt. The average correlations when the US data 

are lagged is .24 and with the Soviet data lagged .34. However, the largest lagged 

correlations occur when transfers are going to the Soviet client Iraq and the US client 

Iran (average = .66), while the lowest average correlations are with Iraq (Soviet client) 

and Saudi Arabia (US client) (average = -.05). This might suggest that in terms of 

reactivity the superpowers were most tuned in to the others' arms transfer behaviors 

when Iraq and Iran were involved, and least responsive when Syria and Israel were the 

recipients. Only the first of these cases supports our argument above concerning the 
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intensity of the superpowers' relationship with each other being reflected in their arms 

transfers to client states. 

cases 

Iraq/Iran 

Iran/S. Arabia 

Syria/Israel 

Syria/Jordan 

Egypt/Israel 

Mean: 

Table 4 
Correlations: Case Studies 

(Raw Lagged Data) 

US Lagged USSR Lagged 

.83 .73** 

.48 .59* 

-.24 .32 
-.52 .26 

.09 .25 
-.009 .42* 

.26 .26 

.57** .40* 

.59* .05 

.30 .11 

.24 .34 

t The average correlations for each of the specific dyads. 
2 The average correlations for US and USSR lagged data. 

* p < .05; ** P < .01 

Meant 

.66 

-.05 

.19 

.37 

.26 

The de-trended (percent change) data are presented in table 5 and table 6 (lagged). 

--
For the first, only in the cases of US arms to Israel corresponding to USSR arms to Syria 

and Egypt do the correlations show any relationship (r= .41 and .45). No relationships 

occur in the lagged data with two exceptions: when US arms to Saudi Arabia and to 

Israel are lagged behind USSR arms to Iraq and Egypt three years are there any hints of 



a relationship (r= .48 and .38). 

Case Description 

Table 5 
Correlations: Case Studies 

(percent Change Data) 

US Arms to Iran with USSR Arms to Iraq: (1961-1978) 

US Arms to Saudi Arabia with USSR to Iraq: (1978-1990). 

US Arms to Israel with USSR Arms to Syria: (1961-1990). 

US Arms to Jordan with USSR Arms To Syria: (1961-1990). 

US Arms to Israel with USSR arms to Egypt: (1961-1976). 

Case Description 

Table 6 
Correlations: Lagged Case Studies 

(percent Change Data) 

r 

-.04 

-.28 

.41 

-.10 

.45 

US % Change Data Lagged 3: USSR Arms to Iraq(1961-1975) with US 
Arms to Iran(1964-1978). 

US % Change Lagged 4: USSR Arms to Iraq(1961-1974) with US 
Arms to Iran (1965-1978). 

USSR % Change Lagged 3: USSR Arms to Iraq (1964-1978) with US 
Arms to Iran (1961-1975). 

USSR % Change Lagged 4: USSR Arms to Iraq (1965-1978) with US 
arms to Iran (1961-1974). 

US % Change Lagged 3: USSR Arms to Iraq (1978-1987) with US 
Arms to S. Arabia (1981-1990). 

US % Change Lagged 4: USSR Arms to Iraq (1978-1986) with US 
Arms to S. Arabia (1982-1990). 
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r 

-.19 

.09 

-.03 

-.14 

.48 

-.25 
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USSR % Change Lagged 3: USSR Arms to Iraq (1981-1990) with US -.07 
Arms to S. Arabia (1978-1987). 

USSR % Change Lagged 4: USSR Arms to Iraq (1982-1900) with US -.18 
Arms to S. Arabia (1978-1986). 

US % Change Lagged 3: USSR Arms to Syria(1961-1987) with US -.05 
Arms to Israel (1964-1990). 

US % Change Lagged 4:USSR Arms to Syria (1961-1986) with US .04 
Arms to Israel (1965-1990). 

USSR % Change Lagged 3:USSR Arms to Syria (1964-1990) with US -.14 
Arms to Israel (1961-1987). 

USSR % Change Lagged 4: USSR Arms to Syria (1965-1990) with US -.04 
Arms to Israel (1961-1986). 

US % Change Lagged 3: USSR Arms to Syria (1961-1987) with US -.12 
Arms to Jordan (1964-1990). 

US % Change Lagged 4: USSR Arms to Syria (1961-1986) with US -.19 
Arms to Jordan (1965-1990). 

USSR % Change Lagged 3: USSR Arms to Syria (1964-1990) with US -.04 
Arms to Jordan (1961-1987). 

USSR % Change Lagged 4: USSR Arms to Syria (1965-1990) with US -.07 
Arms to Jordan (1961-1986). 

US % Change Lagged 3: USSR Arms to Egypt (1961-1973) with US .38 
Arms to Israel (1964-1976). 

US % Change Lagged 4: USSR Arms to Egypt (1961-1972) with US -.28 
Arms to Israel (1965-1976). 

USSR % Cbange Lagged 3: USSR Arms to Egypt (1964-1976) with US -.13 
Arms to Israel (1961-1973). 

USSR Change Lagged 4: USSR Arms to Egypt (1965-1976) with US .17 
Arms to Israel(1961-1972). 
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Conclusion 

The statistical analysis allows us to suggest that there might exist something of 

an action-reaction dynamic in superpower arms transfer behavior. The relationship is not 

a strongly supported one statistically nor consistent across a large number of the sets of 

data analyzed here, even when breaking the gross arms transfer data down into 

potentially more realistic dyadic case studies. Also, given the data limitations (the small 

number of observations and brief time period), the original hypothesis does not in any 

way receive consistent and systematic support. At this point this factor would appear to 

be a minimal contributor to an understanding of overall US arms transfers to the Middle 

East. 

The results suggest that US arms transfers appear to follow prior USSR arms 

transfers, at least in the trend data. These data might suggest Kieval and Reich are right 

in their assertion (1987: 71): 

Despite initial post-World War II efforts to control the arms race in the 
region, the United States soon found itself competing with the Soviet 
Union in the provision of arms. The United States sought to ensure a 
"military balance" and provided Israel with the equipment essential to 
balance Soviet arms supplies to the Arab States, especially Egypt and 
Syria. 

The findings of this chapter therefore suggest that US arms transfer in the Middle East 

were at least partial reactions to arms transfers by the Soviet Union. 

In summary, this chapter has examined the "Soviet Factor", the linkage between 

USSR arms transfers and US arms transfers in the Middle East over a key thirty-year 
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period. Using a Stimulus-Response framework, we demonstrated historically first the 

emergence of arms transfers as a policy tool for both the Soviet Union and the US in the 

region, and suggested a linkage between their arms transfer policies, and an action

reaction behavioral propensity. The empirical tests confirmed our earlier projection, with 

a few strong relationships emerging in the statistical analysis. The findings can be read 

as support for the conclusion of competition between the superpowers in the Persian Gulf 

and in the Arab-Israeli conflict arenas in the context of arms transfers. The superpowers 

played out their competition through three distinct clients, namely Syria and Egypt (pre-

1975) for the Soviets, competing against the US player, Israel. The relationships that 

were uncovered, however, should not be stretched beyond the scattered statistical 

findings presented. While we can conclude that the US policy was partly a reactionary 

one, and possibly a game among the superpowers as well as part of the larger Cold War, 

the results above would have had to be much more consistently significant (Le., very 

high correlations in both USSR and US sides with numerous case studies) for us to 

conclude that US arms transfer policy in the Middle East between 1960 and 1990 was 

primarily driven by an action-reaction response to Soviet behavior. Such a finding is not 

supported by these data. 



CHAPrER THREE 

The REGIONAL BALANCE OF POWER FACTOR 

Introduction: 
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This chapter explores the impact of "the regional balance of power factor" in US 

arms transfers, namely the intention of the United States to prevent the rise of a regional 

hegemon and maintain the balance of power in the Middle East through its arms 

transfers. Thus this chapter hypothesizes a decrease of US arms transfers to the regional 

hegemon and an increase in US arms transfers to the hegemon "challenger". 

To set the stage, I develop a theoretical linkage between arms transfers and regional 

balance of power; second, I discuss the prospective impact of Middle East power in 

world politics-specifically its influence on the US; third, I discuss the measurement of 

power, namely the regional hegemon and the challenger; and fmally, I test the linkage 

between US arms transfers and the power factor in the Middle East. 

Arms and Power in the Middle East 

Many views support the US rationale for maintaining a balance of power in the 

Middle East. The most blatant argument suggests that the U.S. does not want any state 

in the Middle East to dominate the region because the existence of a regional hegemon 

would be an endangerment to its national interests. A regional hegemon is more likely 
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to be a state that controls the region's strategic areas and resources, which would allow 

the existence of a powerful state that is not easily defeated nor influenced by an outside 

actor, including the U.S. The experience of the US in the region speaks to the proposed 

action. The instability of most governments in the region and the popularity of radical 

leaders who stood up to the West like Saddam Hussein, make calculation of the US 

decision makers on target. The collapse of the Shah, the rise of Saddam Hussein to 

power in the Middle East, and US support of Hussein after the Iran-Iraq war were only 

three indications of the necessity to maintain the balance of power in the Middle East. 

Moreover, a regional hegemon might be a nation that implements policies which do not 

correspond to U.S. wishes if it turns out to be an unfriendly nation toward US policies. 

More important is the specific U.S. fear of an Arab state as a regional hegemon, which 

could influence the international arena, particularly other Arab states' behaviors, such as 

Egypt under Nasser in the early 196Os, Muslim States and other third world nations. 

This hypothesized scenario is more likely to change the power distribution and have a 

lasting and important effect on the power of the U.S. and its allieslS
• 

U.S. policy makers have not made these scenarios public, but rather have 

emphasized the positive goals that the US is trying to achieve in the region, including 

security, democracy, economic development, and a lasting peace among the Arab states 

15 Huntington (1993) made a similar argument based on his civilization paradigm, when he 
argued that the new world order will replace the communist-capitalist, West-East conflict with 
a cultural conflict where Islam will be considered a major power replacing communism and 
renewing an old theory of conflict. 
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and Israel. The real US policy in the region, the current hypothesis suggests however, 

has been one that supports a balance of regional power, with US arms transfers flowing 

from these directives. 

Arms can be viewed as a major tool to prevent a regional hegemon and maintain 

a regional balance of power system by enhancing a nation's military capabilities, 

especially American allies. However, arms transfers can also create regional hegemonies 

if given to particular states and deprived from other states. In a balance of power system 

influenced by military power, arms play an important role in enhancing such a system 

by ensuring that no state will be able to get what it demands, and, more important, the 

US distribution of arms transfers to nations be done in such a way that no recipient can 

be as powerful so as to control the region. 

Arms transfers are also a means nations use to strengthen their military and 

preserve their "independence. " This was evident after the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, 

where the US government response, one month after the Soviet actions, was that any 

threat against the Persian Gulf would not be tolerated by the US. Hyman cited President 

Carter's response to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in his 1980 State of the Union 

Address: "Any attempt by any outside force to gain control of the Persian Gulf region 

will be regarded as an assault on the vital interests of the United States of America, and 

such an assault will be repelled by any means necessary, including military force" 

(Hyman, 1986: 5). 
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For our purposes, however, arms transfers play an important role in deciding who 

the regional hegemon is, for several reasons. First, arms transfers reflect the level of 

military spending in the recipients nations, thus indicating the power of these nations. 

Second, arms transfers show the commitment of suppliers to the recipients' security 

affairs. Third, arms transfers reflect the ability of the importing countries to pay, and 

most importantly, their inability to manufacture their own weapons, making arms 

transfers an effective tool in deciding the military capability of the recipients (Israel being 

an exception). 

The Middle East and World Politics 

It can be argued that the Middle East states were never allowed to have an 

influence in the power distribution of world politics in the last 200 years because it was 

viewed as weak and un-civilized with a "radical religion" that should not be allowed to 

grow. Thus the region did not have an effect in the power competition among the 

superpowers during the Cold War and earlier when it was colonized by Britain and 

France. 

Previous to the rise of the Soviet Union and the United States as the major 

superpowers following World War II, the Middle East countries were under the influence 

of France and England. These great powers, especially England, dominated the 

international system during the 18th and 19th centuries, using their power to exploit the 

region's wealth. Nobody envisioned the importance of the "Bedouins" until oil become 
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an important energy source not for the producing countries but for the importing 

countries. 

Many argued the balance of power policy in the Middle East was an effective tool 

by the British and French to hinder any possibilities of a rising power in the region, and 

should be continued by the major players in the post-WW IT international arena. It is an 

imperialist policy according to a broad definition of imperialism, that is, "a recurrent 

relationship of control but allowing that the precise means by which control is attained 

varies from historical period to period" (Clark: 1989: 196). Thus arms transfers are 

viewed in this study as an action of an imperialist state. 

However, the US, due to its major interest stemming from its dependency on 

imported oil on the early-1970s (see chapter 6), sought to protect the producing countries 

by creating the fear among many states of the threat of other neighboring states which 

led to an escalating arms race among the Middle East states. These arguments were 

evident in the so-called "imperial model". According to Clark: 

It is the superpowers themselves that represent the greatest threat to 
international order. They are expansive and use their power to dominate 
regional neighbors as well as distant clients. They compete globally for 
influence, are rivals in the world's grey areas, fight wars by proxy and 
stimulate regional conflicts to maintain or further their own influence 
(Clark, 1987: 194-5). 

Saudi Arabia's rapid militarization resulted from a perceived threat from Iran after the 

collapse of the Shah. Jordan's militarization was a result of a perceived threat from 

radical Egypt under Nasser, and Syria under Assad. Iran and Iraq's militarization was 
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a result of perceived threats from each other (the level of arms orders by the Arab Gulf 

states after the Gulf War in 1990 exceeded $50 billion as a result of a perceived threat 

from Iraq). 

It can be argued that the US had many options to protect its interests in the 

region, and among those many choices the ultimate choice was arms transfers. According 

to General Scowcroft: 

Recent events in Iran have shown that the situation of the Shah was far 
more complicated than it appeared at the time. In 1971, when the British 
pulled out of the Persian Gulf, we had three ways to go. We could try to 
keep the British there by subsidizing them, we could replace them with 
our own forces, or we could try to create a bastion of strength there. We 
chose to try to create strength (Daly, 1981: 6-7). 

Strengthening U.S. allies against outside threats thus characterized US foreign policy in 

the Middle East. US arms would not permit the rise of any regional hegemon; it is as if 

policy-makers are saying "we help our allies enough to have them think that they are 

being helped but not to the degree where one state can feel it could control other states 

in the region." 

Arms and Balance of power: A linkage 

The U.S. military objective is to maintain the regional status quo by preventing 

the rise of any regional hegemonic power(Cordesman 1993, Green 1987, Hammond et 

al.1983, Kupchan 1987). According to Hammond et al.(1983: 266) 



U.S. policy makers have often believed that arms transfers were essential 
for promoting or maintaining a regional balance of power. In addition to 
the example of NATO, U.S. policy toward the Middle East was clearly 
guided by this perception, and transfers to South and Southeast Asia have 
often reflected it. 
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The fall of the Shah in Iran, for instance, left the U.S. in a difficult situation 

regarding access to the Middle East. Klare (1984) argued that the Carter administration 

was looking for new clients in the Middle East by bringing new major countries, such 

as Egypt, Saudi Arabia and other Middle Eastern countries to purchase arms. "Carter 

sent Secretary of Defense Harold Brown on an extended tour to the Middle East and 

dropped all remaining U.S. inhibitions on the export of high-technology hardware to the 

region " (pp. 128). Brown's visit was an invitation for Saudi Arabia to play an active role 

in the Gulf region in order to replace Iran's position after the collapse of the Shah (Klare, 

1984). The sale of the AWACS' jets was another initiative by the Reagan Administration, 

which strengthened Saudi Arabia's defense and that of other Gulf States in the Persian 

Gulf (Kupchan 1987). The U.S. does not want any nation to dominate in the region and 

will use its arms transfer policy to ensure that the balance of power will be maintained. 

Thus this chapter tests the hypothesis that the United States will transfer arms to 

countries wbo are more likely to counter a rising regional begemon. 
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Empirical Test ., 

The regional hegemon variable is the most difficult variable to operationalize 

because it involves several inter-related factors. Our empirical measures are as follows: 

first; the regional hegemon is a state that has the highest level of a combined measure 

including: GNP, GNP per capita and military spending; second, a regional hegemon 

challenger is the second leading state based on the same measurement of power; third, 

I identified the regional hegemon(s) as well as the hegemon challenger(s) over time; and 

fourth, to test the proposed relationship, I compared the annual percentage change of US 

arms transfers to the regional hegemon with annual percentage change of US arms 

transfers to the "Hegemon' Challenger(s)." We should expect US arms to increase to the 

regional hegemon challenger and decrease to the regional hegemon. 

Findings 

Table 1 presents the actual Middle :East regional hegemon(s) as well as the 

challengers. These findings were based on a conversion of the actual datal7 into 

16 This hypothesis is connected theoretically to the Soviet Union factor. This view represents 
the so-called "conspiracy theory", that is, both superpowers have created these conflicts and mis
perceptions among the Middle :Eastern states in order to sell them arms. Some cite the Iran-Iraq 
War as an example of that theory, because both superpowers had transferred arms to both 
countries over time during the war. 

17 See Appendices C-G: appendix C presents the GNP of each state in the sample, including 
the standardized scores; appendix D presents the GNP per capita of each state, including the 
standardized scores; appendix E presents the military expenditures of each state in the sample, 
including the standardized scores; appendix F presents a summary of standardized scores of each 
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standardized numbers and a ranking of the states based on their scores. These data reveal 

that the regional hegemon has not changed significantly over time and more importantly 

it was always a U.S.-allied state. Israel was the regional hegemon from 1963 to 1972. 

The Israeli hegemony was challenged by Egypt in the mid-196Os, but after 1965 Israel 

dominated the region without any competition except from Iran. Iran replaced Israel as 

a regional hegemon from 1973 to 1975. Saudi Arabia was Iran's challenger. In 1976 

Saudi Arabia dominated the region up to 1988 without any serious competitor except Iraq 

and then Israel in the last three years. 

It is noteworthy that all hegemons' challengers emerged as regional hegemonies 

except when they were non US allies, namely Egypt in the early 1960s and Iraq in the 

mid-1980s. 

Table 1 
The Regional Hegemonies 

I Year I Hegemon I Challenger(1) I Challenger(2) I 
1963 Israel Egypt Iran 

1964 Israel Egypt Iran 

1965 Israel Egypt Iran 

1966 Israel Egypt Iran 

1967 Israel Iran Egypt 

1968 Israel Iran Egypt 

1969 Israel Iran Egypt 

state GNP, GNP per capita and its military expenditures; and finally; appendix G presents the 
average of the three indicators standardized scores. 
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1970 Israel Iran Egypt 

1971 Israel Iran Egypt 

1972 Israel Iran Egypt 

1973 Iran Israel S. Arabia 

1974 Iran S. Arabia Israel 

1975 Iran S. Arabia Israel 

1976 S. Arabia Iran Israel 

1977 S. Arabia Iran Israel 

1978 S. Arabia Iran Israel 

1979 S. Arabia Iraq Israel 

1980 S. Arabia Iraq Israel 

1981 S. Arabia Iraq Iran 

1982 S. Arabia Iraq Israel 

1983 S. Arabia Iraq Israel 

1984 S. Arabia Iraq Israel 

1985 S. Arabia Iraq Israel 

1986 S. Arabia Israel Iraq 

1987 S. Arabia Israel Iraq 

1988 S. Arabia Israel Iraq 

Regional Power and US Arms Transfers to the Middle East: 

To test the relationship between US arms transfers policy and the level of power 

in the Middle East, I correlated the difference between the US arms transfers to the 

hegemon and arms transfers to the challenger with the distance in power between the 
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hegemon and the challenger. The results of the correlations are presented in table 2. 

These results show that US arms transfers and power are moderately correlated especially 

with a three year lag (see figure 1), suggesting that the transfer of arms itself affects the 

distance between the hegemon's power and the challenger's. 

Table 2 
Correlations Results: Power and US Arms Leve1s18

, 1963-1988 

Case Description r 

Power and Arms .10 

Power Lagged I:Power(1964-1998) with Arms (1963-1987) .12 

Power Lagged 2 :Power(1965-1988) with Arms (1963-1986) .30 

Power Lagged 3: Power(1966-1988) with Arms (1963-1985) .46* 

Power Lagged 4: Power(1967-1988) with Arms (1963-1984) .33 

Arms Lagged 1: Arms (1964-1988) with Power (1963-1987) .39 

Arms Lagged 2: Arms (1965-1988) with Power (1963-1986) .28 

Arms Lagged 3: Arms (1966-1988) with Power (1963-1985) .21 

Arms Lagged 4: Arms (1967-1988) with Power (1963-1984) .21 

* P < .05; ** P < .01 

18 These levels of power and arms are based on appendix H. 
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The regional hegemon challenger thesis raises the following specific questions 

based on the original hypothesisl9
: first, did the US transfer arms to Iran in order to 

balance Israel's hegemony in the years between 1963 and 19721 Second, did the US 

transfer arms to Israel to balance Iran's hegemony in 19731 Third, did the US transfer 

arms to Saudi Arabia to balance Iran's hegemony in 1974-19751 Fourth, did the US 

transfer arms to Iran to balance Saudi Arabia's hegemony in 1976-19781 Fifth, did the 

US transfer arms to Iraq to balance Saudi Arabia's hegemony in 1982-19837 And finally, 

did the US transfer arms to Israel to balance Saudi Arabian hegemony in 1979-1981 and 

in 1984-19881 

In answering these questions I analyzed each hegemon separately and compared 

the value of US arms transfers to the hegemon with that to the challenger by comparing 

US arms transfers annual percent change average of the hegemon to that of the 

challenger. (Note all arms transfer data discussion are based on Appendix f". 

Israel Hegemony, 1963-1972: 

Israel was the regional hegemon in the Middle East from 1963 to 1972. Israeli 

challengers were Egypt form 1963 to 1966, and Iran from 1967 to 1972 and since Egypt 

19 Egypt and Iraq as challengers were not addressed directly in this chapter because of the 
lack of US arms transfers to these states. 

20 Appendix I presents the raw data on US arms transfers to the Middle East countries, 
including the annual percentage change. 
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was an ally of the Soviet Union21 , we compared US transfers to Israel with those to Iran 

from 1963 to 1972. Comparison of US arms transfers annual percent change to Iran and 

Israel are presented in Table 3. 

Table 3 
Comparison of US Arms Transfer Annual Percent Cbange to: 

Israel and Iran, 1963-1972 

Year Israel Iran 

1963 0% 0% 

1964 -96% 1567% 

1965 767% -14% 

1966 -35% -14% 

1967 1212% -34% 

1968 73% 186% 

1969 203% -29% 

1970 28% -48% 

1971 -50% 151% 

1972 58% -25% 

Mean 216% 174% 

These comparisons of US arms transfers annual percent change to the regional 

hegemon and the challenger revealed US support both to the hegemon, Israel, and to the 

21 The lack of US arms transfers to the challenger, Egypt, can be taken as partial 
disconfirmation of the hypothesis. 
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hegemon challenger, Iran. Calculating the average annual percentage change for both 

states shows larger changes to the hegemon than to the challenger, which does not 

support the proposed relationship. Perhaps, however, Israel is a special case. When 

Israeli hegemony declined, Iran emerged as the regional hegemon from 1973 to 1975 and 

Israel and Saudi Arabia took the position of the challengers at different years. 

Iran Hegemony 1973-1975: 

Iran, a challenger of the regional hegemon in 1963-1972, emerged as the hegemon 

in 1973. A comparison of US arms transfers annual percent change to its challengers, 

Israel in 1973, and Saudi Arabia in 1974-1975 are presented in Table 4. 

Table 4 
Comparison of US Arms Transfer Annual Percent Change to: 

Iran, Saudi Arabia and Israel, 1973-1975 

Year Hegemon % Change Challenger % Change 

1973 Iran 66% Israel 151 % 

1974 Iran 49% Saudi Arabia 120% 

1975 Iran 97% Saudi Arabia 110% 

Mean 1973- 73% 115% 
1975 

This comparison generates support for the proposed relationship, namely, that the US 

gives more arms to the challenger. US arms transfers annual percent change were larger 

to Israel and Saudi Arabia than to Iran. 
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However, as with the case of Israeli hegemony, Iran's hegemony did not survive 

for long, and its challenger, Saudi Arabia, arose as the new hegemon of the Middle 

East in 1976-1988. 

Saudi Arabia Hegemony 1976-1988: 

Saudi Arabia emerged as regional hegemon in 1976 and continued to dominate 

the region until the end of the study in 1988. Iran took a second place, being the 

challenger from 1976 to 1978. Iraq was the Saudi challenger from 1982 to 1983. Israel 

regained its place as hegemon challenger in 1979-1981 and 1984-198822
• Tables 5-8 

present a comparison of US arms transfers annual percent change to Saudi Arabia and 

its challengers. First, Table 5 shows that US arms transfers annual percent change were 

larger to Saudi Arabia than to Iran indicating no support for the proposed relationship. 

Table 5 
Comparison of US Arms Transfer Annual Percent Change to: 

Saudi Arabia and Iran, 1976-1978 

Year S. Arabia Iran 

1976 -52% -3% 

1977 64% 62% 

1978 75% -62% 

22 Israel, a second hegemon challenger, is considered the challenger instead ofIraq in 1979-
1980 and in 1984-1985 and Iran in 1981 due to the lack of US arms transfer to these countries. 
It is noteworthy, that the lack of US transfers to Iraq (1979-1980 and 1984-1985) and to Iran 
(1981) can be taken as a partial disconfirmation of the hypothesis. 
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1-1% II 

Second, table 6 shows the opposite in the Israeli case; US arms transfers annual percent 

change averages were larger to the challenger than to the hegemon indicating support for 

the proposed relationship. For the Iraqi, US arms transfers annual percent change 

average was larger to the challenger than to the hegemon (Table 7). And finally, in the 

second Israeli case, the proposition is supported again: US Arms transfers annual percent 

change average were larger to the challenger compared to the existing hegemon (Table 

8). 

In summary, four challenger cases were established in the Saudi hegemony 

period, with all cases supporting the proposed relationship and only one the Iranian case 

of 1976-1978, not being supported. 

Table 6 
Comparison of US Anns Transfer Annual Percent Change to: 

Saudi Arabia and Israel, 1979-1981 

Year S. Arabia Israel 

1979 -31% -40% 

1980 99% 147% 

1981 40% 44% 

Mean 36% 50% 
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Table 7 
Comparison of US Arms Transfer Annual Percent Change to: 

Saudi Arabia and Iraq, 1982-1983 

Year S. Arabia Iraq 

1982 28% 55% 

1983 -39% 0% 

Mean -6% 26% 

Table 8 
Comparison of US Arms Transfer Annual Percent Change to: 

Saudi Arabia and Israel, 1984-1988 

Year S. Arabia Israel 

1984 -44% -28% 

1985 -50% -22% 

1986 211% 73% 

1987 -65% 286% 

1988 6% -71% 

Mean 12% 48% 

Discussion of the Results 

This chapter looked at the influence of "the regional balance of power factor" in 

US arms transfers to the Middle East. Three hegemons dominated the region from 1963 

to 1988, Israel, Iran and Saudi Arabia. Under the Israeli hegemony, we found no support 

for our proposition, while under the Iranian hegemony, the data do show support. 

Finally, under the Saudis hegemony three out four cases support the proposed 
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relationship. 

The findings of this chapter were by and large consistent with the proposed 

relationship that US arms transfers were possibly used to balance the regional hegemon 

in the Middle East; we found in more cases than not percentage increases to potential 

hegemonic challengers were greater that to the then-reigning "hegemons". The situation 

is muddied a bit, however, by the fact that in all cases not only were the hegemons of 

the moment US allies, but also, perhaps to lesser degrees, were the challengers. 

The findings of this chapter suggest a lack of balance of power among all major 

players in the Middle East. Thus, the claim of many policy makers of the need of 

balance of power in the region is unaccounted for, at least based on the empirical 

measurement of power. More important is whether the US arms transfers were a tool in 

trying to achieve some type of equilibrium in the region. 

The US wanted to keep a balance of power distribution in the Middle East. The 

instability of the governments in the Middle East, with the exception of Israel, makes it 

unreliable policy in allowing the continuation of regional hegemons. This may work to 

explain US continuous support of Israel in the Middle East to play an important role in 

the balance of power in the region. Israel was the challenger in most of the 1980s. The 

US support it in arms transfers to improve its power to balance the Saudis rising power. 

However, the Iraqi hegemony was hindered by wars and lack of US support. 

Some argued that the events of the 1990s such as the Gulf War was engineered by the 

US and the West to weaken the Arab world and bring an end to the ambition of Iraq to 
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be the regional hegemon. Geoffrey Kemp, in asking "who will be the new hegemonies, 

aside from Germany, Japan, and China?"(1992: 241), argued: 

In the Gulf, the current focus is on Iraq's emergence as a hegemon, a 
prospect that [has sent] both thrills and chills throughout the Muslim 
world. On the one hand, Iraqi leader Saddam Husayn is seen as a strong 
man capable of standing up to Iran, Israel, and the West; on the other 
hand, he is viewed as a rapacious bully determined to use his military 
might to force the smaller Arab oil-rich states to pay his bills and the rest 
of the Arab world to accept his leadership pretensions. [The author's 
observations about Iraq, which proved remarkably on target, were made 
prior to its invasion of Kuwait and the subsequent Persian Gulf war of 
1991.-Eds.] (Kemp, 1992: 241). 

Conclusion 

Arms transfers have often helped to established a balance of power in the Middle 

East. This chapter has demonstrated in more general terms that US arms transfers to the 

Middle East have been influenced by the "regional balance of power factor". Moreover, 

the US arms transfers to Israel, Iraq and Saudi Arabia show support to this conclusion. 

The findings of this chapter, therefore, indicate that U.S. arms transfers to the regional 

hegemons' challengers were at least partial of an overall U.S. policy to establish an 

equilibrium among the regional powers in the Middle East and prevent the dominance 

of a regional hegemon. More important, our original hypothesis does receive systematic 

support. At this point this factor appear to be a contributor to an understanding of overall 

US arms transfers to the Middle East. 



CHAPfER FOUR 

"THE ISRAELI FACTOR" 

The first urgency is for America Dot to allow the balance of power to shift in favor of 
the militant Arab states in a Dew war ••• the United States must see to it that Israel's 
military is Dever at a level vis-a-vis the Arab militant that will invite a war of revenge 
(president NixoD, 1968, cited in Guit, 1987: lOS). 

Introduction: 
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This chapter explores the impact of the "Israeli factor" in US arms transfer 

policy. Israel has enjoyed a special consideration in US foreign policy calculations in the 

Middle East. This situation has been difficult because the U.S. has an interest in both its 

Arab allies and Israel, and did not want to lose one ally at the expense of the other. I 

propose that US arms transfers to Arab states will lead to more US arms transfers to 

Israel, preserving the superior edge of the Israeli military balance in the Middle East. 

The US has been perceived by the Pro-western Arab states as being biased toward 

Israel despite US desire for an even-handed policy toward the Arab states and Israel. 

According to Dawisha (1983) King Faisal of Saudi Arabia complained in 1972 to the 

Nixon administration about its unequal policies for the region, and, after the Egyptian 

expUlsion of the Soviet advisors from Egypt urged the US to disregard justifications of 

Israel because of the Soviet Union's threat to the region. Thus, the US tried to walk a 

fine line between its Arab allies and Israel. Therefore, U.S. policy overall means its arms 

transfers to the Arabs should be closely associated with its arms aid to Israel. Gazit(1987: 

110) has argued: 



Successive U.S. administrations had gradually accepted the fact that the 
United States had turned into a major arms supplier to the Middle East, 
especially to Israel, Iordan, and Saudi Arabia. Maintaining a balance of 
arms between Israel and the Arab states was accepted as the best means 
of preserving the status quo. 
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Perceptions of the security of Israel and of the Arab-Israeli conflict have shaped 

US policy. The US found itself in a situation that needed a balance between the 

relationships with Arab allies and Israel. The US view of Israel was as a weak country 

compared to its Arab neighbors. This factor in conjunction with other more complicated 

factors 23 gave more weight in the US to support Israel, including the influence of the 

Iewish lobby in Washington, the historic relationship between the US and Israel, and 

the US public support of Israel (Organ ski 1990, Ball and Ball, 1992, Gold, 1993, Alters, 

1993, and others). Herrmann (1991: 45) has argued that "The United States government 

has accepted the existence of Israel as a basic foreign policy interest. There are moral, 

emotional and political reasons for this commitment. Most of them are unlikely to change 

in the near future. " 

US policy makers allowed for the sale of arms to Israel in order to strengthen its 

security. Arab states' requests for arms from the US were always opposed by the 

government of Israel as well as by Israel's allies in the US Congress, putting the US 

government in an awkward position. The US must keep its Arab allies and thus must be 

able to provide them with their arms requests. However, American arms transfers to 

Arab States were perceived as a threat to the security of Israel by US policy makers. 

23 These factors will be discussed on the next section. 
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Nonetheless, the US government must avoid criticism from Israel's supporters, and also 

desires to be able to continue its good relationship with Israel. Thus, the US may transfer 

arms in an attempt to show Israel that such arms sales to Arab states will be balanced by 

more US arms to Israel and arms that are superior to those being sold to the Arab states. 

Moreover, the US government on several occasions supplied Israel's supporters in 

Congress with written guarantees that such weapons to Arab states will be used 2nlx for 

defensive purposes and will be of no major threat to Israel. Many indications suggest the 

importance of the Israeli factor as a major determinant in US foreign policy in the 

Middle East. Simply stated, US foreign policy was one of political balance among Arab 

allies and Israel. According to Senator Richard G. Lugar(1986: 24) 

Through security assistance and arms sales to the region, we have sought 
to insure Israel's qualitative military edge to help protect against her 
enemies. Arms transfers to Saudi Arabia, Jordan, and other regional states 
have been predicated on the need to help them improve their armed 
forces' capability against internal and regional aggression while not 
imperiling Israel's security. 

As long as the US provided arms, it would maintain its relationship with its Arab 

allies; otherwise, other suppliers would benefit from selling them arms and other 

weapons. US fears that these weapons might be used against their ally, Israel, increased 

arms transfers and military assistance to Israel. 
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Israel and the United States 

Is Israel considered a special case in U.S. foreign policy calculations toward the 

Middle East? Organski has presented (1990: 108) an interesting view with regard to the 

special relationship between Israel and the U.S. 

A more complete answer to this question must lie in an examination of the 
strategic environment in the Middle East ... it is important to find out how 
much assistance Israel's opponents, particularly the front line Arab states, 
have received from the Soviet Union, Eastern and Western Europe, and 
from the United States itself. Such transfers permit us to see whether U.S. 
help to Israel is a special case(as it is alleged to be) or whether it is part 
of some wider pattern in American foreign affairs. 

The close relationship between Israel and the United States emerged as a result 

of various factors. First, the resistance of the Arab countries to US policies within the 

region originally facilitated a closer relationship with Israe1. The Arab states' behavior 

has limited US options in the region and likely contributed to closer relationships with 

Israel. The refusal of Arab states to secure U.S. military alliances in the region made 

Israel a special case that required special treatment from the U.S. According to Organ ski 

(1990: 203) 

No better alternative was readily available. Because the United states had 
and still has no Arab ally with the political and military power of Israel, 
there is, therefore, no viable alternative to that country. Moreover, even 
if the United states wished to go to the huge expense of replacing Israeli 
military power with its own, no Arab country would have permitted such 
a force to be quartered within its borders. 

Wildavsky (1977) argued that the other Middle East states are not reliable allies due to 

the instability of their regimes, particularly the Arab states: 



What would be the effect(in these countries) of losing national leader , the 
top ten, and the next hundred leaders, or the top thousand ... '? In Egypt, 
Syria, Jordan, Libya and Iran, for instance, the assassination of the 
national leader might drastically alter the nation's politics. Only in Israel 
can one confidently expect that any government which took office, even 
after all leading public officials had been removed, would be similar-in 
political structure and in public policy -to its predecessor (Wildavsky 
1977: 7-8). 
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Second, Israeli alienation from the French and other European countries cut its 

military supplies and forced Israel toward more reliance on the US for arms supplies. In 

fact, despite the very close ties between the United States and Israel especially since the 

1960s, not many Americans realize that in fact the US refused to supply Israel with arms 

until the early 1960s. The rationale behind that policy was that the US gave economic 

aid to Israel, which was free to purchase arms from Western European countries and, as 

Gazit (1987: 83) argued, by giving economic aid to Israel, the U.S. was free to maintain 

good relations with Arab nations. According to Alters (1993: 315) 

Between 1953 and 1957, in an attempt to entice the Arab Countries 
(especially Egypt) into a closer relationship with the West and in an effort 
to maintain control of the very important oil resources vital to Western 
economies, the United States minimized its relationship with Israel, hoping 
to avoid alienating the Arabs. 

Israel is dependent on US arms transfers for its military supplies, which makes it an ideal 

place for the U.S. if there is an emergency need to protect its interests in the region since 

both countries use comparable weapons. 

Third, the Israeli factor played an important role in US arms transfer policy in 

the region because of the absence of any formal American military bases or agreements 
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with any Arab countries. The US was forced to rely on Israel for access to its military 

bases, and therefore held a special place for Israel within the US; Israel is the only 

reliable state that the U.S. can influence more than any other country in the region. 

American weapons in Israel make it vital for the United States military objectives and 

needs in times of emergency, such as Soviet military activity in the region. 

The future military importance of one country to another is determined, 
not by the resources that exist in some passive sense (like a lump of clay), 
but by those resources that the country is (a) willing and (b) able to 
employ with (c) consistency over periods of time. The combined wealth 
and manpower of the Middle East is much greater than that of Israel. But 
Israel neutralizes this advantage because its government can mobilize far 
more of its national resources. As all Israelis know, their government is 
a good tax collector; it is a superb conscriptor of men and women. When 
one takes a dynamic rather than a static view of national resources, Israel 
is more desirable as an ally (Wildavsky, 1977: 7). 

Fourth, achievement of US global goals such as the competition with the Soviet 

Union, played an important role. Organski(1990: 203-209) identified two reasons that 

justified U.S. assistance to Israel as one that serves the U.S. interests abroad especially 

in countering the influence of the Soviet Union: 

Israel's assistance has been cost-effective ... -the U.S. has received a lot for 
what is has invested-given U.S. policy to block Soviet expansion through 
proxies and to protect moderate Arab states. 
*The use of Israeli military power has served to pry loose radical Arabs 
from their ties with the Soviet Union ... The wining of new allies and the 
causing of defections in the opposing coalition was what competition with 
the USSR has been, and for some time will be, all about. The point is that 
it has been Israeli military victories over radical Arab state that has made 
this possible (Organski, 1990: 203-206). 
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The strength of Israel is another important aspect of US-USSR Cold War in the 

Middle East. The US viewed Israel's victory in its wars against the Arab states, 

particularly Egypt and Syria, as a victory over the Soviet Union. That is, both Egypt and 

Syria's military equipment had been supplied by the Soviet Union in the 1967 war. 

Similar conclusions were drawn by the Arab states during the years after their defeat in 

1967: The Arab public and governments had viewed the Soviet weapons as ineffective, 

suggesting that Arab states should acquire arms from the U.S. 

A fifth reason is the influence of the American Jewish community on U.S. foreign 

policy decision making with some arguing that the American Jewish community helps 

formulate US foreign policy in the Middle East, at least on the Arab-Israeli conflict 

issue. Several interrelated factors are cited, one being a tendency to vote for candidates 

who are pro-Israel and a second being their PAC contributions.24 

A sixth reason for Israel's special treatment in US policy is its geography and 

external security concerns: it is an easy target for potential Arab military invasion. The 

1973 War was an indicator of Israel weakness against coordinated Arab armies. 

However, the US military airlift may have saved Israel from a major defeat. The so

called 'secure Israel thesis' has never changed as a major concern for US policy makers 

(Laufer, 1987: 143-144, Herrmann, 1991). 

A final reason is a basic US humanitarian policy toward Israel from its foundation 

in 1948. These ties between the US and Israel go back many years even before the 

24 See Ball and Ball (1992), especially chapter 10, and Findley (1989). 
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creation of Israel and include the experience of the Jewish community in Germany with 

the Holocaust and the religious attachment between Christianity and Judaism. 

Regardless of the arguments, Israel has enjoyed special treatment regarding US 

foreign policy decision making for many compelling reasons. Arms transfers are only one 

part of this relationship. The research question, however, is not why the U.S transfers 

arms to Israel but whether it does so every time it sells arms to other Arab countries in 

the region. This behavior poses an interesting puzzle that Senator Lugar also noted: "The 

conundrum for the United States policy is that we have security relations with countries 

in the region which are hostile to one another. Thus arms sales requests from anyone 

side creates problems for the United States with the other"(Lugar, 1986: 24). Thus the 

hypothesis investigated in this chapter is: does the United States transfer arms to 

Israel every time it sells arms to any Arab state in the region?25 

US Arms Transfers: A Special Relationship? 

The U.S. Congress has exercised tremendous influence in arms sales to the 

Middle East. Most of the members' behavior reflected the interest of Israel and its 

security. In numerous cases the US Congress played a major and very specific role in 

assuring Israeli security before any sale was approved to Arab states, such as the 1975 

sale of a Hawk air-defense system to Jordan. The U.S. Congress required these systems 

2S This is an important issue, because if the Arab nations found other sources of armaments, 
then the U.S. is in a difficult position. 
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be located in defensive sites to lessen their threat to Israel (Lugar, 1986). 

A second case was the 1978 sale of military aircraft to Saudi Arabia and Egypt. 

"Congress ultimately accepted the sale after assurance that Saudi F-15s would not be 

equipped with bomb racks, or advanced air-to-air missiles, and that no refueling 

equipment or aircraft would be sold" (Lugar, 1986: 28-29). Gold(1993: 12-13) argued 

that the US arms transfer policy insured Israeli's qualitative edge: "At the time the Carter 

Administration made a 2.5 billion dollar sale ofF-15 fighter aircraft to Saudi Arabia; in 

1978, Congress was specifically assured that many of the additions to the F-15, possessed 

in part by Israel, would not be included in the Saudi package." The F-15s received by 

Israel were equipped with all add-ons such as the conformal fuel tanks and the 

Sidewinder. Moreover, the sale to Egypt and Saudi Arabia included a huge sale to Israel 

worth $1.9 billion, for purchasing 15 F-15s and 75 F-16s. More importantly, the Carter 

sale to the three countries was approved but not after concessions were made to Israel 

(Gazit, 1987). Gazit (1987, 116) argued" to compensate Israel, the administration agreed 

to sell it an additional 20 F-15s. " 

A final case is the 1981 AWACS/F-15 enhancement sale to Saudi Arabia. In the 

early 1980s, the Reagan administration changed and reversed the U.S. arms transfer 

policy in the Middle East. This occurred through the AWACS jets sale to Saudi Arabia 

in 1981. These very advanced aircraft were never sold to any nation other than NATO 
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alliance members. The sale may have altered the Israel's qualitative edge in the region26
• 

However, President Reagan argued that the deal would not endanger Israel. He said: "I 

remain fully committed to protecting Israel's security and preserving the Israelis ability 

to defend against any combination of potential force in the region"(Facts on File 1981: 

876, cited in Gazit, 1987: 119). However, the Reagan administration persuaded Israel 

to develop their own qualitative edge. American support for the Israeli project of Lavi 

Fighter program resulted. Moreover, a few years later Israel introduced some 

modifications to American made arms and fighters(Gold, 1993). 

For Example, Israel began to introduce its own qualitative modification 
into American weapons systems. The first 75 F-16 AlB combat aircraft 
that arrived in Israel in 1980-81 in "Peace Marble I" had no special 
modifications; qualitative edge was still a function of the superior 
technology that the manufacturer supplied. By the time a second batch of 
F-16 C/D arrived under "Peace Marble n," between 1986-88, Israel itself 
was supplying some 14 avionic subsystems and 12 structural 
modifications. Nearly 100 Israeli items appear in the F-16 (Block 40) 
"Peace Marble mil delivery of 60 aircraft of the early 1990s (Gold, 1993: 
14). 

Moreover, Lugar(1986) argued that: 

After protracted debate, the sale was not disapproved when Congress 
received assurances in the form of presidential certification requirements 
covering the security of the technology, data sharing from AWACS, third 
party access to such data and flight operations; and that the sale would 
contribute to progress towards peace in the Middle East (Lugar, 1986: 28-

26 The US Congress, before voting on the sale of the AWACS, received an assurance from 
the Reagan administration indicating that the AWACS will not fly any close to Israel. Further 
more, any information collected by the Saudis will be shared with the US. Moreover, others 
have indicated that the US took most of the Software from the aircraft and made it a useless jet. 
Some pointed to the 1983 Israel's attack on Iraq. Israeli's planes went through Saudi's territory 
undetected by the so-called AWACS. 
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29). 

As a result of the above, the U.S. found itself in a precarious situation: It could 

not ignore its Arab allies and yet be non-threatening to Israeli security. It tried to please 

all parties, a policy that did not work and forced the Arab states to engage alternative 

sources of arms and military supplies. Saudi Arabia sought arms from Great Britain and 

France after the US was pressured by the Israeli lobby not to sell the AWACS and F-15s 

to Saudi Arabia. According to Ball and Ball (1992: 273-74): 

In June 1985, on instructions from the King, the Saudi Ambassador to 
Washington, Prince Bandar, called on Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher 
at 10 Downing Street and inquired about buying comparable planes from 
Britain. An overjoyed Mrs. Thatcher assured Prince Bandar that there 
would be no problem, and urged the Saudis to purchase other items as 
well .... Contracts for the planes alone were worth approximately $9 
billion. 

Moreover, Britain gained another $5 billion for building new air bases for the Saudis and 

$5 billion more for maintenance work (Ball and Ball, 1992). Two years after the US 

refusal of arms sales to Saudi Arabia under the pressure of Israel and its lobby in the US, 

the Saudis purchased the Tornado aircraft from Britain, a deal worth more than $30 

billion. Ball and Ball (1992: 274-75) cited a senior policy analyst from the conservative 

pro-Israel think tank, the Heritage Foundation, discussing the British arms deal of $ 30 

billion to Saudi Arabia: 

The Saudis decided to seek British arms because past efforts to obtain 
American arms have been denied, delayed or reduced by the U.S. 
Congress. According to a Saudi official, "we would prefer to buy weapons 
from the United States. American technology is generally superior. But we 
are not going to pay billions of dollars to be insulted. We are not 
masochists. n ••• The new Saudi-British deal reveals the United States, not 
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Saudi Arabia, as the masochist (Ball and Ball, 1992: 275). 

In summary, Israel has played a critical role and has enjoyed a special 

consideration in US arms transfer policy in the region. According to Gold (1993: 12) the 

United States maintained an Israeli military qualitative edge since 1967. 

In terms of front line supersonic combat aircraft, for example, the US 
agreed to sell Israel F-4 Phantom Fighters in 1968 ... ; the sale of parallel 
generation, but inferior, F-5A/B Fighters to Saudi Arabia was only 
approved in 1971; the ground attack F-5FJF was only sold to the Saudis 
as late as 1974. And while Israel received its first A-4m Skyhawk in 
December 1967 (approved given in May 1966), no Arab state was even 
offered the Skyhawk until 1974. And Israel's top-of-the-line F-4 Phantom 
was never sold to Saudi Kingdom. 

This approach continued through the last three decades. In 1976 for example, 

Israel obtained its first F-15A1B fighters and in 1978 E-2C Hawkeye early warning and 

control aircraft. More importantly the Arab states were behind Israel eight years in 

receiving American high technological arms: "Saudi F-15s were delivered in 1982, while 

Egypt began training on its E-2C Hawkeye in 1984" (Gold, 1990: 122). 

This section has established that indeed a very "special relationship" has grown 

to exist between the United States and Israel in the area of arms transfers. The existence 

of this relationship should even intensify the basic hypothesis set out in the previous 

section concerning the relationship between arms transfers to Israel and their relationship 

to arms transfers to other Middle Eastern countries. 
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Findings 

Figure 1 T1 shows total US arms transfers as well as to the Arab states and to 

Israel. It is noteworthy that with very few exceptions the transfers to both Israel and the 

Arab states move roughly in tandem throughout the period. For the first part of the 

period, up to 1976, Israel is the major recipient and from 1977 to the end of the period 

the Arab states then consistently receive more than Israel. The peak year for Israeli 

transfers was 1973, followed by two slightly lower peaks in 1981 and 1987. The pattern, 

however, for Israel, from 1974 to 1990, was one of relative fluctuations up and down, 

while for the Arab states it was continual increase from 1974 to a peak in 1982, followed 

by a downward trend. It is noteworthy that the last two peaks in US arms transfers to 

Israel, namely in 1981 and 1987 were associated with two major Saudis arms purchases: 

one worth about $10 billion from the US in 1981 and the other from Great Britain worth 

up to $30 billion in 1985. The US arms transfers to the Arab states reached its highest 

point in 1982, then declined unti11985, then peaked again in 1986-1987 and in 1990. 

Our visual inspection suggests a modest association in the trends of the data for 

the Arab states and Israel. The test for association produced a .21 correlation indicating 

a weak relationship. However, because the theoretical proposition did not assume a one

to-one relationship. I retested this relationship, correlating US arms transfers to Arab 

states and US arms transfers to Israel lagging each one's data 3 and 4 years and treating 

each one's data as a potential predictor. The results are presented in Table 1. 

27Figure 1 is based on appendix G. 
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Table 1 
Correlations: US Arms Transfers to Arab States and Israel 

(Raw and Lagged Raw Data) 

Case Description (fotal) 

US Arms to Israel with US Arms to Arabs. 

Israel Raw Data Lagged 3: US Arms To Israel (1963-1990) With US 
Arms to Arabs (1960-1987). 

Israel Raw Data Lagged 4: US Arms to Israel (1964-1990) With US 
Arms to Arabs (1960-1986). 

Arab Raw Data Lagged 3: US Arms to Israel (1960-1987) with US Arms 
to Arabs (1963-1990) 

Arab Raw Data Lagged 4: US Arms to Israel (1960-1986) with US Arms 
to Arabs (1964-1990). 

* p < .05; ** P < .01 
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r 

.21 

-.15 

-.10 

.36 

.39* 

The results did not support the notion that US arms transfers to Arab states leads 

to more transfers to Israel (negative weak relationship of -.15 and -.10). More interesting 

is that US arms transfers to Israel were followed by US arms transfers to Arab states, 

with correlations of .36 and .39. In sum, US arms transfer to Arab states did not seem 

to lead to US arms transfers to Israel, but there was a modest correlation between US 

arms transfers to Israel leading to more arms transfers to Arab states. 

However, while the above relationship holds for the raw arms transfers data, they 

wash out completely with the de-trended (percent change) data. Table 2 shows all the 

correlations becoming insignificant in the latter case. Our conclusion therefore reiterates 

one presented elsewhere: while some weak reactivity appears to be present when overall 
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tmK!s in US arms transfers are considered, no action-reaction behavior occurs with the 

de-trended data. Such a conclusion of course reduces the potency of any purported 

specific action-reaction relationship between US arms transfer to the Arab states and to 

Israel. 

Table 2 
Correlations: US Arms Transfers to Arab States and Israel 

(Percent Change and Lagged Percent Change) 

Case Description (Total) 

US Arms % Change Data to Israel with US Arms % Change Data to 
Arabs. 

Israel % Change Data Lagged 3: US Arms to Israel (1964-1990) with 
US Arms to Arabs (1961-1987). 

Israel % Change Data Lagged 4: US Arms to Israel (1965-1990) with 
US Arms to Arabs (1961-1986). 

Arab % Change Data Lagged 3: US Arms to Israel (1961-1987) with US 
Arms to Arabs (1964-1990). 

Arab % Change Data Lagged 4: US Arms to Israel (1961-1986) with US 
Arms to Arab (1965-1990). 

Case Studies 

r 

.09 

-.04 

-.06 

.02 

.06 

Our next step was to desegregate the data by analyzing country-to-country cases 

(Figure 2). The specific case studies include, first, US arms transfers to Egypt (1975-

1990) compared to US arms transfers to Israel (1975-1990) (Figure 3). The second case 

involved US arms to Jordan related to US arms transfers to Israel (Figure 4). The final 

case looks at US arms to Saudi Arabia related to US Arms transfers to Israel (Figure 5). 
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US arms transfers in these specific cases shows Israel as the major recipient of 

US arms from the late-1960s until 1981. In other words, since Israel became dependent 

on US arms transfers after the 1967 War, its status as the number one recipient of US 

arms was maintained until the early 1980s. when trends shifted and Israel took third 

place, and Egypt became first and Saudi Arabia second. During the Carter and Reagan 

administrations two major arms sales to Egypt and Saudi Arabia also involved 

comparable amounts of arms transfers to Israel. 

Table 3 shows that all correlations for different case studies were weak. 

Case Description 

Table 3 
Correlations: Case Studies 

(Raw Data) 

US Arms To Israel with US Arms to Egypt: (1975-1990). 

US Arms to Israel with US Arms to Jordan. 

US Arms to Israel with US Arms to Saudi Arabia. 

* p < .05; ** P < .01 

r 

.05 

.24 

.25 

The correlations lagging each country's data three and four years are shown in 

table 4. The most consistent patterns seem to involve Jordan and Saudi Arabia. The 

correlations for Jordan are consistently higher (r= .33 to .62) than that found in table 

3 (r= .24), with the highest correlation occurring when Jordan's transfers are lagged 
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four years. For Saudi Arabia the correlations are higher only when its arms transfers are 

lagged behind Israel's (correlations of .36 and .37 compared to .25 in table 3). If 

anything, therefore, it would appear that anns transfers to Israel tended to serve as lead 

variable with the exception of the one case Egypt. 

Case Description 

Table 4 
Correlations: Case Studies: 

(Raw Lagged Data) 

Israel Lagged 3: Israel Arms (1978-1990) with Egypt (1975-1987). 

Israel Lagged 4: Israel Arms (1979-1990) with Egypt Arms (1975-
1986). 

Egypt Lagged 3: Israel Arms (1975-1987) with Egypt Arms (1978-
1990). 

Egypt Lagged 4: Israel Arms (1975-1986) with Egypt Arms (1979-
1990). 

Israel Lagged 3: Israel Arms (1963-1990) with Jordan Arms (1960-
1987). 

Israel Lagged 4: Israel Arms (1964-1990) with Jordan Arms (1960-
1986). 

Jordan Lagged 3: Israel Arms (1960-1987) with Jordan Arms (1963-
1990). 

Jordan Lagged 4: Israel Arms (1960-1986) with Jordan Arms (1964-
1990). 

Israel Lagged 3: Israel Arms(1963-1990) with S. Arabia Arms (1960-
1987). 

Israel Lagged 4: Israel Arms (1964-1990) with S. Arabia Arms (1960-
1986). 

Saudi Arabia Lagged 3: Israel Arms (1960-1987) with S. Arabia Arms 
(1963-1987). 

r 

-.54 

.21 

.02 

.03 

.41* 

.33 

.36 

.62** 

-.11 

-.15 

.37* 
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Saudi Arabia Lagged 4: Israel Arms (1960-1986) with S. Arabia .36 
(1964-1990). 

* p < .05; ** P < .01 

These relationships between US arms transfers to specific Arab states and Israel 

are confirmed in the de-trended (percent change) data (table 5), and in the lagged percent 

change data presented in table 6, with one exception. The exception is interesting because 

it involves Egypt, which case was insignificant in the trend data. 

Case Description 

Table 5 
Correlations: Case Studies 

(Percent Change Data) 

US Arms To Israel with US Arms to Egypt (1975-1990). 

US Arms to Israel with US Arms to Jordan (1961-1990) 

US Arms to Israel with US Arms to S. Arabia (1961-1990) 

Case Descriptions 

Table 6 
Correlations: Case Studies 

(percent Change Lagged Data) 

Israel % Change Lagged 3: Israel (1978-1990) with Egypt (1975-1987). 

Israel % Change Lagged 4: Israel (1979-1990) with Egypt (1975-1986). 

Egypt % Change Lagged 3: Israel % (1975-1987) with % Egypt (1978-
1990) 

r 

.20 

.21 

.21 

r 

-.28 

.007 

.59 
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Egypt % Change Lagged 4: Israel % (1975-1986) with % Egypt (1979- .33 
1990) 

Israel % Change Lagged 3: Israel % (1964-199O) with % Jordan (1961- -.06 
1987). 

Israel % Change Lagged 4: Israel % (1965-199O) with % Jordan (1961- -.05 
1986). 

Jordan % Change Lagged 3: Israel % (1961-1987) with % Jordan .15 
(1964-1990). 

Jordan % Change Lagged 4: Israel % (1961-1986) with % Jordan -.14 
(1965-1990) 

Israel % Change Lagged 3: Israel % (1964-1990) with % S. Arabia -.14 
(1961-1987). 

Israel % Change Lagged 4: Israel % (1965-1990) with % S. Arabia -.06 
(1961-1986). 

S. Arabia % Lagged 3: Israel % (1961-1987) with % S. Arabia (1964- .02 
1990) 

S. Arabia % Change Lagged 4: Israel % (1961-1986) with S. Arabia .06 
(1965-1990). 

In sum, the case studies also show no clear and strong relationships between US 

arms transfers to Arab states and US arms transfers to Israel with only basically weak 

and scattered correlation between the two variables. Only a few hints suggest that US 

arms transfers to Israel might precede arms transfers to Arab states. 

Conclusion 

This chapter looked at the impact of the Israeli factor in shaping US arms transfer 

policy in the Middle East. We proposed that more US arms to Arab states will lead to 
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more arms to Israel because of the special relationship between Israel and the US. 

Empirical evidence reveals only very weak relationships and in the opposite direction. 

Historical evidence suggests that there was a tendency in the US anns transfer policy to 

make Israel more superior by giving the latter a qualitative edge. Despite these qualitative 

historical findings indicating many specific examples where this factor seemed to have 

influenced the US arms transfer policy, our evidence can in no way support that assertion 

systematically. This does not say one can not illustrate the proposition with specifics, 

such as the negotiations with Israel on selling the AWACS to Saudi Arabia, where the 

Reagan administration promised Israel more military assistance, characterized as "a bribe 

in the form of $300 million increase in its annual FMS credits" (Ball and Ball, 1992: 

273). Still the "Israeli Factor" as tested here did not show systematic support for 

explaining US arms transfer policy as suggested by this conventional theoretical 

proposition, one which would have appeared to have dominated the perception of almost 

every American president since Truman, that is, assurance of military superiority for 

Israel. 

Nonetheless, despite these qualification, the evidence does suggest that there are 

some minimal patterns in the data which support that US arms transfers to Israel leading 

to more transfers to the Arab states. Moreover, the US transfers to Jordan and to Saudi 

Arabia show additional support to this conclusion. The findings of this chapter,therefore, 

indicate that US arms transfers to Arab states were at least partial reactions to US 

transfers to Israel. More important, our original hypothesis does not in any way receive 
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systematic support. At this point this factor would appear to be a minimal contributor to 

an understanding of overall US arms transfers to the Middle East. 
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CHAPrER FIVE 

TIlE PEACE PROCESS FACTOR 

Introduction: 

This chapter explores the relationship between U.S. arms transfers and the U.S. 

Peace Process Factor. The "peace factor" is defined in this study as the initiatives, 

proposals, plans, and actual agreements sponsored by the United States to bring the 

involved parties in the Arab-Israeli conflict to the negotiating table or have them sign 

agreement(s) to stop hostilities against each other. This hypothesis suggests that the U.S 

transfer of arms to the Middle East may be viewed as part of a larger bargaining strategy 

of convincing involved parties to accept American peace proposals and agreements. Thus 

U.S. arms are treated in this chapter as a policy tool to achieve an end to the conflict in 

the Middle East through peace agreements. 

To set the stage, we first develop theoretical linkages between arms and peace; 

second, discuss the US peace initiatives in the last thirty years; and finally, test the 

linkage between US arms transfer policy and US peace policy in the Middle East using 

arms transfers data measured in its monetary value and by sheer numbers of transfers 

annually. 

While several scholars have looked at the U.S. involvement in peace making if! 

the Middle East (Spiegel 1987, Quandt 1977, 1993), none have yet researched the 
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question of peace and arms in a systematic fashion, particularly the relationships between 

u.s. peace policy and its arms transfer policy. Some have argued that high levels of 

arms transfers were triggered by high levels of conflict within and between states. Little 

research has been conducted to investigate the question of whether arms are triggered by 

peace. Two exceptions are Sislin (1993) and Nachmias (1988): both look at us arms 

transfers as a tool of influence but do not try to explain US arms transfers by the peace 

process factor. Nachmias (1988) investigated the successes and failures of us arms in 

influencing Israeli's behavior, but arrived at mixed results concerning US leverage on 

Israel through arms. Sislin (1993, 1994) investigated the factors that led to the success 

and the failure of US arms transfers attempts. 

This study, however, proposes that peace is an important explanation of u.S. 

arms transfers policy to the Middle East. This proposition, if supported by empirical 

evidence, would present decision makers with an interesting finding related to the arms 

transfers area. It would be natural for Israel, for instance, to ask for arms and more 

military assurances from the u.S. as a condition to engage in any peace agreement(s) 

with its neighbors. Israel has demanded time after time to be secured by American arms 

transfers, a condition for accepting American policies in the Middle East, particularly the 

peace initiatives. For example, when President Nixon wrote to the Israeli Prime Minister 

asking her to accept the Roger's Peace Plan, "her response was to seek reassurances on 

arms supply ... " (Quandt, 1977: 125). When President Johnson agreed to the requests for 

American Arms, including F-4 Phantom jets, he left the terms open to the bureaucracy 
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for determining conditions, but Quandt (1993: 57) notes that the administration had 

considered two alternatives as conditions of the selling of jets and other arms to Israel: 

First, to reverse Israel's growing appetite for territory, some felt that 
Israel should be asked to agree to the principle of full withdrawal in the 
context of peace exchange for the jets. Others, fearful of Israeli nuclear 
development, argued that Israel should be required to sign the Nuclear 
Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) before receiving U.S. Arms. 

Even policy makers in the U.S. Congress have also suggested that arms transfers 

after the Camp David Accord were "intended to provide each party with assurance that 

we would assist them over the long haul as each took risks for peace" (Lugar 1986: 24). 

Thus the hypothesis in this chapter is: The United States will transfer arms to involved 

parties in the Arab-Israeli conflict when they accept American peace proposals and 

actual agreements. 

Arms and Peace 

This title suggests an unusual association, and some clarification is necessary. It 

has been the view of the U.S. government that arms transfers to Israel are the most 

effective tool to help Israel in maintaining it's security because any peace process in the 

Middle East must involve the Israeli's agreement to return occupied lands to its Arab 

neighbors. If the occupied territories are returned, a security problem will arise for Israel 

unless Israel receives guarantees of its military superiority in the region to defend against 

any aggression by its neighbors. The Israelis conditioned any acceptance of American 

peace initiatives to the American commitment to supply them with American arms. For 
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example, the achievement by the US to have both parties agree to the Sinai n agreement 

resulted from "extensive and intensive involvement of the U.S. government-the shuttles, 

the proposals, the pledges, and the commitments (Kieval and Reich, 1987: 75)." These 

commitments included US military and economic security support to Israel and Egypt, 

and US assurance of oil supply to Israel. 

The underlying assumption behind this approach is explained by the Realpolitik 

School. The U.S. and its allies should negotiate from a position of strength (Nachmias, 

1988: 12). So American arms are ~5med at providing Israel superiority in the region and 

to serve American interests as well. The U.S. will also avoid the Arab states' criticism 

of US military support to Israel if it is also involved in the peace making process. The 

main argument here is that U.S. arms transfers will serve as a tool for a peaceful 

resolution to the Arab-Israeli conflict. Those states will condition their acceptance of the 

American peace initiative on American arms sales and the supply of arms. According to 

Nachmias (1988: 179) "Since the Six-Day War, all U.S. plans have been based on the 

principle of 'territories for peace,'" which created a real concern for Israel in its 

calculations for security and the protection of its borders. The U.S. must offer arms to 

protect the Israelis and convince them to accept the American proposals for Middle 

Eastern peace, which will maintain Israel's long term security. 

In summary, Israel and its security is of great importance to the U.S. interests 

in the Middle East. This security can be achieved through peace agreement(s) to solve 

conflicts with the Arab states. This will benefit the U.S. as well as Israel. Any peace 
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initiative must involve Israel's return of land to the Arab states which will create more 

security problems for Israel. So the U.S. will make up for that in transferring more arms 

to Israel. Then the question is, do American peace initiatives in the Middle East relate 

to more American Arms transfers for participants in the peace process, and can any 

assessment be made about which factor-peace initiatives or arms transfers-is the prior, 

causal variable? 

Empirical Test 

In order to test the proposed relation, I first identified the American initiatives to 

bring peace between the Arab states and Israel through extensive investigations of the 

actual peace agreements (Nachmias, 1988 and Quandt, 1993)28. Second, I investigated 

whether or not these peace plans were preceded andlor followed by agreement(s) to sell 

arms and/or actual arms sales to the involved parties. Third, I adapted from Sislin 

(1993) original data on all U.S. arms transfers influence attempts derived from 

governmental and nongovernmental sources, a total of 191 cases of arms influence 

attempts. From the 191 cases, I isolated all cases29 that involved the participants of the 

Arab-Israeli conflict in particular and the Middle East in general. From these data I 

distinguished between positive arms influence attempts and negative arms influence 

28 Nitza Nachmias(1988) provides a detailed study on the Middle East peace process in the 
last forty years. He also tries to relate it to American arms transfers to the region. 

29 More discussion of these data will be presented in a later section. 
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attempts. The first refers to the actual giving and promising to give arms, while the 

second means withholding or threatening to withhold arms. 

u.s. Peace Action in the Middle East, 1967-1990 

While the US did not take an active role in the region until the decline of the 

British hegemony, which came immediately after the 1956 Suez crisis, when the US 

stopped the aggression of Israel, France and England against Egypt, the US "peace 

policy" did not subsequently shift to high gear until the late-1960s. An historical analysis 

of U.S. peace policy in the Middle East uncovered ten major peace initiatives. These 

were US attempts to bring an end to the hostilities between the states in the Arab-Israeli 

conflict. It is noteworthy that much of this historical analysis inadvertently demonstrates 

the role of US arms transfers to the region as part of a US "peace policy. n 

The first US peace initiative was President Johnson's Initiative, introduced in 

1967 and called "The Five Principles For Peace".3O According to Nachmias (1988), 

President Johnson was the first American leader to sign a major arms deal with Israel, 

including 50 Phantom F-4 fighter-jets, a deal later frozen after the Six Day's War in an 

attempt to use it as American leverage over Israel's behavior during the Six Days War 

30 President Johnson's principles stated: "(1) every nation in the area has a fundamental right 
to live and to have this right respected by its neighbors, (2) justice for the refugees is a human 
requirement, (3) maritime rights must be respected, (4) the wasteful and futile arms race in the 
Middle East must be contained through a bilateral agreement between the United States and the 
U.S.S.R., and (5) the political independence and territorial integrity of all the states in the area 
must be respected" (Nachmias, 1988: 21). 
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and to stop the hostilities among the parties. 

The Johnson plan was interrupted by the Six Days War in 1967. This war led to 

another US peace initiative, the Rogers Plan, 1969-197131
, which states that Israel should 

return the lands it occupied after 1967 to its Arab neighbors in exchange for recognition 

of its territory and to establish peace with them (See Quandt, 1978, 1993: 81-93, 

Nachmias, 1988: Ch. 2, Lenczowski 1990). The plan consisted of three phases including: 

Rogers Plan A, introduced in December 9, 1969, which according to Reich (1977: 13-

14), had the goal of achieving just and lasting peace as a major thrust of the US policy 

based on support for UN Resolution 242 and the Jarring mission32• This proposal was not 

acceptable to either the Arab states or Israel. The Arab states did not trust the U.S. and 

argued that the US was still committed to Israel. The latter response was not positive 

because of the great powers involvements. Rogers Plan B, announced on June, 25 1970, 

"proposed that Israel, the United Arab Republic(of Egypt and Syria) and Jordan restore 

the cease-fire for at least 90 days and agree to discussions under the auspices of 

Ambassador Jarring for the purpose of establishing a just and lasting peace based on 

Resolution 242" (Reich, 1977: 13). This initiative was accompanied by the US 

commitment to strengthen Israeli military capability and to bring Israel back to the 

Jarring Talks in a "position of confidence." Finally, Rogers Plan C, according to Reich 

3IThe Roger's Plan was made official publicly on December 1969, but it started since 
January 1969 until its burial in 1971. 

32 Gunnar Jarring was the Swedish ambassador to Moscow, and also served as special 
representative of the UN to deal with the Arab-Israel Conflict.. 
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(1977), was the last phase of the Rogers plan, a reaction to t.'le Jarring mission deadlock, 

the purpose being "to achieve an interim agreement on the re-opeoing of the Suez Canal 

and a partial withdrawal of Israeli troops from the Sinai peninsula" (Reich, 1977: 14). 

35): 

Concerning Israel's agreement with the Rogers Plan, Nachmias concluded (1988: 

PIjme Minister Meir reiterated Israel's demands and linked Israeli 
withdrawal with arms, asking for an additional 25 F-4 Phantoms and 100 
A-4 Skyhawks (the two most advanced fighter-bombers at that time). 
Israel also requested $750 million in economic aid for the following five 
years. Rogers suggested to Nixon that he use the request as a leverage to 
attain otherwise unacceptable territorial concessions. 

This component of u.S. foreign policy toward Israel was called the "hardware for 

software" policy of the Nixon administration. The policy attempted to use arms to 

influence Israel's behavior toward Peace negotiations. In other words Israel would 

receive American arms, "Hardware", if it showed some flexibility in peace negotiations, 

"Software", an attempt to pressure Israel to accept the Rogers plan through the use of 

American arms (Nachmias, 1988: 35). 

Nonetheless, the Rogers Plan did not succeed, setting the stage for another war 

in 1973. The war in tum set the stage for another American Peace plan comprised of 

four agreements between Israel, Syria and Egypt, and engineered by Henry Kissinger: 

the Disengagement Agreements, 1973-1975.(Soo Nachmias, 1988, Ch.3 for a detailed 

discussion and Kissinger 1994: 739). Those agreements were intended to stop the 
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hostilities among the parties in the Arab-Israel conflict after the 1973 War. Four related 

agreements were included: The Israel-Egypt agreement of November 11, 1973, a six 

point agreement intended to implement UN Resolution 338 and secure the cease fire 

(Keival and Reich, 1987), and which set the stage for the two additional agreements. The 

first, the Sinai I between Israel and Egypt in January 17, 1974, was intended to separate 

the military forces of both states and produced further agreements, especially the Sinai 

II agreement. The second was the Syrian-Israeli Disengagement, May 1974, which 

"reduced the threat of war in part by restructuring the complex pattern of troop 

deployments and providing for United Nations Emergency Force (UNEF) buffer units 

between the respective parties" (Keival and Reich, 1987: 73-4). This agreement was a 

spill-over of the Sinai I agreement. It had great importance to US foreign policy in the 

Middle East. According to Reich (1977: 15) the agreement "improved the United States 

position in the Arab World, and was a factor in the lifting of the Arab oil embargo. 1133 

The involvement of arms transfers was an indirect incentive evident in the actual 

behavior of Israel. Nachmias argued: 

Throughout the five months of negotiations, the United States did not use 
transfer of arms as leverage to achieve Israeli concessions. Between 
January-when the Golan disengagement talks began-and May 31, Israel 
was receiving almost all the military hardware it had called for; 
[moreover] in March 1974, during the toughest period of the negotiations, 
Defense Minister Dayan had visited Washington and presented a list 
conditioning Israel's concessions on American weapons. Israel was telling 

33 President Nixon made a trip to the Middle East in June 1974, visiting: Israel, Saudi 
Arabia, Jordan, and Egypt. See Reich (1977: 15). 



Washington what could be exchanged for what, thus linking its 
concessions with longterm American commitments on arms supplies 
(Nachmias, 1988: 76, brackets added). 
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The fourth disengagement agreement was the Sinai II between Israel and Egypt 

in September 1, 1975. "It provided for Israeli withdrawal from territory in Sinai 

(including the strategic Gidi, Mitla passes and oil fields) in exchange for Egyptian 

political concessions and pledges of U.S. support" (Keival and Reich, 1987: 75). This 

agreement moved these states into a path of an overall peace settlement (lbid)34. Israel's 

agreement involved US commitment of military support to Israel. Nachmias( 1988: 86) 

argued: "The United States promised to be responsive to Israel's military, economic, and 

energy needs ... Israel received American assurances about future U.S. political and 

diplomatic activities.35" 

These previous agreements set the stage for formal peace between Egypt and 

Israel in the Camp David Accords, signed on September 17, 1978, the first treaty 

between an Arab state, Egypt, and Israel. It was built upon the principle of returning 

occupied land by Israel to Egypt in exchange for peace. Nachmias( 1988: 105) argued 

that withholding arms was evident in US policy toward Israel during the Camp David 

negotiation process. The Carter policy had established restraints on US arms transfers; 

nonetheless after the agreement was signed the Carter administration submitted to 

34 See also Reich (1977). 

3S Kissinger promised Israel a very substantial package of arms to Israel. 
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Congress "a request for 'supplemental 1979 Middle East Aid Package for Israel and 

Egypt.' The package included $3.3 billion in military aid to Israel"(lbid: 120). 

The US then went into low gear until after the Israeli invasion of Lebanon in 

1982, which led to the destruction of the PLO camps in Lebanon and moved them to 

Tunisia, and the Reagan administration introduced the Reagan Peace Initiative, "fresh 

start", in September, 1982. This initiative was based on the Camp David agreement, and 

was an attempt to implement United Nations Resolution 242.36 

The core of the initiative was s!ill Camp David, but with important 
substantive additions. Whereas Camp David had been vague on the so
called final status of the West Bank and Gaza after a transitional period, 
Reagan said the United States would oppose both Israeli annexation and 
an independent Palestinian state. The U.S. preference, he said, was for 
some form of association between the West Bank, Gaza, and Jordan. Lest 
any doubt remain, Reagan said the United States believed that the 
withdrawal provision of UN Resolution 242 should apply to the West 
Bank and Gaza, a position completely at odds with Begin and the Likud 
party's policy (Quandt, 1993: 345). 

According to Nachmias (1988), Jordan was expected to play an important role in the 

Reagan Plan. President Reagan promised King Hussein US arms including F-16s and the 

creation of the Jordanian Rapid Deployment Force with Jordan's participation in the 

Plan. However, the Plan was rejected by all parties and it was buried with the Reagan 

administration interest in Middle East peace. 

The Palestinian Uprising (Intifada) on 1987 was associated with yet another 

Reagan peace plan, the Reagan Second Peace Initiative on February 1, 1988. The plan 

36 For full discussion, see Quandt (1993: 476-85). 
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renewed the Reagan administration's as well the US interest in resolving the Arab-Israel 

conflict by developing a three-part plan: 

First, an international conference; second, direct negotiations leading to 
an interim agreement for the territories, lasting no longer than six months
elections in the West Bank could be held as early as October 1988; and 
finally, the opening of talks designed to find a permanent solution, no 
later than December 1988. Autonomy for the Palestinians could go into 
effect as early as February 1989 (Nachmias, 1988: 164). 

The Reagan plan was complemented by a new American initiative, the 

Comprehensive Peace Plan-Schultz in March 1988. It was built upon UN Resolutions 242 

and 338, and came after the PLO agreed to recognize the existence of Israel. The main 

theme of the plan was to settle the issue of the Palestinians in the West Bank and Gaza, 

thus serving King Hussein's interests such as the Jordanian control over the West Bank. 

In summary, ten distinct U.S. peace initiatives were isolated from 1967 to 1990 

(Table 1), most clustered around the years of severe conflict between Israel and the Arab 

states. One plan followed the Six Days War in 1967, namely the Roger's Plan. Four 

disengagement agreements involving an Israeli agreement with Egypt and Syria followed 

the 1973 War. Finally, the first Reagan initiative followed the Israeli invasion of 

Lebanon. Most of the peace plans clustered during the late 1960s and mid-1970s; 

between Camp David in 1978 and the Reagan initiative and the Shultz Plan in 1988 

following the Palestinian Uprising (Intifada), there was only one other U.S. peace 

initiative, namely the Reagan peace initiative in 1982. 
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Table 1 
U.S. Peace Plans, 37 1967-1990 

Year Peace Plan(s) etc Major Event 

1967 Johnson Five Principle for No War 
Peace 

1969-1971 Roger's Plan The Six Day War, 1967 

1973 Egyptian- Israeli: 1973 War 
Disengagement Agreement 

1974 Sinai I: Egypt-Israel 1973 War 

1974 Syrian-Israeli Disengagement 1973 War 
Agreement 

1975 Egyptian-Israel Sinai IT Accord 1973 War 

1977-1978 The Camp David Treaty No Conflict 

1982 The Reagan Plan: First Initiative Israeli Invasion of Lebanon, 
1982. 

1988 The Reagan Plan: Second No War (Intifada, 1987) 
Initiative 

1988 Schultz Plan No War (Intifada, 1987) 

Were u.S. peace initiatives related to U.S. arms transfers to the involved parties 

in the region in a systematic fashion? Did Israel and other recipients agree to U.S. peace 

proposals because they had received assurances of more American Arms? Our hypothesis 

leads us to expect high levels of arms transfers associated with high levels of U.S. peace 

initiatives. This will be tested in the next section. 

37 Raw data is adapted from Nachmias (1988), Quandt (1977 and 1993), Reich (1977) and 
Spiegel (1987). 
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American Arms and American Peace initiatives 

This section assesses the relationship between the peace factor and U.S. arms. I 

would expect to find higher arms transfers around the years of peace initiatives and 

mainly after they were signed. Appendix K and figure 1 present US arms transfers to the 

Middle East. These data show (Figure 1) increases in US arms transfers for every year 

there is an agreement listed in table 1 except for 1974 and 1978. By using the peace 

initiatives as the unit of analysis, and counting each peace initiative as one case during 

the time period, 70% of the peace initiatives occurred during years of US arms increases, 

and 30% during years of decreases: peace initiatives were more likely to occur in years 

of arms transfers increases as opposed to decreases. These annual data are admittedly of 

a very gross and simplistic nature, but they are consistent, if not overwhelmingly 

supportive of, the hypothesis. 

Looking at the data slightly differently, and using the year as the unit of analysis, 

figure 1 shows that US arms transfers increases and decreases occur about evenly in the 

same year as an agreement and the first year after an agreement: that is , in those years 

in which agreements occurred, 60% showed increases and 40% decreases; the opposite 

was the case the first year after an agreement: 40% of those years had increases and 60% 

decreases. 

While these data looked only at years in which agreements occurred or did not, 

and whether arms transfers increased or decreased, another test would be to contrast the 

US arms transfers annual percentage change for the "peace initiative" years to all other 
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years, to compare years of peace to years of non-peace in term of arms transfers annual 

percentage change. Table 2 divides the entire time period into two groups, the first 

including years of US peace initiatives, and the second all other years. I calculated the 

average arms transfers percentage change for each group. The result shows the average 

percent change of years of peace(U9%) were larger than the non-peace years (27%)38, 

indicating that years including peace initiatives had higher US arms transfers than the 

non-peace years. 

In addition, I separated out the Israeli case because the historical review 

demonstrated that arms have been a significant factor in convincing Israel to accept US 

peace initiatives. Table 3 shows that for the Israeli case, the US arms transfers annual 

percent change average for the peace initiative years (173 %) was larger than years of 

non-initiatives (30%), suggesting that peace years are associated with more arms 

transfers than non-peace years. 39 

38 However, because the annual percentage change in 1967 is higher than all other years 
(679 %) and this may effect the result, I calculated the annual percent change excluding the 1967 
value; the result was 39 % average, confirming, although not nearly as strongly, that the peace 
years arms transfers annual percentage change average is higher than the non-peace years. 

39 However, because the annual percent change in 1967 is higher than all other years 
(1212%) and this may effect the result, I calculated the annual percent change excluding the 
1967 value, the result was 20% average, a figure comparable to the non-peace years. 
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Table 2 
Comparison of US Anns Transfer Percentage Change: 

Peace Years vs. Non-Peace Years 

Peace Years (AT) % * Change Non-Peace (AT) % 

1967 

1971 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1978 

1982 

1988 

Mean 

679% 

58%*1 

152% 

-67% 

46% 

3%*2 

21% 

-78% 

119% 

(AT); Arms Transfers. 
-Numbers are rounded. 

Years 

1968 

1972 

1976 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1989 

1990 

Mean 

Change 

87% 

61% 

19% 

-3%7 

119% 

22% 

-24% 

-28% 

-27% 

45% 

85% 

-63% 

225% 

27% 

*Represent the annual percent change for the same year of the peace initiative 
unless it is noted otherwise. 

*1 This value includes the yearly average of 1969-1971, because the Rogers plan 
was over that time period. 

*2 This value includes the average of 1977-1978, because of the Camp David 
Agreement was over that time period. 



Table 3 
Comparison of US Arms Transfer Percentage Change, Israel: 

Peace Years vs. Non-Peace Years 

Peace Year (AT) %* 
Change 

1967 1212% 

1971 118%*1 

1973 151 % 

1974 -68% 

1975 43% 

1978 16%*2 

1982 -48% 

1988 -71% 

Mean 173% 

(AT) Arms Transfers. 
-Numbers are rounded. 

Non-Peace (AT) % 
Year Change 

1968 73% 

1972 58% 

1976 8% 

1979 -41% 

1980 147% 

1981 44% 

1983 -55% 

1984 -28% 

1985 -22% 

1986 73.% 

1987 287% 

1989 -64% 

1990 -86% 

Mean 31% 
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*Represent the annual percent change for the same year of the peace initiative 
unless it is noted differently. 

*1 This value includes the yearly average of 1969-1971, because the Rogers plan 
was over that time period. 

*2 This value includes the average of 1977-1978, because of the Camp David 
Agreement was over that time period. 
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While these results show an association between arms transfers and years of peace 

initiatives a confounding factor is that periods of war and crises also occur during times 

of peace initiatives. The question then becomes how does one establish whether arms 

transfers are related to war and crisis or peace initiatives? To try to solve this issue, I 

added a new measure of U.S. arms transfers, the number of cases of U.S. "arms 

transfers 'influence attempts'" (ATlAs). These data, adapted from Sislin (1993), 

consisted of US arms transfers "influence attempts" from 1950-1992: 191 cases where 

the US used arms as a tool of influencing recipient's behavior in many issues. According 

to Sislin (1994: 681): 

Over the 1950-1992 period, the United States attempted to influence other 
countries by manipulating its arms exports. The United States has tried to 
restore constitutional democracies in South America, end hostilities in the 
Middle East, obtain military bases throughout the world, and foster human 
rights all via the judicious application of its arms transfer policies. 

These data differ from the SIPRI in two ways. First, Sislin calculated simply the number 

of cases that involved the use of arms transfers instead of the numerical. value of arms 

transfers. According to Sislin (1994: 675) 

Statistical analyses ... employing broad measures of arms sales, such as the 
annual monetary value of American sales, also are inadequate here: 
Although such approaches contain many cases of influence attempts, the 
attempts are lost among all the other arms processes included in the 
measurement. A different approach is required. The analysis in this article 
relies on a new data set that attempts to keep as much detail as possible, 
while also identifying a sufficiently large number of cases for rigorous 
statistical testing. 

The second difference is that SIPRI data show the annual dollar value and does not 

discriminate how many times the US transfers arms at different periods in a specific 
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year; Sislin's data shows the number of cases40
• Sislin's data gives us the total arms 

transfers "influence attempts" (ATlAs) in each year. These data may solve the 

confounding variable problem because A TIAs are focused primarily on influence attempts 

which are imbedded within arms transfer terminology and rhetoric, but which do not 

always necessarily equate to actual transfer of arms measured in dollar-denominated 

amounts. If nothing eise, it provides us with another and somewhat distinct measure of 

arms transfers. 

My criteria for case selection is based on the following: I identified in Sislin' s 

Data (1993: Appendix I, 201-282) every case that is part of the Arab Israel conflict, 

peace arms transfers influence attempts (PATIAs), where the US had used arms transfers 

as its tool of influencing the parties of this conflict. This conflict involves: Israel, Jordan, 

Egypt, Syria, Iraq and Saudi Arabia41
• 

Results 

The results indicated that there are 20 cases of U.S. peace arms transfer 

influence attempts (PATIAs) related to the Arab-Israel conflict, fifteen cases where the 

u.S. attempted to influence Israel, and the remaining five cases where the U.S. 

40 Cases of arms transfers influence attempts means simply actual US policies to achieve 
specific objectives by the use of its arms transfers. This will not necessarily lead to arms 
transfers but it shows us the linkage between the actual policies and the tools used to achieve 
them, in this case, anns transfers. 

41 These countries are include because they are part of the study sample and others may 
include or exclude other countries. 
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attempted to influence Arab countries' peace behavior (Table 4). Table four presents 

these cases and shows: the actual year, the intended recipient, the type of attempt 

(positive or negative) and a brief description of each case. 

Table 4 
U.S. Arms Transfers Attempts and Peace In the Arab-Israeli Conflict, 

1967-1990. Raw data Adapted fonn Sislln(1993) 

Year Case# Recipient (N*)/(P**) Peace Process Action 

1967 1 Iraq N To End the Arab-Israeli 
Hostilities after 1967 War 

1967 2 Israel N Ibid 

1967 3 Jordan N Ibid 

1967 4 S. Arabia N Ibid 

1967 5 Syria N Ibid 

1970 6 Israel P To accept Roger's cease fire plan 

1970 7 Israel P To return to Jarring Talks 

1971 8 Israel P To hold proximity talks with 
Egypt over an Interim Suez 
accord. 

1973 9 Israel N To accept cease fire after 1973 
war 

1973 10 Israel P 1973 war cease fire 

1974 11 Israel P Arms for Israel acceptance of the 
Sinai I disengagement agreement-
with Egypt. 

1974 12 Israel P Ibid with Syria 

1975 13 Israel N Sinai n disengagement agreement 

1975 14 Israel P Ibid. 
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1978 15 Egypt P To dissuade Sadat form breaking 
off peace negotiations. 

1978 16 Israel P Peace negotiations with Egypt. 

1978 17 Israel N Lebanon 

1981 18 Israel N To stop Israeli raids on the PLO 
in Lebanon. 

1982 19 Israel N Invasion of Lebanon. 

1983 20 Israel P Reward to withdraw forces from 
Lebanon. 

* N: Negative Attempt, ** P: Positive Attempt. 

Negative influence attempt(s) occurred when the U.S. decided to back down on arms 

sales agreements, and/or threatened to stop delivery of arms to the involved parties 

unless they complied with U.S peace policy. Positive attempt(s) occurred when the U.S. 

used arms transfers to reward the involved parties for complying and/or accepting 

American peace initiatives. The findings of this test are summarized in Table 5. 

Table 5 
Summary Analysis of Table 4: U.S. Arms Transfers Attempts 

Raw Data Adapted from Sislln(1993) 

Case Description Total Percentage 

Number of Attempts 20 100% 

Positive Cases 10 50% 

Negative Cases 10 50% 

Cases involved-Israel 15 75% 
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Cases involved-Arab states 5 25% 

Positive Cases-Israel 9 90% 

Positive Cases-Arab states 1 10% 

Negative Cases-Israel 6 60% 

Negative Cases-Arab states 4 40% 

Out of the 20 attempts by the U.S., 10 were positive attempts toward the involved parties 

to stop hostilities and move toward peace agreements or at least disengagement 

agreements; nine of the ten attempts were aimed at Israel, and only one attempt was used 

toward an Arab state. In this last case, arms were used to "dissuade Sadat from breaking 

off peace negotiations"(Sislin 1993: 255, case 123). Of the negative attempts, ten 

attempts were by the u.s. involving the parties of the Arab-Israeli conflict, six aimed 

at Israel and the other four aimed at Arab states who were clients of the U.S. with the 

exception of Syria and Iraq. In sum, 75% of the time arms transfers were used toward 

influencing Israeli behavior, and only 25% were used toward Arab states. 90% of the 

time the U.S. used arms to try to influence Israeli behavior by giving them or promising 

them more arms, and only 10% toward Arab states (positive attempts). The U.S. used 

its arms transfers 60% in its attempts to hold arms from Israel and 40% toward the Arab 

states (Negative attempts). 

In general, these findings suggest an association of US peace policy and US arms 

transfers policy in the Middle East. By looking at the total cases of U.s. (ATlAs) in the 

Middle East in general, I found 32 cases of American arms transfer influence attempts 
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(ATIAs=32), which attempted to change or influence the behavior of the recipients from 

1967-1990. I compared these numbers to the total U.S. peace arms transfer attempts 

(pATlAs= 20), that is, where the US used its arms exports to bring an end to the 

hostilities between Israel and the Arab states: 20 of the 32 cases were directed at the 

peace process in the Middle East. Thus, 63 % of all American arms transfer influence 

attempts were directed at influencing the parties of the Arab-Israeli conflict. These latter 

findings generate additional support to the peace factor in US arms transfers to the 

Middle East. It is important to note that 23%, 32 (ATlAs) out 140 (World total), the 

total number of US arms transfers influences attempt cases toward all states in the world, 

1967-1990, Sislin (1993», of US arms transfers influence attempts were directed at the 

Middle East states and 14% (20 out of 140 for the peace process purposes leaving only 

9% (12 out 140) for other purposes. 

Conclusion 

This chapter has looked at the impact of the "peace factor" in US arms transfers policy. 

The chapter outlined US peace initiatives in the region, 1967-1990 and investigated the 

linkage between arms and peace in US foreign policy. We compared the value of arms 

transfers to the peace initiatives, but because of a confounding variable we can not be 

conclusive in our analysis about the effect of this factor. The results have indicated only 

minimal findings for the relationship between U.S. arms transfers and U.S. Middle 

Eastern policy with regard to the peace process. 
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Historical analysis indicated the U.S. showed an interest in bringing peace among 

the involved parties only after major crises, suggesting a pattern in which the US awaits 

a major crisis in the Middle East and then moves to be involved in resolving it. US 

foreign policy was occupied with other issues such as the Soviet Union and the Vietnam 

War during the late 1960s and ear1y-1970s. The Carter administration, showed more 

interest in the peace process than any earlier presidents. The Reagan administration did 

not pay attention to the peace process for two years, and the "fresh start" initiative did 

not consist of any plan or process that could be implemented with clear objectives. The 

US peace efforts in the 1990s followed a major conflict in the Middle East. 

The much-vaunted "peace process" factor, therefore, appears for the moment 

more real in theory and rhetoric than in reality. Testing this factor proved especially 

difficult given the confounding variable of conflict periods occurring simultaneously with 

peace initiatives, but certainly the evidence prezented here would nonetheless not create 

great confidence in that factor as a systematic explanation of arms transfers to the Middle 

East. 
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Introduction: 

This chapter analyzes "the oil factor" and how it relates to US arms transfer 

policy in the Middle East, namely the possible impact of oil price increases in US arms 

transfers to the Middle East. To set the stage, we first develop the theoretical linkage 

between arms and oil; second, discuss the oil shocks and embargoes that occurred in the 

last 30 years; third, analyze the economic impact of the oil embargoes in the oil 

producing countries as well as the importing countries' economies; fourth, discuss the 

impact of the oil price increases for the cost of US imported oil; and finally, test the 

linkage between US arms transfer policy in the Middle East and its oil imports from the 

region. 

In testing the oil-arms connection in US foreign policy in the Middle East, this 

chapter covers two im~rtant cases, Saudi Arabia and Iran42
• As we will see, Saudi 

42 Iraq is excluded in this chapter because of lack of significant US arms transfer to it. 
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Arabia's share of OPEC oil is greater than any other producing country in OPEC. After 

the Iranian Revolution in 1979, the Saudi share was 37% to 40% of total oil exports. 

Moreover, Saudi Arabia played an extremely important role in the oil market. Bligh and 

Plaut (1982: 31) concluded that: 

The world oil market is not controlled by a 'cartel' but rather is an 
oligopolistic market that closely resembles a 'leading producer.' In the 
case of OPEC, that 'leading producer' is Saudi Arabia, probably together 
with its Persian Gulf client states. As a "leader," Saudi Arabia maintains 
the world oil price structure through output constriction. It is possible that 
other producers within OPEC also produce at less than full capacity in 
order to maintain higher prices, but primary responsibility seems to rest 
on the Saudis. It is only when viewed as such that the stability of OPEC 
may be understood, and OPEC pricing policy makes sense. 

This study suggests that these two states, but especially Saudi Arabia, have such 

control over OPEC's decision making and oil prices that they are essential for testing this 

relationship of American arms for oil. 

Oil for Arms and Arms for Oil 

It can be argued that American arms transfers is a policy of the U.S. government 

at least partially to recycle oil money (Willrich, 1975; Gerner 1985; Kanovsky 1986; 

Snider 1984; Plattner 1981; Chan 1980; Beker 1982). In 1973, the OPEC states decided 

to cut most of its oil supplies to Western countries, including the U.S., sending oil prices 

skyrocketing, rising more than 400%. The high payments by oil importing countries 

created a negative impact in the importing countries, which had to extract extra money 

from their budgets to pay for the difference, translating into revenues for the oil 
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producing countries and budget deficits for the oil importing countries. 

Many analysts have suggested that the U.S., due to the increase of oil prices, has 

searched for a means of recycling this petro-dollar money. One of the most convincing 

options is that of selling sophisticated and high tech arms to oil producing countries. If 

nations are rational actors behaving in their own self interest, they will try to recycle 

their wealth by increasing their exports to those oil producing countries. 

Other scholars however, have questioned the accuracy of the oil-arms linkage. 

Kaldor(l977) concluded that arms sales generated revenues to help the developments of 

the arms industry in Europe and the Soviet Union, but makes no mention of the benefits 

to the U.S. economy. His time period however, 1974/1975, was too short to uncover any 

real impact of the oil embargo in the U.S. economy. 

Chan (1980) argued that the oil prices are related to arms transfers. The oil 

importers have found that arms exports to oil producing countries is an important tool 

of recycling their money to help their economies dealing with trade deficits. Chan 

summed up the previous literature on this issue: 

Many of these discussions imply that arms sales offer an attractive solution to 
these nations' trade deficits caused by sharp increases in oil price ... Arms sales, 
on the other hand, tend to be a relatively unobtrusive issue for most voters. And, 
while it is a competitive business, the number of suppliers is relatively small and 
there is no shortage of demand for weapons. Thus, it seems to provide a 
relatively expedient and politically safe way to redress current or anticipated trade 
imbalance (Chan, 1980: 235-36). 

Chan (1980: 235) investigated "the short-teno effects of oil price hikes on the supply and 

demand patterns for conventional arms" and found a relationship between "expensive oil" 



and arms transfers. 

We have found some evidence indicating a linkage between arms and oil 
trade, with the major fuel consumers selling more weapons and the major 
fuel producers buying more weapons. Moreover, the volume of weapons 
trade has increased since 1973, and the oil exporting countries have spent 
more on foreign arms than the oil importing countries. These findings 
provide the necessary although not sufficient condition for confirming the 
view that the Western industrialized nations have used arms sales as a 
means for recycling petrodollars (Chan, 1980: 243). 
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Chan found that there can be a positive relationship between arms transfers and 

recycling petro-dollar even though in his inquiry he did not come to conclusive findings. 

Others have looked at specific cases, such as France, which has made arms transfers a 

part of its policy. Kessler(1980) reported that by 1980 over 80% of the French arms 

transfers were sent to oil producing countries. 

Snider (1984) addressed the oil-arms issue indirectly, suggesting that the field 

lacks any empirical or theoretical research that: 

Specifies how the rising cost of imported oil may be linked to a rising 
volume of arms exports that is consistent with the traditional economic 
justifications for selling arms: helping the balance of payments; relieving 
unemployment; reducing the unit-procurement costs of weapons; ... etc. 
(Snider, 1984: 669). 

Snider (1984) however, studied this economic question in West European states(including 

the United States) and concluded: 

The results of the data analysis support the hypothesis of an indirect link 
between the rising costs of imported oil and the volume of arms exports; 
it does not follow that most arms sales by the major Western arms 
producers are concluded primarily or even secondarily to offset their 
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respective bills for imported oil (Snider, 1984: 695). 

This "alleged oil-for-arms deals of the middle and late 1970s are too superficial an 

explanation of European and American arms sales after the 1973 oil crisis" (1984: 665). 

Others have presented mixed results, such as Gerner (1985: 10-11), who 

concluded that the arms transfer are a "mixed bag", that is 

Neither as Significant as some argue nor as trivial as others suggest. 
Weapons sales have done relatively little to return new economic 
resources to the industrialized states, especially when compared with other 
types of trade. Nor is it likely that selling arms will guarantee an 
industrialized country continued oil supplies if other reasons for a boycott 
exit. 

Gerner's argument missed the impact the oil crisis of 1973 had on the economies 

of the world, namely the negative impact that has influenced the cost of imported oil by 

Western countries. It may be true, as she suggested, that the amount of arms transfer is 

only 2 to 3 % of the total exports of the industrialized countries, but it is still an 

important action in comparison to the value of oil imports from these countries. 

According to Kanovsky (1986), arms imports by oil producing countries rose 

from 4% in 1972 to 30% of the world total arms imports in 1983. Moreover, when other 

Arab countries in the region were added, this put the figure up over 50% of the world's 

arms import by 1983, primarily because of the financial support from the oil producing 

countries. 

In summary, the US became dependent on imported oil in the late-1960s and this 

dependence on foreign oil brought higher costs to the US economy, which led US 
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decision makers to look for ways to recycle this transferred wealth by transferring US 

arms in an exchange for the oil money. Thus, we should expect that higher oil prices 

leads to more costs for the US economy and more importantly leads to increasing US 

arms transfers to the oil producing countries. Thus the hypothesis in this chapter is: The 

United States will transfer arms to the Middle East 00 producing countries to recycle 

the petro-dollars. 

Middle East Oil Embargoes and the United States: 

Oil Shocks and Oil Prices 

Arab oil has proven to be an effective tool that could be used to achieve political 

and economic objectives in the international arena. However, the success of the oil 

embargoes are based on the ability of the oil producing countries to coordinate their 

actions. While the public remembers mostly the 1973 oil embargo against the Western 

economies, that well-publicized event was not the first such attempt by OPEC to 

coordinate their oil-cost policies. 

The 1967 oil embargo had actually marked the first Arab oil embargo attempt 

intended against the US. It took place after the outbreak of the 1967 Wa:t3
, and did not 

have much impact on the US, but its effects were felt by other Western European 

countries. According to Sankari: 

43 The Arab states have embargoed other Western Countries before 1967, particularly in 
1956 during the Suez Crisis(See Sankari, 1976, for more discussion). 
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The United States was able to maintain oil self-sufficiency and, at the same time, 
assist Western European countries. The American oil industry held 268.8 million 
barrels of domestic crude oil in inventory as of the end of May 1967. This readily 
available source was used to meet the crisis (1976: 268). 

The 1973 embargo was intended to directly impact the US (Sankari, 1976). After 

their defeat in the 1973 War, most of the Arab states assumed that the US was the only 

international actor that could influence Israel behavior to accept UN Resolution 242, 

which requires Israel to return the Arab land it occupied in exchange for a just and 

lasting peace. This oil embargo proved to be more effective than previous ones. First, 

the US and Europe were more dependent on Arab oil. 44 "Arab oil imports into the United 

States fell from 1.2 million barrels a day in September 1973 before the crisis, to 19,000 

barrels a day in January 1974 and February 1974" (Sankari, 1976: 273). Second, low 

domestic oil production in the U.S. failed to offset the shortage of imported oil. "In 

1973, the Industrialized states, including the United States, became more dependent on 

the import of Arab oil. For example, in 1973(January-September), U.S. oil demand was 

met by a 63 percent domestic production, 9 percent Arab imports, and 28 percent non-

Arab imports" (Sankari, 1976: 270). 

There is debate over whether the oil embargo has impacted the US economy. 

Bligh and Plaut (1982: 25) argued that the 1973 oil embargo had a negative impact on 

the US economy, 

44 It is noteworthy to credit the Arab states for their effective coordination and the Saudi 
leadership in this embargo to be an effective tool. 



The oil price hike proved to have a much greater impact on the Western 
economies than might have been predicted earlier, including the United 
States, which many had considered virtually a closed economy. There 
continues to be considerable debate over the causes of the macro-economic 
instability and the productivity decline that occurred in the 1970s, but 
there is no doubt that at least part of this was due to the dramatic rise in 
oil prices. (Bligh and Plaut, 1982: 25) 
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The US did not rely heavily on Middle East oil until the late 1960s. Table 1 

shows US oil imports from the Middle East, including US oil daily imports, the annual 

cost of US imported oil, and the annul percentage change of imported oil cost from each 

country. 

US oil imports from all countries had been stable during the 1960s, around one 

million barrels a day on the average . However, more than 2/3 of this imported oil came 

from OPEC countries. The 1970s show more US reliance on imported oil: US oil 

imports increased rapidly to reach an average of 4 million barrels a day. 

Others have questioned the impact of the 1973 oil embargo on the US economy. 

Quandt (1976) argued that the effects have been exaggerated: 

Images of "strangulation" of the Western economies are found in official 
rhetoric, although in more sober moments, it is acknowledged that even 
if all Arab oil were denied to the United States, this would only reduce 
total energy supplies by 5 percent. Other countries may indeed be brought 
to their knees economically by total oil boycott, but not yet the United 
States (Quandt, 1976: 289). 

Quandt did not, however, take into account the long term impact of the oil embargo on 

the US economy. Higher oil prices as well as higher oil imports from the Middle East 

led to higher costs in the US economy. 



Table 1 
US Crudo 011 Imports I 1000 of Barrelsl per day) and Annual Cost IUS $ In Millions), 1960-1988 

Year S. Arabia % Change Cost to US % Chango Iran % Change Cost to US % Chango Iraq % Change 
1960 77 0% $44 0% 36 0% $20 0% 17 0% 
1961 62 -19% $33 -25% 60 67% $32 56% 20 18% 
1962 67 8% $34 4% 49 -18% $25 -21% 2 -90% 
1963 79 18% $40 18% 62 27% $32 27% 1 -50% 
1964 97 23% $48 18% 66 6% $33 3% 0 -100% 
1965 132 36% $65 36% 78 18% $38 18% 16 0% 
1966 126 -5% $62 -5% 84 8% $41 8% 26 63% 
1967 81 -36% $40 -36% 65 -23% $32 -23% 5 -81% 
1968 52 -36% $26 -36% 58 -11 % $29 -11 % 0 -100% 
1969 35 -33% $16 -38% 42 -28% $19 -33% 0 0% 
1970 40 14% $18 14% 33 -21% $15 -21% 0 0% 
1971 115 188% $73 303% 106 221% $68 350% 11 0% 
1972 174 51% $117 60% 136 28% $92 36% 4 -64% 
1973 462 166% $777 562% 217 60% $365 298% 4 0% 
1974 438 -5% $1,831 135% 463 113% $1,935 430% 0 -100% 
1975 701 60% $3,160 73% 278 -40% $1.253 -35% 2 0% 
1976 1222 74% $5,129 62% 298 7% $1,251 0% 26 1200% 
1977 1369 12% $6,171 20% 525 76% $2.367 89% 76 192% 
1978 1142 -17% $5,652 -8% 554 6% $2,742 16% 62 -18% 
1979 1347 18% $14,995 165% 297 -46% $3,306 21% 88 42% 
1980 1260 -7% $16,426 10% 8 -97% $105 -97% 28 -68% 
1981 1112 -11% $14,409 -12% 0 -100% $0 -100% 0 -100% 
1982 630 -62% $6,384 -66% 36 0% $422 0% 3 0% 
1983 321 -39% $3,398 -47% 48 37% $508 21% 10 233% 
1984 309 -4% $3,158 -7% 10 -79% $102 -80% 12 20% 
1986 132 -57% $1.317 -58% 27 170% $269 164% 46 283% 
1986 618 368% $3,032 130% 19 -30% $93 -65% 81 76% 
1987 642 4% $4,066 34% 98 416% $621 566% 82 1% 
1988 902 40% $4,415 9% 0 -100% $0 -100% 343 318% 

Source: Bailie Petroleum Datil Book, May 1993. 
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Following the Iranian Revolution in 1979, Iran decreased its oil production, 

resulting in a decline in US oil imports from Iran: 46% in 1979,97% in 1980 and 100% 

in 1981 (Table 1). However, since, the US was able to import oil from Saudi Arabia to 

offset these shortages, the real impact of the 1979 oil shock in the US was not the source 

of oil as much as the higher prices, which increased 125% from $13.56 a barrel to $30.5 

a barrel (Table 2). Oil prices also increased in 1987 after the stock market crash by 

29%, but the price in the late 1980s was still in the low $20's a barrel (Table 2). 

Oil Prices: The Importers and the Exporters 

Oil price increases generated a tremendous monetary boon for the oil producing 

countries (Table 3). Every nation's oil exports jumped dramatically after the oil shocks. 

In 1973 Saudi Arabia's oil exports jumped from $5,477 to $8,956 billion, an increase of 

64%, and to $62,855 billion in 1979, a further increase of 600%. These percentage 

change increases are comparable to all years of the oil embargoes( 64% in 1973, 56% 

in 1979). These increases in Saudi oil exports were due to the oil price increases. In 

addition, increases in the oil production level in the Saudi case after 1979, generated 

more value at the high prices because the Saudis's oil production level have increased to 

offset the deficit in the oil market due to the shortage of oil resulting from the Iranian 

decrease in oil production. This was also evident in 1990 after the Gulf war and cut-off 

of Iraqi and Kuwait's oil. 



Table 2 157 
Crude Oil Prices 1960-1988 (US ./8Irrel) 

YEAR Crude Oil-Price %Change 
1960 1.55 -
1961 1.45 -6% 
1962 1.4 -3% 
1963 1.4 0% 
1964 1.35 -4% 
1965 1.35 0% 
1966 1.35 0% 
1967 1.35 0% 
1968 1.35 0% 
1969 1.25 -7% 
1970 1.25 0% 
1971 1·.75 40% 
1972 1.85 6% 
1973 4.61 149% 
1974 11.45 148% 
1975 12.35 8% 
1976 11.5 -7% 
1977 12.35 7% 
1978 13.56 10% 
1979 30.5 125% 
1980 36 18% 
1981 35.5 -1% 
1982 33 -7% 
1983 29 -12% 
1984 28 -3% 
1985 27.33 -2% 
1986 13.44 -51% 
1987 17.35 29% 
1988 13.41 -23% 

Source: Gilbert Jenkin •• 1989. Oil Economllta Handbook. 5th Edition. vol. 1. 
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This discussion has concentrated on Saudi Arabia's case. The two other countries 

in the study, Iran and Iraq, did not benefit much from the 1979 oil price hike because 

of the decrease in oil production. 

Oil and Arms: An Empirical Test 

The "oil factor" has been operationalized as any major oil embargo, increase in 

oil prices, andlor major oil price declines. I tested this hypothesis in two ways: first, I 

identified the major oil price hikes that occurred after events such as the major oil 

shocks. For instance, the oil embargo of 1973/1974; the major oil price hikes of 1971; 

1979/1980, and 198711988; and the major oil price declines 1961-1964, 1969, 1976, 

1982-1983, 1986 and 1988). Second, I calculated US oil imports from the US arms 

recipients. Third, I identified the major arms transfers by the U.S. to oil producing 

countries. Fourth, I correlated US arms transfers to the oil producing countries with US 

oil imports from them to test for any relationship. Fifth, I correlated US arms transfers 

to oil producing countries with changes in oil price. Especially confirmatory would be 

if I find increases in oil prices highly correlated with American arms imports by the oil 

producing countries, and decreases in arms imports when the price of oil decreases. 



Table 3 
OPEC's Value of Petroleum Expons, 1966·1990. In U.S. $ (Millions) 

Year S. Arabia % Change Iran % Change Iraq % Change Total Sample % Change Total OPEC 
1966 1298 0% 1148 0% 698 0% 3144 0% 8558 
1967 1384 7% 1748 52% 610 -13% 3742 19% 9493 
1968 2020 46% 1688 ·3% 766 24% 4463 19% 11086 
1969 2107 4% 1857 10% 769 2% 4733 6% 12129 
1970 2418 16% 2368 27% 788 2% 5664 18% 14601 
1971 3803 67% 3494 48% 1083 37% 8380 61% 19662 
1972 6477 44% 3638 4% 1027 -5% 10142 21% 23642 
1973 8956 64% 6617 64% 1842 79% 16416 62% 37146 
1974 36476 296% 20904 272% 6634 266% 62914 283% 120436 
1976 29473 -17% 19634 -6% 8227 26°,(, 67334 -9% 107773 
1976 38167 29% 22923 17% 9201 12% 70281 23% 130199 
1977 43308 13% 23699 3% 9660 4% 76467 9% 141899 
1978 40332 ·7% 21684 -8% 10913 14% 72929 -6% 134982 
1979 62866 66% 19186 -12% 21382 96% 103423 42% 203193 
1980 106813 68% 13286 -31% 26296 23% 146396 41% 284491 
1981 116183 10% 12063 -9% 10422 -60% 138668 -6% 263337 
1982 76634 -36% 19233 60% 10096 -3% 104863 -24% 202789 
1983 42809 -43% 19226 0°,(, 7816 -23% 69860 -33% 166946 
1984 32243 ·26°,(, 12266 ·36% 9364 20% 63862 ·23% 141669 
1986 24180 ·26% 16690 27% 10686 14% 60466 ·6% 130949 
1986 18060 ·26% 6261 -60% 6906 -36% 31226 ·38% 76836 
1987 20427 13% 10098 61% 11416 66% 41941 34% 94462 
1988 20206 ·1% 9210 ·9% 10962 ·4% 40368 ·4% 87174 
1989 24096 19% 10809 17% 14600 32% 49406 22% 111448 
1990 40128 67% 17300 60% 9463 -36% 66891 36% 146396 

Sou, ... : Bulc Pet,olroum Da'a Book. May 1993. 
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Findings 

Table 4 shows the data for US arms transfers to each country, US oil imports 

from each country, and the annual percentage change of US oil imports and US arms 

transfers. Comparing the values of US arms transfers to the Middle East with its oil 

imports from the Middle East around the oil embargoes' years (1971, 1973, 1979, 1987) 

reveals: First: for Iran, US arms exports increased 66% when US oil imports cost 

.increased by 298% in 1973. For Saudi Arabia, US arms transfers increased 97% and US 

oil imports increased by 562% in 1973. US arms transfers increased by 120% when US 

oil imports increased by 135% in 1974. Second, following the 1979 oil hike45 , US arms 

transfers to Saudi Arabia increased by 99 % when US oil imports from Saudi Arabia 

increased by 10% in 1980. Third, in 1987 just the opposite occurred when oil imports 

from Saudi Arabia increased while its arms transfers to Saudi Arabia decreased by 

65%.46 

These results suggest a relation between US arms transfers and oil. Comparison 

of US arms transfers to Iran and Saudi Arabia and their oil exports to the U.S. are 

presented in Figures 1 and 2. 

Another way of testing the relationship was to divide the time period into three 

groups: first, years of oil embargoes and price increases; second, years of oil price 

45 No relationship in the Iranian case can be established due to the lack of arms transfer to 
Iran after the relationship was severed. 

46 This may be explained by the Saudi's arms purchase from England in 1985( $30 billion 
deal). 



Arms EXDorts Oil Imports 
Year Iran '16 Chango Cost to US 

1960 $36 0'16 $20 
1961 $41 14'16 $32 
1962 $44 7'16 $25 
1963 $42 -5'16 $32 
1964 nOo 1567'16 833 
1965 '605 -14'16 $38 
1966 .521 -14'16 841 
1967 .344 -34'16 .32 
196B taB5 186'16 tz9 
1969 n03 -29'16 619 
1970 $364 -48'16 815 
1971 $912 151'16 668 
1972 '6BO -25'16 692 
1973 61 128 66'16 6365 
1974 61684 49'16 61935 
1975 63309 90'16 61253 
1976 63.225 -3'16 61251 
1977 65216 02'16 tz.367 
1978 $2000 -82'16 tz 742 
1979 60 -100'16 63306 
1980 60 0'16 6105 
1981 60 0'16 60 
19B2 80 0'16 6422 
1983 80 0'16 6508 
1984 80 0'16 6102 
1985 tz3 0'16 6269 
1986 0122 430'16 693 
19B7 80 -100'16 6621 
1988_ '------- $0 ____ 0'16 ---- -- .0 

5 ... 08: SlPRl 1800. B.le Potrolet.m Doto Book 1883 

Table 4 
E ......... _ ... -_ .... doni . .. - ...... _ .......... . .. -.. 1960-1988. In US., Millo .._,-

Arms Exports Oil Imports Arms Exports 
'16 Chango Iraq '16 Change Cost to us '16 Chango S. Arabia 

0'16 $0 0'16 $10 0'16 $9 
56'16 $0 0'16 $11 10'16 $10 
·21'16 $0 0'16 $1 -90'16 $0 
27'16 80 0'16 $1 -50'16 $0 
3'16 80 0'16 $0 -100'16 $0 
18'16 $0 0'16 $8 0'16 $40 
B'16 .0 0'16 $13 63'16 .134 

-23'16 .0 0'16 $2 ·Bl'16 6116 
-11 '16 .0 0'16 $0 -100'16 689 
-33'16 .0 0'16 $0 0'16 834 
-21'16 $0 0'16 $0 0'16 $40 
350'16 .0 0'16 $7 0'16 .0 
36'16 60 0'16 83 -62'16 667 

298'16 60 0'16 $7 149'16 6132 
430'16 60 0'16 $0 -100'16 tz91 
-35'16 60 0'16 69 0'16 6011 
0'16 60 0'16 6109 1111 '16 tz95 

89'16 60 0'16 6343 214'16 6485 
10'16 60 0'16 6307 -10'16 6849 
21'16 60 0'16 $980 219'16 6582 
·97'16 60 0'16 $308 -82'16 61,157 

-100'16 60 0'16 60 -100'16 61 015 
0'16 655 0'16 836 0'16 tz060 

21'16 655 0'16 .106 193'16 61252 
-80'16 60 -100'16 6123 16'16 $703 
164'16 60 0'16 .459 274% 8349 
·65'16 60 0'16 6397 -13% 61.0B5 
566'16 855 0'16 $519 31'16 8376 
-100'16 8228 315'16 81.679 223'16 $397 

Oil Imports 
'16 Change Cost To US 

0'16 844 
11'16 633 

-100'16 634 
0'16 640 
0'16 64B 
0'16 665 

235'16 662 
-13'16 640 
-23'16 tz6 
-62'16 116 
18'16 118 

-100'16 $73 
0'16 .,17 

97'16 8777 
120'16 11 831 
110'16 63,160 
-52'16 65129 
84'16 68171 
75'16 65852 
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99'16 .,8426 
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decreases; and third, years of no significant change in oil prices (control group). I then 

compared the annual arms transfer percent change average for all groups, with the 

hypothesis that years of embargoes/price increases would be followed by years of -on the 

average- higher arms transfer. This investigation, which included Saudi Arabia and Iran 

reveals the following (table 5). For Saudi Arabia, years of oil embargoes and oil price 

increases show higher arms transfer annual percent changes (+ 60%) than years of 

either price decreases or no change. For Iran, years of oil prices increases have lower 

arms transfer annual percent change averages (40%) than years of price decreases. For 

years with no price changes in the Iranian case, however, the annual percent change in 

1963 (1567%) may have impacted the results, when removing this figure and 

recalculating the annual percent change, the results show an average of 29% a figure 

comparable to the years of oil embargoes and oil price increase. 

These results suggest that higher arms transfer levels are associated with the years 

of oil embargoes and oil prices increases than the years of oil price decreases, especially 

in the Saudi Arabian case. 
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Table 547 

Group Comparison: Oil Prices and 
Anns Transfer Annual Percent Change Average 

Case Years of Oil price Years of Oil price Years of Oil 
Increases Decreases price (No 

Change) 

Saudi Arabia 60% -27% 24% 

Iran 40% 2% 203% 

The results of the correlation analyses using the value of US arms transfers and 

the price of oil are presented in the first column in table 6. The correlation indicates a 

strong relationship between US arms transfers to the Middle East and crude oil prices: 

71 % of the variation in US arms transfers to Saudi Arabia is accounted for by the oil 

factor, and 72 % of the variation in US arms transfers to Iran is accounted for by the oil 

factor. 

Table 6 
Correlations: US Arms transfers And Crude Oil Prices, 1960-1988 

Based on Table 1 

Case Description r r 
US Anns Transfers To Saudi Arabia and Crude Oil Prices .84 .71 

US Anns to Iran(1960-1978) and Crude Oil Prices .85 .72 

* p < .05; ** P < .01 
Crude Oil Prices: The prices included are the annual monthly average. 

47 Table 5 results are based on appendices L and M. 
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I retested this relationship by correlating US arms transfers to Saudi Arabia and 

Iran with the price of oil and lagging each variable 1,2, and 3 years, treating each 

variable as a potential predictor. The results are presented in Table 7, and confirmed the 

earlier correlation. 

Table 7 
Lagged Correlations: 

US Arms Transfers Value and Crude on Price, 1960-1988 

Case description r 

Arms Lagged 1: Arms to S. Arabia (1961-1988) with Oil 89 
Price (1960-1987). 

Arms Lagged 2: Arms to S. Arabia (1962-1988) with Oil .80 
Price (1960-1986). 

Arms Lagged 3: Arms to S. Arabia (1963-1988) with Oil .63** 
Price(1960-1985). 

Arms Lagged 1: Arms to Iran (1961-1978) with Oil Price .87 
(1960-1977) 

Arms Lagged 2: Arms to Iran (1962-1978) with Oil Price .83 
(1960-1976). 

Arms Lagged 3: Arms to 1ran(1963-1978) with Oil Price .69** 
(1960-1975) 

on Price Lagged 1: Oil Price (1961-1988) with Anns to S. .84 
Arabia (1960-1987). 

on Price Lagged 2: Oil Price (1962-1988) with Anns (1960- .76 
1986). 

on Price Lagged 3: Oil Price (1963-1988) with Anns to S. .67** 
Arabia (1960-1985) 

r-
80 

.63 

.39** 

.76 

.69 

.47** 

.71 

.58 

.45** 
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Oil Price Lagged 1: Oil Price (1961-1978) with Arms to .84 .70 
Iran (1960-1977). 

Oil Price Lagged 2: Oil Price (1962-1978) with Arms To .78 .61 
Iran (1960-1976). 

Oil Price Lagged 3:0il Price (1963-1978) with Arms to Iran .71·· .51*· 
(1960-1975) 

* P < .OS; ** P < .01 

However, while the above relationships hold for the raw data, they wash out 

completely with the de-trended (percent change) data. Table 8 shows the latter 

correlations becoming insignificant. 

Table 8 
Correlations: US Arms transfers And Crude Oil Prices, 1961-1988 

Percent Change Data 

Case Description r r2 

US Arms Transfers to Saudi Arabia and Crude Oil Prices .09 .008 

US Arms to Iran(1961-1978) and Crude Oil Prices .06 .004 

Crude Oil Prices: The prices included are the annual monthly average. 

Table 9 presents the lagged de-trended data correlations. These results indicate 

moderate support in the Saudi case. US arms transfers seemed to follow prior oil price 

increases with one year lag. 



Table 9 
Lagged Correlations: 

US Anns Transfers Value and Crude Oil Price, 1960-1988 
Percent Change Data 

Case description r 

Arms Lagged 1: Arms to S. Arabia (1962-1988) with Oil .41 
Price (1961-1987). 

Arms Lagged 2: Arms to S. Arabia (1963-1988) with Oil .10 
Price (1961-1986). 

Arms Lagged 3: Arms to S. Arabia (1964-1988) with Oil .013 
Price(1961-1985). 

Arms Lagged 1: Arms to Iran (1962-1978) with Oil Price .06 
(1961-1977). 

Arms Lagged 2: Arms to Iran (1963-1978) with Oil Price .09 
(1961-1976). 

Arms Lagged 3: Arms to Iran(1964-1978) with Oil Price .14 
(1961-1975) 

Oil Price Lagged 1: Oil Price (1962-1988) with Arms to S. .24 
Arabia (1961-1987). 

Oil Price Lagged 2: Oil Price (1963-1988) with Arms (1961- .21 
1986). 

Oil Price Lagged 3: Oil Price (1964-1988) with Arms to S. .27 
Arabia (1961-1985). 

Oil Price Lagged 1: Oil Price (1962-1978) with Arms to .13 
Iran (1961-1977). 

Oil Price Lagged 2: Oil Price (1963-1978) with Arms to .08 
Iran (1961-1976). 

Oil Price Lagged 3: Oil Price (1964-1978) with Arms to .08 
Iran (1961-1975) 
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r 
.17 

.009 

.00 

.003 

.009 

.02 

.06 

.05 

.08 

.016 

.007 

.006 

A second way of testing the relationship was to use the total yearly imports and 

multiplying it with the crude oil price for the year (in millions $). I then tested the 
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relationship between the value of US arms transfers to these states with the value of US 

oil imports from the same states. The correlation results (table 10) show a strong relation 

between the value of US arms exports to the Middle East and the value of US oil imports 

from the region: 46% of US arms transfers to Saudi Arabia is accounted for by the value 

of US imported oil from Saudi Arabia and 63 % of US arms transfers to Iran is accounted 

for by US imported oil from Iran. 

Table 10 
Correlation: Value of US Arms Transfers and Value US Crude Oil Imports, 

1960-1988. 

Case Description r r 
US Arms Transfers ($ value)to Saudi Arabia with US Crude .68 .46 
Oil Imports ($ value) form Saudi Arabia(1960-1988) 

US Arms Transfers ($ value) to Iran with US Oil Imports ($ .79 .63 
value) from Iran, (1960-1978). 

* p < .05; ** P < .01 

It may be argued that the impact of US oil imported from the Middle East may 

take some time to trigger a reaction from US foreign policy makers with regard to selling 

more arms to the oil producing countries. An additional empirical test was applied to this 

factor by lagging the data on US arms transfers one, two and three years and treating 

each as a potential predictor. The results of the statistical analysis are presented in table 

11, and support the contemporaneous correlations. They show that US arms transfers to 
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Saudi Arabia seemed to follow prior oil imports and not the opposite. Moreover, in the 

Iranian case the relationship between arms and oil is not clear cut even with high 

correlations between them. 

Table 11 
Correlations: US Arms Transfers ($ Value) and US Crude on Imports ($ Value): 

Saudi Arabia and Iran, 1960-1988. Lagged Data 

Case Description r r-
Arms Lagged 1: Arms to S. Arabia (1961-1988) with Oil .88 .78 
form S. Arabia (1960-1987) 

Arms Lagged 2: Arms to S. Arabia (1962-1988) with Oil .92 .85 
from S. Arabia (1960-1986) 

Arms Lagged 3: Arms to S. Arabia (1963-1988) with Oil .76 .. 58 
from S. Arabia (1960-1985) 

Arms Lagged 1: Arms to Iran (1961-1978) with Oil from .75** .56** 
Iran (1960-1977) 

Arms Lagged 2: Arms to Iran (1962-1978) with Oil from .76** .59** 
Iran (1960-1976) 

Arms Lagged 3: Arms to Iran (1963-1978) with Oil from .76** .58** 
Iran (1960-1975) 

on Lagged 1: Oil from S. Arabia (1961-1988) with Arms to 50** .25** 
S. Arabia (1960-1987) 

on lagged 2: Oil from S. Arabia (1962-1988) with Arms to .35 .12 
S. Arabia (1960-1986) 

on Lagged 3: Oil from S. Arabia (1963-1988) with Arms to .22 .05 
S. Arabia (1960-1985) 

on Lagged 1: Oil from Iran (1961-1978) with Arms to Iran .87 .76 
(1960-1977) 

Oil Lagged 2: Oil from Iran (1962-1978) with Arms to Iran .86 .74 
(1960-1976) 
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on Lagged 3: Oil from Iran (1963-1978) with Arms to Iran .83 .68 
(1960-1975) 

* P < .OS; ** P < .01 

In addition, I retested these relationships using the de-trended (percent change) 

data. The results are presented in Tables 12 and 13. All correlations are insignificant 

except in the Saudi Arabia case, especially when arms are followed by prior oil imports. 

Table 12 
Correlations: US Arms Transfers ($ Value) and US Crude on Imports($ Value): 

Saudi Arabia and Iran, 1960-1988. Percent Cbange Data 

r r 
US Arms Transfers ($ value)to Saudi Arabia with US Crude .16 .027 
Oil Imports ($ value) form Saudi Arabia(1961-1988) 

US Arms Transfers ($ value) to Iran with US Oil Imports ($ .035 .001 
value) from Iran, (1961-1978). 

Table 13 
Correlation: US Arms Transfers ($ Value) and US Crude on Imports ($ Value): 

Case Description 

Saudi Arabia and Iran, 1960-1988. 
(Lagged Percent Change Data) 

Arms Lagged 1: Arms to S. Arabia (1962-1988) with Oil 
form S. Arabia (1961-1987) 

Arms Lagged 2: Arms to S. Arabia (1963-1988) with Oil 
from S. Arabia (1961-1986) 

Arms Lagged 3: Arms to S. Arabia (1964-1988) with Oil 
from S. Arabia (1961-1985) 

r r 
.27 .07 

.34 .16 

.018 .0003 
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Arms Lagged 1: Anns to Iran (1962-1978) with Oil from .06 .003 
Iran (1961-1977) 

Arms Lagged 2: Anns to Iran (1963-1978) with Oil from .13 .018 
Iran (1961-1976) 

Arms Lagged 3: Anns to Iran (1964-1978) with Oil from .002 .000 
Iran (1961-1975) 

Oil Lagged 1: Oil from S. Arabia (1962-1988) with Arms to .002 -.039 
S. Arabia (1961-1987) 

Oil lagged 2: Oil from S. Arabia (1963-1988) with Arms to .35 .12 
S. Arabia (1961-1986) 

Oil Lagged 3: Oil from S. Arabia (1964-1988) with Arms to .24 .06 
S. Arabia (1961-1985) 

Oil Lagged 1: Oil from Iran (1962-1978) with Anns to Iran .12 .014 
(1961-1977) 

Oil Lagged 2: Oil from Iran (1963-1978) with Anns to Iran .12 .014 
(1961-1976) 

Oil Lagged 3: Oil from Iran (1964-1978) with Arms to Iran .07 .005 
(1961-1975) 

Discussion of the Results 

This chapter has examined the "oil factor", the linkage between US arms transfers to the 

Middle East and US oil imports from the Middle East. A fairly strong relationship has 

been established between these variables. However, scholars have argued that the US 

transfers arms for political objectives, and I proposed from the beginning that political 

explanations should be more salient than economic factors. When we examined US arms 

transfers to Saudi Arabia in chapter two, we found in that case they did not correspond 

to a political explanation, and thus it would appear that at least in the Saudi's case, US 
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arms transfers are better explained by economic factors (in this case the "oil factor") 

rather than the political factors such as balancing the Soviet influence in the region. 

Thus while Saudi Arabia has proven to be a major factor in world oil politics, has more 

oil reserves and oil production than any other country in the Middle East, played an 

important role in the US economy in times of crisis such as the Iranian Revolution, when 

Iranian oil exports were cut to the US and Saudi Arabia increased its production, 

nonetheless, the real importance of this country may be its ability to pay for advanced 

arms. 

Conclusion 

Arms sales have often helped to offset the balance of payments deficit resulting from the 

large increase in oil prices. As one example, Klare(1984: 33) reported that the Nixon 

administration encouraged easing restriction on high technology arms sales and invited 

arms requests from the oil producing countries. On other occasion an American 1977 

financial condition report prepared by the CIA indicated that arms sales helped to offset 

the balance of payments deficit with the oil producing countries (Cited in Klare 1984: 

33). This chapter has demonstrated in more general terms that US arms transfers to the 

Middle East have been influenced by the "oil factor", with strong support for two 

specific cases, namely Saudi Arabia and Iran. 



CHAPfER 7 

CONCLUSION: THE US ARMS TRANSFERS TO THE 

MIDDLE EAST: REASONS AND EXPLANATIONS 

AND THE POST COLD WAR ERA. 

Introduction: 
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This dissertation raised the following questions: what are the major reasons that 

have been put forth to account for U.S. arms transfers toward the Middle East and do 

these hold up to systematic inquiry? Second are economic factors more important in 

accounting for arms transfers than political factors? 

This dissertation has investigated five major factors that have been offered as 

explanations for this policy. They stem from the importance of arms transfers in US 

foreign policy to the Middle East as a tool that encompasses all aspects of US affairs in 

the region including its competition with the Soviet Union, maintenance of a balance of 

power in the region, its special relation with Israel, the peace process in the Arab Israeli 

conflict, and the US interest in free access to Middle East oil. Arms transfers have been 

center stage in all these issues since the United States first became involved in the region. 

This study has addressed the very complex question of which of these factors may be 

more salient in explaining why the US transfers arms to this region. Based on theoretical 

and policy research, five hypotheses were established, which captured much of the US 
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involvement in the region over a thirty year period and will likely remain important for 

years to come. These factors were tested using a mix of techniques including a 

comprehensive overview of each factor, historical and objective grounding for each factor 

and a systematic inquiry using both qualitative and quantitative methods. 

The issue of the potency of the economic vs. political variable was not tested in 

a systematic way such as a combined multivariate model. The study tested all five factors 

as independent explanatory factors. This study showed that the economic factor was more 

important in explaining US arms transfers than political factors, but only in the Saudi 

case. Thus in comparing the importance of economic factors over political factors we 

found support at least on the Saudi case for the economic factor. Political factors seem 

to have shaped US arms transfers with regard to most other states in the Middle East. 

Thus future research should try to combine all of these factors into one complex 

multivariate model. 

Summary of the Findings 

The five hypotheses were addressed in five independent chapters. Chapter two 

analyzed the impact of the "Soviet Union factor" in explaining US arms transfer policy, 

proposing that US arms transfers were a reaction to USSR arms transfers. The results 

suggest that a modest action-reaction pattern in superpower arms transfer to the region 

does exist, with more support for a US reactionary policy to the Soviet Union than the 

opposite. These results are found in both the aggregated data as well in several specific 

case studies. 
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Chapter three discussed the impact of the "regional balance of power" factor. 

Measuring the power factor in the region through a combined index of military spending, 

GNP and GNP per capita produced a rank of each country for each year. Three 

hegemons controlled the Middle East: Israel, Iran and Saudi Arabia and the analysis 

seemed to suggest that the US favored maintaining a balance of power system in the 

Middle East by transferring arms to the challenger. 

Chapter four considered the "Israeli factor," namely that US arms transfers to 

Arab states leads to US arms transfers to Israel. This proposition did not receive strong 

systematic support. Chapter five investigated the "peace process" factor, which proposed 

that arms transfers to the Middle East would be associated with U.S. "peace attempts," 

in which the U.S. would use arms as the carrot to get one or more Middle Eastern 

countries to sign on to peace agreements. It was found that there was a very moderate 

correlation between the two. 

Chapter six investigated the impact of the oil factor in US arms transfer policy. 

US arms transfers correlated strongly with the price of oil and the US oil imports from 

the Middle East. The strongest case in this relationship was Saudi Arabia. 

The results of this study add to the small body of empirical findings on arms 

transfers to the Middle East. Future studies or attempts to control arms transfers to the 

Middle East might utilize these findings since they have established certain base-line 

results for understanding arms transfers policy to the Middle East. 
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The "Business Factor" and U.S. Foreign Policy: 

In addition to the factors isolated in the previous five chapters, a sixth factor 

produced too many problems to deal with in such a short work. This sixth "factor" was 

meant to focus on the role of the United States business community in arms transfers to 

the Middle East, an element popular in much literature, and a factor hypothesized as a 

potential explanation for US arms transfers. It is often asserted that the business 

community in the United States affects foreign policy and arms transfers in particular. 

Testing that relationship proved to be difficult, although illustrative evidence can be 

brought to bear on the question. 

American arms are allegedly sold because of the pressure from the American 

businesses who wish to make financial gains (Anthony. et al. 1993, Catrina 1988, Pierre 

1979, Frost and Sullivan 1982, and Sampson 1977). The economic benefits to the US 

economy is thought to be an important factor in formulating US arms transfers policy. 

According to Ferrari, et. al(1987) "While the overall benefits of arms exports for the 

U.S. economy and the federal budget are open to conflicting interpretations, it is clear 

that the impact for individual firms may be quite significant." One example was the 

Grumman firm: 

Because of skyrocketing F-14 development costs in the early 1970s and 
the loss of other military orders, Grumman came to the conclusion that it 
might not be able to continue with the project on the basis of Navy 
funding alone. The company mounted an intensive campaign to market the 
plane to Iran, and the Shah's 1974 decision to buy 80 F-14s for $2 billion 
apparently saved the program from termination (Ferrari, et al. 1987: 65). 
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Even though the role of the business community goes through cycles, business is still 

thought to maintain its influence in the arms transfers policy of the United States: 

For US industry, a radical change in operating style has occurred. In the 
first half of the 1970s, under the influence of the Nixon Doctrine and the 
clear preference of the Nixon and subsequently the Ford administration, 
US industry was given a relatively free hand to deal independently, and 
at high levels, with Middle Eastern governments in the marketing of 
defense hardware and services. This approach represented a marked 
departure from the 1950s and 1960s, when the foreign military sales 
bureaucracy of the Pentagon retained the leading position (Frost and 
Sullivan, 1982: 17). 

The Iranian revolution resulted in the Carter administration re-establishing federal 

controls over the military exports process but even these actions did not diminish arms 

makers' roles. In the Reagan administration the "prime contractors" still maintained their 

influence with changed and new strategies. For example, instead of presenting their 

goods directly to Middle East governments, they present them to the American 

Government "at least initially" (Frost and Sullivan 1982). Sometimes, they used 

government facilities to present their goods. According to John Williams(1992: 2) 

The US government has helped its manufacturers by providing Desert 
Storm veterans to recount their experiences at arms fairs, such as the Paris 
Air Show. The Pentagon also provided equipment used in the Gulf War 
free of charge, saving manufacturers hundreds of thousands of dollars in 
leasing and transports costs. A F-117A stealth fighter-bomber was routed 
over the Paris Air show from its base in Germany. US International 
Traffic in Arms Regulations(ITAR) are being revised to make exports 
easier and the licensing authorities have been re-named to reflect a more 
export-friendly approach. 

The pressure of the armaments business is mounting on the U.S. Congress to 
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allow loans and grants for several countries to help them purchase American arms.48 

Saudi Arabia was given an extension of arms purchase loans by the Pentagon in 1994.49 

The contractors, for their part, have tried to convince the Saudis to go with several arms 

requests by offering payment plans and financial loans to help them with the costs. 

American arms contractors offered $7 billion in loans to help the Saudis finance arms 

deals (Ibid). 

David Vogel has suggested two approaches for considering the political power of 

business, one called the "interest group" approach and the other the "private government" 

approach. In the first, according to Vogel, 

Actively competing with a plurality of other political constituencies to both 
define the political agenda and influence specific public policies. In the 
political marketplace, business is not regarded as enjoying any particular 
advantages that cannot be matched by other interest groups. As a result, 
its power varies depending on such factors as the climate of public 
opinion, the performance of the economy, the political skills and resources 
of particular companies or industries, and the relative strength of other 
interest groups. This perspective is commonly identified with pluralism 
(Vogel, 1987: 63). 

The private government approach suggests that business: 

Enjoys a privileged position in American politics. Its ability to define the 
terms of public debate and its superior access to government officials is 
seen as overshadowing that of any other political constituency, thus 

48 see The New York Times, February, 3, 1993 

49 The agreement allows Saudi Arabia to stretch its payment of $10 billion for the next 
few years(also see the New York Times, January 18, 1994). 



making a mockery of the principles of pluralist democracy (Vogel, 1987: 
63). 
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The previous citations suggest that the second view is more appropriate for 

present purposes. Two cases illustrate this in more detail. The first, referred to as " The 

Iranian Cancelled Deal," occurred in 1979. The fall of the Shah in Iran severely 

impacted the arms export business: more than $10 billion worth of arms ordered by Iran 

suddenly were not easily transferred to any other country (Klare, 1984). 

Secretary of Defense Brown first offered the package to US military services, 

which picked up some items from the canceled deal, but the legislative branch did not 

authorize money to pay for them. Brown then asked President Carter to request an 

additional $765 million to bailout the arms makers, and Congress passed legislation and 

part of the canceled arms deal problem was solved. Then, the Secretary of Defense 

delivered the Israelis F-16s earlier than planned, and visited the Middle East to persuade 

Saudi Arabia to pick up the rest of the equipment, encourage them to purchase more 

arms and to take a more active role in world affairs. The Saudis were willing to 

undertake that role with the condition that the US give them more advanced equipment, 

including capable offensive jets. The Saudis made their request but it was not approved 

until President Reagan came to office. 

A second case involved the AWACS Sale to Saudi Arabia in 1981, worth $8.5 

billion. The Reagan Administration greatly assisted the Arms exports business. During 

a public policy forum John Charles Daly (1981) raised the question: 



I noticed all kinds of concerns about the international effects of arms 
transfers, but I did not hear anyone saying anything about the domestic 
effects, both economic and military. About SO percent of our companies 
have been manufacturing goods for foreign sales which is almost the only 
thing that has kept our own industry alive in the defense product area 
(Daly, 1981: 16). 

Congressman William L. Dickinson replied: 

You are exactly correct. Our arms sales have a very wide impact 
economically in this country. As a matter of fact, I have read that some 
50,000 families are dependent on sales to Saudi Arabia alone in the 
proposed package(The AWACS Sale Package). Last week I was in a 
defense plant on the West Coast, where arms personnel vehicles are being 
manufactured. There is no sales to this county now. The product is going 
to Spain, to Israel, to many other countries. Foreign sales are keeping that 
plant going, as you said. If we lost all our foreign military sales right 
now, the unemployment rate would go up substantially in this country 
(Daly, 1981: 16), 

Congressman Aspin agreed: 

One other minor point. In certain cases we have sold arms abroad when 
there was no demand in the American armed forces for that equipment, 
so it did keep people at work. In certain other cases, probably more now 
if the U.S. military is in a build-up phase, there are competing claims. 
The U.S. military also wants the equipment, and arms sales are competing 
with the U.S. military. Then there is the question of who gets the 
equipment first (Daly, 1981: 16). 
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As noted above, it had been hoped to include the so-called "business factor" as 

one of the testable hypotheses in this dissertation, namely that fluctuations in US arms 

transfers have been systematically related to the needs, conditions, profits and decisions 

of the business community that manufactures arms. As enticing as this proposition might 

be to many, and as compelling as the illustrative material presented above might seem 
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to those same people, it was decided after much investigation that at this stage either the 

actual empirical data to test such a proposition either does not exist or would have 

resulted in a dissertation at least twice the current length. At this point all we appear to 

have are complex and enticing suggestions, but not much more than illustrative material 

to support such a hypothesis. 

Future Research 

There is a need to look ahead for US arms transfer policy in the post-Cold War 

era. With the decline of the Soviet Union, does that mean an end to competition or is it 

more likely to influence the level of arms transfers into the region? The former Soviet 

Union needs more cash and is likely to sell more arms to these countries because the 

Russians are not easily giving up their role in Middle Eastern politics, especially with 

their move to intervene on behalf of Iraq to lift the economic embargo in early 1995. It 

is not likely that US policy makers would give up interests in the Middle East, namely 

the large competition in the region for arms. 

Some have even argued that the Gulf War was intended to drain the resources of 

Saudi Arabia and other oil wealth countries to give support to more stable states such as 

Israel, already the hegemon challenger in the late 1980s. 

Additional steps might be taken to further our understanding of the Israel factor, 

such as broadening the definition of this factor by including the ability of Israel to block 

arms sales to Arab countries. Moreover, future research should look at the effects of the 
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Israeli factor on international arms transfers trends to the Arab world, in redirecting US 

clients in the Arab world to other suppliers, and what implications this will have in future 

US arms transfers in the region (i.e., Saudi Arabia arms deal from the United Kingdom 

in 1985). 

Future research with regard to the peace factor should include testing of case 

studies such as the Camp David Accord. It is important to note that the Camp David 

agreement established an American commitment for the security of Israel which included 

military assistance to both Egypt and Israel, and involved a large amount of arms to both 

states. This should be treated as a case study by itself. Finally, would future peace 

processes in the Middle East lead to more U.S. arms? 

There are two important avenues of research that should be considered in the 

future: one is data collection on arms transfers agreements and retesting the present 

variables using these new data, and the second is to combine all five factors into one 

complex multivariate model. 

Arms Transfers in the Future 

Trying to forecast events in the Middle East is always recognized as more fraught 

with difficulties than most other areas of the world. Still, what have we learned here that 

might be meshed with very contemporary, recent knowledge to produce rough road 

maps? 

First, while there no longer exists a variable that can be labeled the "Soviet" 
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factor, it does not mean that the underlying phenomenon represented by that phrase no 

longer exists. Parts of the former Soviet Union need cash and may continue to sell arms 

to these countries; Russia is not likely to give up its role easily in Middle Eastern 

politics. The end of the Cold War may advance Israel's opportunity to be the regional 

hegemon due to the cut in Soviet military support to Syria and other allies. Iran is a 

growing power that will be able to dominate the Middle East in the near future. 

According to Kemp (1992), Iran is a prospective hegemon in the Middle East: 

Eventually, Iran once more will re-emerge as a power to be reckoned 
within the Gulf, irrespective of the nature of its regime. In their more 
somber moments the Iraqis are aware that the best ally they had toward 
the end of the fighting with Iran was the late Ayatollah Ruhollah 
Khomeini, whose impact on the conduct of the war led to disastrous 
military decisions. A more "moderate" Iranian leader would pose serious 
problems for Iraq and the smaller states of he Gulf Cooperation Council 
(GCC).(Kemp, 1992: 241). 

It is perhaps in the area of the "oil factor" where the most destabilizing trends 

may occur in the future. To take only one example, China is developing very rapidly and 

its development will consume most of its domestic oil production by the next five years. 

China's oil consumption alone is growing 10 percent a year, In 1990, 
China exported 500,000 barrels a day. By 2000 it will be importing 1.3 
million barrels a day, or the equivalent ofvirtua1ly all of Kuwait's exports 
production (China no doubt, will be increasingly tempted to pay for this 
by selling arms (Friedman, 1994: ES). 

The demand [for arms] of some non-US allies (Iran and Iraq) in the region will be a 

golden opportunity to the Chinese. Thus the oil factor will stay as an economic factor 

with regard to the Chinese and will emerge as an important political factor in US arms 
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transfer policy with regard to its interest in the Persian Gulf. According to Friedman 

(1994: ES): 

Asia and the Persian Gulf will become two increasingly critical pillars 
influencing global politics and economics. Their links could produce a 
power axis that would rival the trans-Atlantic one. "And" added Mr. 
Fesharaki [energy expert at Hawaii's East-West Center] "they won't have 
to take orders from London, Paris or Washington anymore" (Brackets 
added). 

One additional issue which needs to be stressed is that China and other Asian 

countries' oil demand50 will be increasing while European imports will be flat in the next 

decade or so, thus creating the opportunities for the existence of Chinese arms -Arab oil 

exchange. 

Moreover, the oil factor will likely to continue to play an important role in US 

arms transfers to the Middle East under two conditions: oil prices and Arab embargo. 

Any oil embargo by the Arab states leading to an increase of oil prices will be a driving 

factor in future US arms transfers to the Middle East. The oil factor at least in the Saudi 

case will depend on US oil imports from OPEC and the price of oil. 

The peace factor has received strong support in explaining US arms transfers to 

the Middle East. The peace process in the Middle East is directed toward a settlement 

between Israel and Syria. However as with the case on previous peace accords, this will 

involve Israel returning occupied land to its Arab neighbors. In the event of an Israeli-

Syrian peace agreement, more arms will be transferred to Israel. 

so It is projected that Asian countries oil imports will be 5 million barrels a day in year 
2000. 
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Arms Control in the Middle East 

The arms transfer question will be one that haunts decision makers for many 

decades to come. During two foreign leadership visits to the US in early 1995 the center 

stage of the discussion was arms transfers to the region. Prime Minister John Major and 

President Clinton discussed the impact of Russian nuclear arms transfers to Iran, and 

President Mubarak of Egypt showed his country's displeasure with the Israeli refusal to 

sign the NPT agreement. Iran and Israel are believed to have developed nuclear weapons. 

Saudi Arabia may obtain them from the US to balance the Iranian power in the Persian 

Gulf. It is important to note that any arms control policy must be supported and 

implemented by the US since it accounted for 73 % of all arms transfers to the Third 

World in 1993, while Russia accounted for 9% (Hamilton, 1994). 

Arms transfers policy to the Middle East in a sense captured much of U.S. 

foreign policy to the region. The real question is what role the US could play in curbing 

arms transfers to the region. It could put an end to the rapid militarism in the region by 

cutting its arms transfers, and the short term cost to the US might be much less than 

having another Iran in the Middle East. 

One of the most important ultimate results of studies such as this is the 

applicability to other research areas namely, the possible relationship between arms 

transfers on the one hand and regional conflict and modernization on the other. Wars in 

the Middle East have cost millions of lives through the use of these arms against the 

populations of the recipient countries. The U.S. has an ethical responsibility for its 
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actions were it to continue massive arms transfers to the region. The US actions reflect 

no ethical policy toward the region. 

The dangerous trend that is approaching the Middle East area is the proliferation 

of nuclear weapons. While countries are believed to have some capabilities to produce 

nuclear weapons (Iraq) and some countries already have a large number of them (Israel), 

others are on the way to developing them. All of these activities are putting the region 

in another stage of massive conventional weapons imports. While other countries are 

investing in their economic development to better the opportunities of their population, 

the Middle East states are taking other directions. 



YEAR ~yPt 
1960 54 
1961 164 
1962 974 
1963 292 
1964 397 
1965 250 
1966 785 
1967 1938 
1968 1117 
1969 567 
1970 1291 
1971 1948 
1972 2678 
1973 2007 
1974 348 
1975 67 
1976 462 
1977 0 
1978 0 
1979 0 
1980 0 
1981 0 
1982 0 
1983 0 
1984 0 
1985 0 
1986 0 
1987 0 
1988 0 
1989 0 
1990 0 

Appendix A: USSR Arms Transfers to the Middle East. 1960-1990. Source: SIPRI 1990 
%Chanl1e Iran % Change I rail % Chanl1e Jordan % Chanl1e Syria %Change USSR Total 

0% 0 0% 114 0% 0 0% 13 0.00% 181 
204% 0 0% 65 ·43% 0 0% 3 -77% 232 
494% 0 0% 317 0 0% 10 233% 1301 
-70% 0 0% 192 -39% 0 0% 61 510% 545 
36% 0 0% 232 21% 0 0% 0 -100% 629 

-37% 0 193 -17% 0 0% 0 0% 443 
214% 0 0% 113 -41% 0 0% 31 0% 929 
147% 198 0% 153 35% 0 0% 630 1932% 2919 
-42% 198 0% 171 12% 0 0% 545 -13% 2031 
-49% 0 -100% 205 20% 0 0% 464 -15% 1236 
128% 0 0% 198 -3% 0 0% 416 -10% 1905 

51% 0 0% 250 26% 0 0% 881 112% 3079 
37% 0 0% 141 ~44% 0 0% 612 -31% 3431 

-25% 0 0% 799 467% 0 0% 3796 520% 6602 
-83% 0 0% 1269 59% 0 0% 2375 -37% 3992 
-81% 0 0% 372 -71% 0 0% 409 -83% 848 

590% 9 0% 813 119% 0 0% 67 -84% 1351 
-100% 173 1822% 1280 57% 0 0% 394 488% 1847 

0% 164 -5% 1321 3% 0 0% 536 36% 2021 
0% 0 -100% 601 -55% 0 0% 1187 121% 1788 
0% 0 0% 1679 179% 0 0% 1697 43% 3376 
0% 0 0% 1274 -24% 0 0% 1255 -26% 2529 
0% 0 0% 1429 12% 0 0% 2597 107% 4026 
0% 0 0% 1503 5% 281 0% 2402 -8% 4186 
0% 0 0% 2989 99% 0 -100% 2042 -15% 5031 
0% 0 0% 2255 -25% 0 0% 2117 4% 4372 
0% 17 0% 1480 -34% 293 0% 1540 -27% 3330 
0% 0 -100% 3990 170% 33 -89% 1392 -10% 5415 
0% 0 0% 1570 ·61% 14 -58% 1393 0% 2977 
0% 0 0% 1157 -26% 7 ·50% 395 -72% 1559 
()~ _607 _337 -62% 0 -100% 28 -93% ,~ - 1072 

% Change 
0.00% 

28% 
461% 
·58% 
15% 

-30% 
110% 
214% 
-30% 
-39% 
54% 
62% 
11% 
92% 

-40% 
-79% 
59% 
37% 

9% 
-12% 
89% 

-25% 
59% 

4% 
20% 

-13% 
-24% 
63% 

-45% 
·48% 
-31% 

.... 
0) 
0) 



Appendix B: US Arms Transfers to the Middle East, 1960-1990. Source: SIPRI 1990. 
YEAR Egypt % Change Iran % Change Iraq % Change Israel % Change Jordan 
1960 0 36 0 5 0 
1961 0 0.00% 41 13.89% 0 0.00% 3 -40.00% 0 
1962 0 0.00% 44 7.32% 0 0.00% 83 2666.67% 0 
1963 0 0.00% 42 0.00% 0 83 0.00% 48 
1964 0 0.00% 700 1566.67% 0 0.00% 3 -96.39% 72 
1965 0 0.00% 605 -13.57% 0 0.00% 26 766.67% 78 
1966 0 0.00% 521 -13.88% 0 0.00% 17 -34.62% 12 
1967 0 0.00% 344 -33.97% 0 0.00% 223 1211.76% 3 
1968 0 0.00% 985 186.34% 0 0.00% 385 72.65% 37 
1969 0 0.00% 703 -28.63% 0 0.00% 1167 203.12% 99 
1970 0 0.00% 364 -48.22% 0 0.00% 1492 27.85% 82 
1971 0 0.00% 912 150.55% 0 0.00% 754 -49.46% 3 
1972 0 0.00% 680 -25.44% 0 0.00% 1189 57.69% 32 
1973 0 0.00% 1128 65.88% 0 0.00% 2985 151.05% 87 
1974 0 0.00% 1684 49.29% 0 0.00% 945 -68.34% 72 
1975 20 20.00% 3309 96.50% 0 0.00% 1351 42.96% 114 
1976 30 50.00% 3225 -2.54% 0 0.00% 1458 7.92% 272 
1977 60 100.00% 5216 61.74% 0 0.00% 1214 -16.74% 783 
1978 0 -100.00% 2000 -61.66% 0 0.00% 1040 -14.33% 733 
1979 332 332.00% 0 -100.00% 0 0.00% 619 -40.48% 164 
1980 813 144.88% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1529 147.01% 104 
1981 661 -18.70% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2196 43.62% 134 
1982 2363 257.49% 0 0.00% 55 55.00% 1146 -47.81% 118 
1983 2107 -10.83% 0 0.00% 55 0.00% 512 -55.32% 149 
1984 1359 -35.50% 0 0.00% 0 -100.00% 371 -27.54% 271 
1985 1036 -23.77% 23 23.00% 0 0.00% 290 -21.83% 135 
1986 1491 43.92% 122 430.43% 0 0.00% 502 73.10% 123 
1987 1937 29.91% 0 -100.00% 55 55.00% 1940 286.45% 47 
1988 274 -85.85% 0 0.00% 228 314.55% 561 -71.08% 18 
1989 113 -58.76% 0 0.00% 0 -100.00% 200 -64.35% 5 
1990 1001 785.84% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 28 -86.00% 5 

% Change 

0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

50.00% 
8.33% 

-84.62% 
-75.00% 

1133.33% 
167.57% 
-17.17% 
-96.34% 
966.67% 
171.88% 
-17.24% 
58.33% 
138.60% 
187.87% 
-6.39% 

-77.63% 
-36.59% 
28.85% 
-11.94% 
26.27% 
81.88% 
-50.18% 
-8.89% 
-61.79% 
-61.70% 
-72.22% I 

0.00% 
~ 
00 
\0 



S. Arabia % Change US Total 
9 50 
10 11% 54 
0 -100% 127 
0 0.00% 173 
0 0.00% 775 
40 0.00% 749 

134 235% 684 
116 -13% 686 
89 -23% 1496 
34 -62% 2003 
40 18% 1978 
0 -100% 1669 
67 0.00% 1968 
132 97% 4332 
291 120% 2992 
611 110% 5405 
295 -52% 5280 
485 64% 7758 
849 75% 4622 
582 -31% 1697 
1157 99% 3603 
1615 40% 4606 
2060 28% 5742 
1252 -39% 4075 
703 -44% 2704 
349 -50% 1833 
1085 211% 3323 
376 -65% 4355 
397 6% 1478 
139 -65% 457 

1274 817% 2308 

%Change US Total-N-S.A 
41 

8% 44 
135% 127 
36% 173 

348% 775 
-3% 709 
-9% 550 
0% 570 

118% 1407 
34% 1969 
-1% 1938 

-16% 1669 
18% 1901 

120% 4200 
-31% 2701 
81% 4794 
-2% 4985 
47% 7273 

-40% 3773 
-63% 1115 
112% 2446 
28% 2991 
25% 3682 

-29% 2823 
-34% 2001 
-32% 1484 
81% 2238 
31% 3979 

-66% 1081 
-69% 318 
405% 1034 

% Change 

7% 
189% 
36% 

348% 
-9% 

-22% 
4% 

147% 
40%1 
-2% 

-14% 
14% 

121%. 
-36% 
77% 

4% 
46% 

-48% 
-70% 
119% 

22% 
23% 

-23% 
-29%i 
-26%' 
51% 

-~ 
-73% 
-71% 
225% 

.... 
U) 

o 



Year Egypt 
1963 5616 1.15 
1964 5971 1.11 
1965 6381 1.05 
1966 6420 0.92 
1967 6329 0.76 
1968 6414 0.62 
1969 6834 0.59 
1970 7201 0.53 
1971 7421 0.43 
1972 7774 0.36 
1973 11345 -0.31 
1974 11672 -0.43 
1976 12769 -0.47 
1976 15032 -0.46 
1977 16484 -0.48 
1978 18188 -0.44 
1979 41360 -0.18 
1980 45100 -0.21 
1981 46400 -0.20 
1982 61320 -0.09 
1983 65280 0.03 
1984 58570 0.18 
1985 60380 0.28 
1986 61310 0.46 
1987 63970 0.55 
1988 67580 0.62 

Appendix C: GNP end Standllrdized Score.: Middle Ee.t. 1963-1988. Source: ACDA. HV.,,, ye.,. 
Iran Iraq Israel Jordan S. Arabia Syria 

6456.9 1.53 2128.4 ·0.40 3330 0.14 505.4 -1.12 1951 -0.48 1164.2 -0.83 
7051.4 1.56 2368.5 -0.39 3655 0.15 600.4 -1.12 2176.1 -0.47 1270.1 -0.84 
7838.8 1.60 2671.6 -0.35 3987 0.14 668.8 -1.11 2442.7 -0.44 1304.7 -0.87 

8663 1.71 2821.7 -0.34 4031 0.08 694.7 -1.09 2679.4 -0.39 1274.2 -0.88 
9629.7 1.83 2722.5 -0.41 4118 0.04 745.9 -1.04 2969.2 -0.33 1340 -0.85 
10651 1.87 3098 -0.36 4733 0.12 716.6 -1.06 3159.2 -0.34 1403.5 -0.86 
11571 1.88 3230.9 -0.40 5320 0.17 787.4 -1.06 3396.4 -0.35 1627.2 -0.83 
1280S 1.90 3327.5 -0.41 5726 0.17 702.1 -1.05 366S.S -0.33 1654.6 -0.82 
14321 1.95 3641.1 -0.40 6278 0.18 718.9 -1.05 4034.7 -0.32 ·1881.8 -0.79 
16064 1.98 3714.8 -0.44 6895 0.19 706.8 -1.03 4438.9 -0.30 2035.4 -0.77 
73545 2.23 13401 -0.22 13129 -0.24 1606 -0.71 13943 -0.20 5400 -0.66 
79965 2.10 13694 -0.35 13919 -0.34 1834 -0.80 34860 0.43 8838 -0.61 
82483 1.94 17046 -0.33 14232 -0.42 1763 -0.86 . 48449 0.76 8401 -0.63 
91857 1.88 18918 -0.34 14174 -0.49 2416 -0.84 80801 0.92 9048 -0.64 
92461 1.71 20514 ·0.34 14662 -0.51 2480 -0.86 72018 1.13 8866 -0.68 
84131 1.69 23823 ·0.27 16285 -0.53 2759 -0.91 73579 1.27 9661 -0.70 
88920 0.58 88120 0.64 31820 -0.45 2259 -1.24 110000 1.67 14820 -0.90 
65620 0.00 81880 0.52 34040 -0.43 2881 -1.05 154400 1.95 16550 -0.77 
60360 0.01 49150 -0.18 38120 -0.35 2839 -0.85 203900 2.17 18090 -0.82 
68440 0.24 61640 -0.09 36790 -0.37 3063 -1.02 183600 2.08 18320 -0.72 
75780 0.60 48290 -0.13 38090 -0.36 4228 -1.14 137100 1.91 18610 -0.81 
78080 0.85 49680 -0.07 37630 -0.38 4292 -1.23 121300 1.76 17890 -0.88 
80880 0.84 46980 -0.12 39130 -0.34 4300 -1.32 107200 1.59 18980 -0.91 
74110 0.88 38760 -0.27 41020 -0.20 4418 -1.38 91950 1.45 17980 -0.94 
73010 0.85 38490 -0.29 43780 -0.12 4543 -1.41 89730 1.40 17940 -0.97 
74260 0.85 41250 -0.25 44700 -0.13 4373 -1.47 88820 1.33 20260 -0.94 

Moan 
3022 
3300 
3614 
3798 
3979 
4311 
46S1 
5013 
5471 
6947 

18910 
23226 
26449 
30292 
32498 
32458 
48156 
66760 
69661 
68152 
63908 
62486 
61119 
47078 
47352 
48749 

Standard Dav. 
2249.09 
2411.95 
2642.61 
2851.95 
3095.42 
3390.28i 
3668.64 
4094.0S 
4540.05 
6108.88 

24637.73 
27081.82 
28820.67 
33032.83 
34964.69 
32606.66 
36950.35 
50587.29 
88586.86 
52227.61 
43583.16 
39103.80 
35361.30 
30874.03 
30329.73 
30178.87 

... 
\0 ... 



Year Egypt 
1963 201 
1964 208 
1965 217 
1966 213 
1967 206 
1968 204 
1969 212 
1970 219 
1971 221 
1972 227 
1973 323 
1974 324 
1976 346 
1976 397 
1977 424 
1978 456 
1979 1019 
1980 1082 
1981 1082 
1982 1166 
1983 1226 
1984 1269 
1986 1277 
1986 1267 
1987 1290 
1988 1331 

Appendix D: .. GNP per Cepite end Stendardized Scores: Middle Eest. 1963-1988. Source: ACDA • .averill ye •• 
Iran Iraq Israal Jordan S. Arabia Syria Mean 

-0.58 262 -0.43 285 -0.38 1396 2.22 279 -0.39 434 -0.03 233 -0.50 447.43 
-0.60 279 -0.44 306 -0.38 1471 2.22 321 -0.34 472 -0.01 247 -0.51 475.67 
-0.60 300 -0.43 336 -0.36 1552 2.22 346 -0.33 617 0.03 245 -0.54 602.14 
-0.63 323 -0.40 342 -0.36 1533 2.20 348 -0.34 554 0.10 232 -0.69 608.29 
-0.66 349 -0.35 320 -0.41 1616 2.19 361 -0.32 698 0.19 236 -0.59 608.71 
-0.66 376 -0.33 353 -0.37 1685 2.19 336 -0.41 620 0.14 240 -0.59 647.71 
-0.64 396 -0.32 356 -0.38 1847 2.21 357 -0.38 649 0.13 269 -0.54 676.67 
-0.62 423 -0.29 355 -0.40 1934 2.20 308 -0.48 682 0.14 265 -0.56 697.57 
-0.63 459 -0.27 376 -0.39 2060 2.20 306 -0.50 729 0.16 291 -0.63 632.43 
-0.71 497 -0.32 371 -0.50 2193 2.11 291 -0.61 778 0.08 304 -0.60 719.86 
-1.03 2342 0.66 1276 -0.28 3978 1.86 669 -0.76 2050 0.33 782 -0.67 1629.14 
-0.98 2468 0.20 1266 -0.47 4094 1.10 653 -0.80 4980 1.69 949 -0.64 2107.00 
-0.93 2477 0.01 1522 -0.41 4186 0.76 678 -0.79 6636 1.85 1136 -0.58 2456.67 
-0.87 2672 0.00 1630 -0.40 4049 0.53 894 -0.68 7896 2.00 1174 -0.58 2876.67 
-0.83 2611 -0.08 1709 -0.39 4189 0.47 918 -0.66 8782 2.04 1122 -0.69 2831.71 
-0.85 2311 -0.17 1889 -0.33 4240 0.63 986 -0.66 8361 2.02 1178 -0.69 2788.86 
-0.82 1830 -0.63 6335 0.20 8655 0.99 1088 -0.81 11610 1.69 1762 -0.66 4491.14 
-0.76 1422 .a. 59 5188 0.19 9100 0.73 1227 .a.73 16210 1.86 1904 -0.61 5166.86 
.a.65 1483 -0.69 3687 -0.27 9602 0.62 1266 -0.63 18890 2.03 2014 -0.61 5407.57 
-0.72 1618 -0.63 3636 -0.24 9534 0.91 1296 -0.69 14310 1.84 1970 -0.66 4860.88 
-0.76 1726 -0.63 3296 -0.26 9697 1.26 1723 -0.63 11340 1.63 1932 -0.69 4414.00 
-0.76 1716 -0.64 3276 -0.22 9394 1.43 1681 -0.66 9496 1.46 1791 -0.62 4079.67 
-0.76 1716 -0.62 2992 -0.26 9602 1.67 1616 -0.85 7964 1.19 1832 -0.69 3862.29 
-0.88 1519 -0.81 2386 -0.35 9913 1.90 1693 .a.58 6482 0.88 1873 -0.58 3544.71 
-0.64 1447 -0.59 2287 -0.35 10410 1.99 1573 -0.56 6020 0.73 1608 -0.66 3502.14 

, .. -0.57 1426 -0.54 2367 -0.27 10460 2.09 1453 -0.63 5681 
-

0.70 1750 -0.45 3287.71 

Standard Dev. 
427.31 
448.32 
473.06 
466.07 
460.34 
620.25 
673.91 
608.31 
660.16 
698.12 

1269.69, 
1811.68 
2261.64: 
2609.371 
2913.74 
2763.39 
4220.83 
6389.12 
6642.38 
6128.98' 
4241.06 
3712.76 
3437.68 
3344.88 
3463.12 
3433.77 

... 
\0 

'" 



AppendiX 1:: Mlllta 
Year Enypt Iran 

1963 367.7 1.8605 217.3 
1964 461.3 1.9067 238.9 
1965 499.9 1.7654 296.9 
1966 515.1 1.6827 339.3 
1967 634.5 1.6016 435 
1968 805.2 1_6224 553 
1969 1014 1.5866 638.5 
1970 1209 1.4796 786.8 
1971 2972 1.4591 1810 
1972 2911 1_1019 2518 
1973 5367 1.4506 3467 
1974 5927 0.9403 7664 
1975 5756 0.5079 9731 
1976 5004 0.1615 10557 
1977 5238 0.2887 8573 
1978 3322 -0.233 9424 
1979 2790 -0.31 4757 
1980 1464 -0.574 5125 
1981 5392 -0.527 12321 
1982 5442 -0.545 10230 
1983 5889 -0.491 8523 
1984 6070 -0.487 8082 
1985 5252 -0.492 9705 
1986 5013 -0.439 9339 
1987 4607 -0.423 7679 
1988 4089 -0.428 7353 

ry I:Xpenditures and Standardized scoras: Middle I:a&t, 19ti3-191111. Sorues: SIPRI YearboOk, several years. 
Iraq Israel Jordon S. Arabia Syria Mean 

0.38 190.7 0.11 201.5 0.22 72 -1.06 123 -0.56 83 -0.95 179.31 
0.21 225 0.11 250.9 0.31 79.9 -1.00 128.5 -0.63 91.3 -0.91 210.83 
0.40 271 0.22 287.3 0.33 71.2 -1.13 140.9 -0.66 100 -0.93 238_17 
0.53 278 0.12 306.2 0.31 84.9 -1.14 207.9 -0.34 81.8 -1.16 259.03 
0.55 287.5 -0.23 407.2 0.40 115 -1.14 347.5 0.09 90.6 -1.27 331.01 
0.58 332 -0.34 551.7 0.57 138 -1.14 372.6 -0.17 142.9 -1.12 413.60 
0.44 363 -0.39 770.5 0.85 135 -1.09 381.5 -0.34 144.7 -1.06 492.49 
0.50 312.5 -0.60 1003.1 1.00 118 -1.05 417.3 -0.35 142.8 -0.99 569.91 
0.31 862 -0.62 2166 0.66 270 -1.21 2006 0.51 370 -1.11 1493.71 
0.75 830 -0.76 2134 0.41 292 -1.24 2623 0.84 427 -1.12 1676.43 
0_46 1025 -0.81 3880 0.68 282 -1.19 3348 0.40 661 -1.00 2575.71 
1.58 2016 -0.49 2900 -0.17 250 -1.14 4111 0.28 624 -1.00 3356.00 
1.69 2050 -0.59 3160 -0.26 246 -1.13 6267 0.68 1116 -0.87 4048.57 
1.81 2011 -0.62 3159 -0.32 411 -1.03 8433 1.05 1110 -0.85 4383.57 
1.23 2101 -0.60 3079 -0.32 329 -1.10 9146 1.39 1111 -0.88 4225.29 
1.19 1988 -0.54 2676 -0.38 311 -0.93 11379 1.64 1165 -0.73 4323.57 
0.09 2440 -0.38 2783 -0.31 323 -0.81 15137 2.19 2018 -0.47 4321.14 
0.00 3352 -0.28 4256 -0.14 455 -0.73 19261 2.20 2144 -0.47 5151.00 
0.56 14007 0.82 6887 -0.29 535 -1.29 18557 1.53 3635 -0.80 8782.00 
0.02 21952 1.39 7314 -0.33 557 -1.12 21614 1.35 3526 -0_77 10090.71 

-0.23 28956 1.77 8000 -0.28 581 -1.01 20899 0.98 3511 -0.72 10908.43 
-0.28 31590 1.90 8420 -0.25 562 -0.98 19513 0.78 3582 -0.70 11117.00 
0.03 23506 1.65 5249 -0.49 607 -1.04 18666 1.08 3152 -0.74 9448.14 
0.22 16531 1.33 4318 -0.55 673 -1.10 16684 1.35 2573 -0.81 7875.86 
0.03 17073 1.43 4134 -0.49 703 -1.00 16384 1.33 1801 -0.87 7454.43 
0.16 12868 1.16 3811 -0.48 689 -1.04 14887 1.52 1482 -0.90 6454.14 

Standard Dav. 
101.26 
131.36 
148.25 
152.18 
189.49 
241.36 
328.70 
431.94 
1013.17 
1120.41 
1924.20 
2734.15 
3365.76 
3841.01 
3531.95 
4302.00 
4944.89 
8426.75 
8389.58 
8532.33 
10218.39 
10799.52 
8521.80 
6525.48 
6724.11 
5531.69 

I 

.... 
\0 
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Appendht F 
Summary of Standardized Re.ult. 

ReDlonal HeD emonl.' Middle ea.t: 196;J·1988. 
Egypt Iran 

YEAR GNP GNP/par capita M. EX Total GNP GNP/par capita M.EX.· 
1963 1.16 ·0.68 1.86 2.44 1.53 ·0.43 0.38 
1964 1.11 ·0.60 1.91 2.42 1.56 ·0.44 0.21 
1965 1.05 ·0.60 1.77 2.21 1.60 ·0.43 0.40 
1966 0.92 ·0.63 1.68 1.97 1.71 ·0.40 0.53 
1967 0.76 ·0.66 1.60 1.70 1.83 ·0.35 0.55 
1968 0.62 ·0.66 1.62 1.58 1.87 ·0.33 0.58 
1969 0.59 -0.64 1.59 1.54 1.88 ·0.32 0.44 
1970 0.53 -0.62 1.48 1.39 1.90 ·0.29 0.50 
1971 0.43 ·0.63 1.46 1.26 1.95 ·0.27 0.31 
1972 0.36 ·0.71 1.10 0.75 1.98 ·0.32 0.75 
1973 ·0.31 ·1.03 1.45 0.11 2.23 0.56 0.46 
1974 -0.43 -0.98 0.94 -0.47 2.10 0.20 1.58 
1975 ·0.47 -0.93 0.51 ·0.90 1.94 0.01 1.69 
1976 ·0.46 -0.87 0.16 -1.17 1.86 0.00 1.61 
1977 ·0.46 ·0.83 0.29 -1.00 1.71 ·0.08 1.23 
1978 -0.44 -0.85 -0.23 -1.52 1.59 -0.17 1.19 
1979 -0.18 -0.82 -0.31 ·1.32 0.56 -0.63 0.09 
1900 -0.21 ·0.76 -0.57 ·1.54 0.00 -0.69 0.00 
1981 -0.20 -0.66 ·0.53 -1.38 0.01 -0.59 0.56 
1982 -0.09 -0.72 -0.54 -1.36 0.24 ·0.63 0.02 
1983 0.03 -0.75 -0.49 -1.21 0.50 -0.63 -0.23 
1984 0.16 -0.76 -0.47 -1.07 0.65 -0.64 -0.28 
1985 0.26 -0.75 -0.49 -0.98 0.84 ·0.62 0.03 
1986 0.46 -0.68 ·0.44 ·0.66 0.88 -0.61 0.22 
1987 0.55 ·0.64 -0.42 -0.61 0.85 ·0.59 0.03 
1988 0.62 -0.63 ·0.43 ·0.43 0.85 ·0·60 0.16 

" 

Iraq 
Total GNP GNP/par capita M.EX.· 
1.47 ·0.40 ·0.38 0.11 
1.33 -0.39 ·0.38 0.11 
1.57 -0.35 ·0.35 0.22 
1.84 ·0.34 ·0.36 0.12 
2.03 -0.41 ·0.41 -0.23 
2.12 -0.38 -0.37 -0.34 
2.01 -0.40 -0.38 -0.39 
2.12 -0.41 -0.40 -0.60 
1.99 -0.40 ·0.39 -0.62 
2.41 -0.44 -0.50 -0.76 
3.25 -0.22 ·0.26 -0.81 
3.87 -0.35 ·0.47 -0.49 
3.64 -0.33 -0.41 -0.59 
3.46 -0.34 -0.40 -0.82 
2.87 -0.34 -0.39 -0.60 
2.60 -0.27 -0.33 -0.64 
0.02 0.54 0.20 -0.38 
-0.70 0.52 0.19 -0.28 
-0.02 -0.16 -0.27 0.82 
-0.38 -0.09 -0.24 1.39 
-0.37 -0.13 -0.26 1.77 
-0.26 -0.07 -0.22 1.90 
0.25 -0.12 -0.25 1.65 
0.49 -0.27 -0.35 1.33 
0.29 -0.29 ·0.35 1.43 
0.41 .~ '--- -o~33 1.16 

Total GNP 
-0.66 0.14 
-0.66 0.15 
-0.48 0.14 
-0.57 0.08 
-1.05 0.04 
-1.07 0.12 
-1.17 0.17 
-1.41 0.17 
-1.42 0.18 
-1.69 0.19 
-1.31 -0.24 
-1.31 -0.34 
-1.33 -0.42 
-1.36 -0.49 
-1.33 -0.61 
-1.14 -0.63 
0.38 -0.46 
0.43 -0.43 
0.39 -0.35 
1.06 -0.37 
1.37 -0.36 
1.81 -0.38 
1.28 -0.34 
0.71 -0.20 
0.79 -0.12 
0.59 -0.13 

1 ...... 1 
GNP/per capita 

2.22 
2.22 
2.22 
2.20 
2.19 
2.19 
2.21 
2.20 
2.20 
2.11 
1.85 
1.10 
0.76 
0.53 
0.47 
0.63 
0.99 
0.73 
0.62 
0.91 
1_25 
1.43 
1.67 
1.90 
1.99 
2.03 

..... 
\0 
~ 



Jordan 
M. EX.' Tota' GNP GNP/per capita M.EX.· Tota' GNP 

0.22 2.58 -1.12 ·0.39 -1.06 -2.57 -0.48 
0.31 2.67 -1.12 -0.34 -1.00 -2.46 .a.47 
0.33 2.69 -1.11 -0.33 ·1.13 -2.57 -0.44 
0.31 2.59 -1.09 .a.34 -1.14 -2.58 -0.39 
0.40 2.64 -1.04 ·0.32 -1.1"- -2.51 .a. 33 
0.57 2.88 -1.06 ·0.41 -1.14 -2.61 .a. 34 
0.85 3.23 -1.06 ·0.38 -1.09 -2.53 .a.35 
1.00 3.37 -1.05 -0.48 -1.05 -2.58 -0.33 
0.68 3.04 -1.05 -0.50 -1.21 -2.76 .a.32 
0.41 2.70 -1.03 ·0.61 -1.24 -2.88 -0.30 
0.68 2.29 -0.71 .a. 76 -1.19 -2.65 .a. 20 
·0.17 0.69 ·0.80 -0.80 -1.14 -2.74 0.43 
·0.26 0.08 -0.86 -0.79 -1.13 -2.77 0.76 
'0.32 -0.28 -0.84 '0.68 -1.03 -2.58 0.92 
-0.32 -0.37 -0.86 -0.66 -1.10 -2.62 1.13 
-0.38 -0.38 ·0.91 -0.66 -0.93 -2.50 1.27 
·0.31 0.23 -1.24 -0.81 -0.81 -2.86 1.67 
-0.14 0.16 -1.05 -0.73 -0.73 -2.51 1.95 
-0.29 -0.03 -0.85 -0.63 -1.29 -2.76 2.17 
·0.33 0.22 -1.02 -0.69 -1.12 -2.83 2.06 
·0.28 0.60 -1.14 -0.63 -1.01 -2.79 1.91 
-0.25 0.80 -'.23 -0.65 -0.98 -2.86 1.76 
·0.49 0.84 -1.32 -0.65 -1.04 -3.01 '.69 
-0.55 1.16 -1.38 -0.58 -1.10 -3.07 1.45 
-0.49 1.38 -1.41 -0.56 -1.00 -2.97 '.40 
·0.48 1.42 -1.47 -0.59 -1.04 -3.10 1.33 

S. Arabia 
GNP/per capita M.EX.· Tota' GNP 

·0.03 .a.56 -1.06 -0.83 
·0.01 ·0.63 -1.10 ·0.84 
0.03 -0.66 -1.07 .a.87 
0.10 .a.34 -0.63 .a.88 
0.19 0.09 -0.05 -0.85 
0.14 .a.17 -0.37 .a.86 
0.13 .a.34 .a.56 .a.83 
0.14 .a.35 -0.54 .a.82 
0.15 0.51 0.34 -0.79 
0.08 0.84 0.63 -0.77 
0.33 0.40 0.53 .a.55 
1.59 0.28 2.29 -0.61 
1.85 0.66 3.27 -0.63 
2.00 1.05 3.98 -0.64 
2.04 1.39 4.57 -0.68 
2.02 1.64 4.93 -0.70 
1.69 2.19 5.65 -0.90 
1.86 2.20 6.01 -0.77 
2.03 1.53 5.73 .a.62 
1.84 1.35 5.25 -0.72 
1.63 0.98 4.62 -0.81 
1.46 0.78 4.00 -0.88 
1.19 1.08 3.86 -0.91 
0.88 1.35 3.68 -0.94 
0.73 1.33 3.45 -0.97 
0.64 1.52 3.49 _-(MIL 

Syria 
GNP/per caplt. M.EX.· 

-0.50 .a.95 
.a.51 -0.91 
-0.54 .a.93 
-0.59 -1.16 
-0.59 -1.27 
.a.59 -1.12 
.a.54 -1.06 
-0.55 -0.99 
-0.53 -1.11 
-0.60 -1.12 
-0.67 -1.00 
-0.64 -1.00 
-0.58 -0.87 
-0.68 -0.85 
-0.59 -0.68 
-0.59 -0.73 
-0.65 -0.47 
-0.61 -0.47 
-0.51 -0.80 
-0.66 -0.77 
-0.69 -0.72 
-0.62 -0.70 
-0.59 -0.74 
-0.56 -0.81 
-0.55 -0.87 

___ -0.50 -0.90 

Tot .. 
-2.28 
-2.26 
-2.35 
-2.64 
-2.71 
-2.57 
-2.43 
-2.36 
-2.42 
-2.48 
-2.21 
-2.24 
-2.08 
-2.07 
-2.14 
-2.02 
-2.01 
-1.85 
-1.94 
-2.06 
-2.'2 
-2.20 
-2.24 
-2.3' 
-2.39 
-2.35 

... 
\0 
U1 



Appendix G: Reglonel Heaemon(s)Data: Middle East. 1963-1990. 196 
Year EgvDt Iran Iraq Ilrael Jordan S. Arabia Syria 

1963 2.44 1.47 -0.66 2.68 -2.67 -1.06 -2.28 
1964 2.42 1.33 -0.66 2.67 -2.46 -1.10 -2.26 
1965 2.21 1.57 -0.48 2.69 -2.57 -1.07 -2.35 
1966 1.97 1.84 -0.57 2.69 -2.58 -0.63 -2.64 
1967 1.70 2.03 -1.05 2.64 -2.51 -0.05 -2.71 
1968 1.58 2.12 -1.07 2.88 -2.61 -0.37 -2.57 
1969 1.54 2.01 -1.17 3.23 -2.53 -0.56 -2.43 
1970 1.39 2.12 -1.41 3.37 -2.58 -0.54 -2.36 
1971 1.26 1.99 -1.42 3.04 -2.76 0.34 -2.42 
1972 0.75 2.41 -1.69 2.70 -2.88 0.63 -2.48 
1973 0.11 3.25 -1.31 2.29 -2.65 0.53 -2.21 
1974 -0.47 3.87 -1.31 0.69 -2.74 2.29 -2.24 
1975 -0.90 3.64 -1.33 0.08 -2.77 3.27 -2.08 
1976 -1.17 3.46 -1.36 -0.28 -2.56 3.98 -2.07 
1977 -1.00 2.87 -1.33 -0.37 -2.62 4.57 -2.14 
1978 -1.52 2.60 -1.14 -0.38 -2.50 4.93 -2.02 
1979 -1.32 0.02 0.36 0.23 -2.86 5.55 -2.01 
1980 -1.54 -0.70 0.43 0.16 -2.51 6.01 -1.85 
1981 -1.38 -0.02 0.39 -0.03 -2.76 5.73 -1.94 
1982 -1.36 -0.38 1.06 0.22 -2.83 6.25 -2.06 
1983 -1.21 -0.37 1.37 0.60 -2.79 4.52 -2.12 
1984 -1.07 -0.26 1.61 0.80 -2.86 4.00 -2.20 
1985 -0.98 0.25 1.28 0.84 -3.01 3.86 -2.24 
1986 -0.66 0.49 0.71 1.16 -3.07 3.68 -2.31 
1987 -0.51 0.29 0.79 1.38 -2.97 3.45 -2.39 
1988 -0.43 0.41 0.59 1.42 -3.10 3.49 -2.35 



A ,ppendix H: Power Level vs. Arms Level: Middle East. 1 963 -1988 197 
Year Hegemon Challanger Distance Arms-H Arms-C Distance 

1963 2.58 1.47 1.11 83 42 41 
1964 2.67 1.33 1.34 3 700 -697 
1965 2.69 1.57 1.12 26 605 -579 
1966 2.59 1.84 0.75 17 521 -504 
1967 2.64 2.03 0.61 223 344 -121 
1968 2.88 2.12 0.77 385 985 -600 
1969 3.23 2.01 1.23 1167 703 464 
1970 3.37 2.12 1.25 1492 364 1128 
1971 3.04 1.99 1.04 754 912 -158 
1972 2.70 2.41 0.29 1189 680 509 
1973 3.25 2.29 0.96 1128 2985 -1857 
1974 3.87 2.29 1.58 1684 291 1393 
1975 3.64 3.27 0.37 3309 611 2698 
1976 3.98 3.46 0.51 295 3225 -2930 
1977 4.57 2.87 1.70 485 5216 -4731 
1978 4.93 2.60 2.33 849 2000 -1151 
1979 5.55 0.23 5.32 582 619 -37 
1980 6.01 0.16 5.85 1157 1529 -372 
1981 5.73 -0.03 5.76 1615 2196 -581 
1982 5.25 1.06 4.19 2060 55 2005 
1983 4.52 1.37 3.15 1252 55 1197 
1984 4.00 0.80 3.19 703 371 332 
1985 3.86 0.84 3.02 349 290 59 
1986 3.68 1.16 2.52 1085 502 583 
1987 3.45 1.38 2.07 376 1940 -1564 
1988 3.49 1.42 2.07 397 561 -164 

Source: SIPRI 1990. Appendix G. 



·. _ .. _.~_. __ .. ~ .... _ .. _ .. _____ -- --- --.- -. _.-.. -- ...... _ -------- -----r .--_____ . 
Year Egypt % Changa Iran % Chango Iraq % Chango Israol %Chanoo Jordan % Changa 
1960 0 36 0 5 0 
1961 0 0.00% 41 13.89% 0 0.00% 3 ·40.00% 0 0.00% 
1962 0 0.00% 44 7.32% 0 0.00% 83 2666.67% 0 0.00% 
1963 0 0.00% 42 0.00% 0 83 0.00% 48 0.00% 
1964 0 0.00% 700 1566.67% 0 0.00% 3 ·96.39% 72 SO.OO% 
1965 0 0.00% 605 ·13.57% 0 0.00% 26 766.67% 78 8.33% 
1966 0 0.00% 521 -13.88% 0 0.00% 17 ·34.62% 12 -84.62% 
1967 0 0.00% 344 -33.97% 0 0.00% 223 1211.76% 3 -75.00% 
1968 0 0.00% 985 186.34% 0 0.00% 385 72.65% 37 1133_33% 
1969 0 0.00% 703 -28.63% 0 0.00% 1167 203.12% 99 167.57% 
1970 0 0.00% 364 -48.22% 0 0.00% 1492 27.85% 82 -17.17% 
1971 0 0.00% 912 lSO.55% 0 0.00% 754 -49.46% 3 -96.34% 
1972 0 0.00% 680 -25.44% 0 0.00% 1189 57.69% 32 966.67% 
1973 0 0.00% 1128 65.88% 0 0.00% 2985 151.05% 87 171.88% 
1974 0 0.00% 1684 49.29% 0 0.00% 945 -68.34% 72 -17_24% 
1975 20 20.00% 3309 96.50% 0 0.00% 1351 42.96% 114 58.33% 
1976 30 SO.OO% 3225 -2.54% 0 0.00% 1458 7.92% 272 138.60% 
1977 60 100.00% 5216 61.74% 0 0.00% 1214 -16.74% 783 187.87% 
1978 0 -100.00% 2000 -61.66% 0 0.00% 1040 -14.33% 733 -6.39% 
1979 332 332.00% 0 -100.00% 0 0.00% 619 -40.48% 164 -77.63% 
1980 813 144.88% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1529 147.01% 104 -36.59% 
1981 661 -18.70% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2196 43.62% 134 28.85% 
1982 2363 257.49% 0 0.00% 55 55.00% 1146 -47.81% 118 -11.94% 
1983 2107 -10.83% 0 0.00% 55 0.00% 512 -55.32% 149 28.27% 
1984 1359 -35.50% 0 0.00% 0 -100.00% 371 -27.54% 271 81.88% 
1985 1036 -23.77% 23 23.00% 0 0.00% 290 -21.83% 135 -SO.18% 
1986 1491 43.92% 122 430.43% 0 0.00% 502 73.10% 123 -8.89% 
1987 1937 29.91% 0 -100.00% 55 55.00% 1940 286.45% 47 -61.79% 
1988 274 -85.85% 0 0.00% 228 314.55% 561 -71.08% 18 -81.70% 
1989 113 -58.76% 0 0.00% 0 -100.00% 200 -64.35% 5 -72.22% 

-~ 

1990 l00L ]85.84% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% ~28_ .~ . . -86.00% 5 0.00%_ 

-----. _.- --- .---. 
S. Arabia % Chanoa 

9 
10 11% 
0 -100% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
40 0.00% 
134 235% 
116 -13% 
89 -23% 
34 -62% 
40 18% 
0 -100% 
67 0.00% 
132 97% 
291 120% 
611 110% 
295 -52% 
485 84% 
849 75% 
582 -31% 

1157 99% 
1615 40% 
2060 28% 
1252 -39% 
703 -44% 
349 -SO% 
1085 211 % 
378 -85% 
397 8% 
139 -85% 

1274 817% 
. . ~ 

US Total 
50 
54 

127 
173 
775 
749 
684 
686 

1496 
2003 
1978 
1669 
1968 
4332 
2992 
5405 
5280 
7758 
4622 
1697 
3603 
4606 
5742 
4075 
2704 
1833 
3323 
4355 
1478 

457 
2308 

%Changa : 

8% 
135% 
36% 

348%; 
-3% 
-9% 
0% 

118% 
34% 
-1% 

-16% 
18% 

120% 
-31% 
81% 
-2% 
47% 

-40% 
-63% 
112% 

28% 
25% 

-29% 
-34% 
-32% 
81%: 
31%: 

-66%, 
-69% 
405% 

... 
\0 
00 



.. lPen~ A dill J: US Arms TI ,-.. -._.- ... - ~ 

Year Egvpt % Chango Iroq % Chango Israel % ChallQo 
1960 0 0 5 
1961 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 3 ·40.00% 
1962 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 83 2666.67% 
1963 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 83 0.00% 
1964 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 3 ·96.39% 
1965 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 26 766.61% 
1966 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 17 ·34.62% 
1967 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 223 1211.76% 
1968 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 385 72.65% 
1969 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1167 203.12% 
1970 0 0.00'l6 0 0.00% 1492 27.85% 
1971 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 754 ·49.<:6% 
1972 0 0.00'l6 0 0.00% 1189 57.69% 
1973 0 0.00')6 0 0.00% 2985 151.05')6 
1974 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 945 ·68.34% 
1915 20 20.00% 0 0.00% 1351 42.96% 
1916 30 50.00% 0 0.00% 1458 1.92% 
1911 60 100.00% 0 0.00% 1214 ·16.14% 
1918 0 ·100.00% 0 0.00% 1040 ·14.33% 
1979 332 332.00')6 0 0.00% 619 ·40.48% 
1980 813 144.88')6 0 0.00'l6 1529 141.01% 
1981 681 ·18.10% 0 0.00% 2196 43.62% 
1982 2363 251.49')6 55 0.00')6 1146 ·47.81% 
1983 2107 ·10.83% 55 0.00" 512 ·55.32% 
1984 1359 -35.50% 0 ·100.00% 311 -27.54% 
1985 1036 ·23.77% 0 0.00% 290 ·21.83% 
1986 1491 43.92% 0 0.00% 502 73.10% 
1987 1937 29.91% 55 55.00% 1940 286.45% 
1988 274 ·85.85% 228 314.55% 581 ·71.08% 
1989 113 ·58.76% 0 -100.00% 200 ·64.35% 
1990 1001 .185.84%_ __ 0 __ 0.00% 28 ·86.00% 

he Areb World end I.reel. 1960·1990. S -_._-. SIPRI1990 ~ . 
Jordan % ChallQo S. Arabia % Chango US Totol 'I6ChallQe 

0 9 14 
0 0.00% 10 11% 13 ·7% 
0 0.00% 0 ·100% 83 538% 
48 0.00% 0 0.00% 131 58% 
72 50.00% 0 0.00% 75 ·43% 
78 8.33% 40 0.00% 144 92% 
12 ·84.62% 134 235% 163 13% 
3 ·15.00% 116 ·13% 342 110% 

37 1133.33% 89 ·23% 511 49% 
99 167.57% 34 ·62% 1300 154% 
82 ·17.17% 40 18'l6 1614 24% 
3 ·96.34% 0 ·100'l6 757 ·53')6 
32 966.67'l6 67 67.00% 1288 70% 
87 171.88% 132 91% 3204 149')6 
12 ·17.24% 291 120% 1308 ·59% 
114 58.33% 611 110% 2096 60% 
212 138.60% 295 ·52')6 2055 ·2')6 
783 187.87% 485 64')6 2542 24')6 
133 ·6.39')6 849 15')6 2622 3')6 
164 ·77.63'l6 582 ·31 'l6 1697 ·35" 
104 ·36.59% 1157 99'l6 3603 112')6 
134 28.85% 1615 40% 4606 28" 
118 ·11.94% 2060 28')6 5687 23')6 
149 26.27')6 1252 -39% ·4020 -29% 
271 81.88% 703 ·44% 2704 ·33')6 
135 -50.18% 349 -50% 1810 ·33% 
123 ·8.89% 1085 211% 3201 77% 
47 ·61.19% 376 ·65% 4300 34" 
18 ·61.70% 391 6% 1250 ·71% 
5 -72.22% 139 ·65% 457 ·63% 
5 ~-~ ----

1274 817'l6 2308 405'l6 

Arab Total 
9 
10 
0 

48 
72 

118 
146 
119 
126 
133 
122 

3 
99 

219 
363 
145 
591 
1328 
1582 
1078 
2074 
2410 
4541 
3508 
2333 
1520 
2699 
2360 
689 
257 

2280 

% Change 

11% 
.100% 
48% 
50% 
64% 
24% 
·18% 
6% 
6% 
·8% 

·98'l6 
3200% 
121')6 
66% 
105')6 
·20')6 
122')6 
19')6 
·3Z'l6 
92% 
16')6 
88% 
-23% 
·33')6 
·35% 
78% 
-13" 
·71% 
·63% 
787'l6 

.... 
ID 
ID 



Appendix K: US Arms Transfers to Egypt. Jordan. and Israel. 1960-1990. Source: SIPR11990. 
Year Egypt % Change Israel % Change Jordan % Change Total % Change 
1960 0 5 0 5 
1961 0 0.00% 3 -40.00% 0 0.00% 3 -40.00% 
1962 0 0.00% 83 2666.67% 0 0.00% 83 2666.67% 
1963 0 0.00% 83 0.00% 48 0.00% 131 57.83% 
1964 0 0.00% 3 -96.39% 72 50.00% 75 -42.75% 
1965 0 0.00% 26 766.67% 78 8.33% 104 38.67% 
1966 0 0.00% 17 -34.62% 12 -84.62% 29 -72.12% 
1967 0 0.00% 223 1211.76% 3 -75.00% 226 679.31% 
1968 0 0.00% 385 72.65% 37 1133.33% 422 86.73% 
1969 0 0.00% . 1167 203.12% 99 167.57% 1266 200.00% 
1970 0 0.00% 1492 27.85% 82 -17.17% 1574 24.33% 
1971 0 0.00% 754 -49.46% 3 -96.34% 757 -51.91% 
1972 0 0.00% 1189 57.69% 32 966.67% 1221 61.29% 
1973 0 0.00% 2985 151.05% 81 171.88% 3072 151.60% 
1974 0 0.00% 945 -68.34% 72 -17.24% 1017 -66.89% 
1975 20 0.00% 1351 42.96% 114 58.33% 1485 46.02% 
1976 30 50.00% 1458 7.92% 272 138.60% 1760 18.52% 
1977 60 100.00% 1214 -16.74% 783 187.87% 2057 16.88% 
1978 0 -100.00% 1040 -14.33% 733 -6.39% 1773 -13.81 % 
1979 332 332.00% 619 -40.48% 164 -77.63% 1115 -37.11% 
1980 813 144.88% 1529 147.01% 104 -36.59% 2446 119.37% 
1981 661 -18.70% 2196 43.62% 134 28.85% 2991 22.28% 
1982 2363 257.49% 1146 --47.81% 118 -11.94% 3627 21.26% 
1983 2107 -10.83% 512 -55.32% 149 26.27% 2768 -23.68% 
1984 1359 -35.50% 371 -27.54% 271 81.88% 2001 -27.71% 
1985 1036 -23.77% 290 -21.83% 135 -50.18% 1461 -26.99% 
1986 1491 43.92% 502 73.10% 123 -8.89% 2116 44.83% 
1987 1937 29.91% 1940 286.45% 47 -61.79% 3924 85.44% 
1988 274 -85.85% 561 -71.08% 18 -61.70% 853 -78.26% 
1989 113 -58.76% 200 -64.35% 5 -72.22% 318 -62.72% 
1990 1001 785.84% ~!J_ -86.00% 5 O.OO~_ 1034 225~~_ 

-------- -------

f\) 

o 
o 
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Appendix L 
Oil Price and Arms Transfers Annual Percent Change: 

Saudi Arabia, 1961-1988 

Oil Price Arms Oil Price Anns Oil Price Arms 
Increases Transfer % Decreases Transfer % No Transfer 
Years Change Years Change Changes % 

Change 

1971 0% 1961 -100% 1963 0% 

1973 120% 1962 0% 1965 235% 

1974 110% 1964 0% 1966 -13% 

1979 99% 1969 18% 1967 -23% 

1980 40% 1976 64% 1968 -62% 

1987 6% 1982 -39% 1970 -100% 

1983 -44% 1972 97% 

1986 -65% 1975 -52% 

1988 -65% 1977 75% 

1978 -31% 

1981 28% 

1984 -50% 

1985 211% 

Mean 60% Mean 27% Mean 24% 
* Arms transfer annual rcent chan e ~ resent the pe 
decrease and no change. 

g ep y ear that tollow oil nce Increase p 
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Appendix M 
on Price and Arms Transfers Aruma) Percent Change: 

Iran , 1961-1988 

Oil Price Arms Oil Price Arms Oil Price Arms 
Increases Transfer % Decreases Transfer % No Transfer 
Years Change Years Change Changes % Change 

-
1971 -25% 1961 7% 1963 1567% 

1973 49% 1962 -5% 1965 -14% 

1974 96% 1964 -14% 1966 -34% 

1979 NA 1969 -40% 1967 186% 

1980 NA 1976 62% 1968 -29% 

1987 NA 1982 NA 1970 151% 

1983 NA 1972 66% 

1986 NA 1975 -3% 
.. 1988 NA 1977 -62% 

1978 NA 

1981 NA 

1984 NA 

1985 NA 

Mean 40% Mean 2% Mean = 203% 
Arms transter annual rcent chan e resent the pe 

decrease and no change. 
grep ear :hat follow oil nce mcrease y p 
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