INTERNATIONAL POLITICS AND THE WAVERING GLOBAL ARMS
TRADE (1950 — 2019)

A THESIS SUBMITTED TO
THE GRADUATE SCHOOL OF SOCIAL SCIENCES
OF
MIDDLE EAST TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY

BY

ARDA SOYKAN

IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS
FOR
THE DEGREE OF MASTER OF SCIENCE
IN
THE DEPARTMENT OF INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

SEPTEMBER 2020






Approval of the thesis:

INTERNATIONAL POLITICS AND THE WAVERING GLOBAL ARMS
TRADE (1950 — 2019)

submitted by Arda Soykan in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree
of Master of Science in International Relations, the Graduate School of Social
Sciences of Middle East Technical University by,

Prof. Dr. Yasar KONDAKCI
Dean
Graduate School of Social Sciences

Prof. Dr. Oktay Firat TANRISEVER
Head of Department
International Relations

Prof. Dr. Mustafa TURKES
Supervisor
International Relations

Examining Committee Members:

Prof. Dr. Oktay Firat TANRISEVER (Head of the Examining Committee)
Middle East Technical UnIVErSItY .........ccccocevviiiiiiieeic e
International Relations

Prof. Dr. Mustafa TURKES (Supervisor)
Middle East Technical UnIVErSity ..........cccoereieiiiniiniiisenie e
International Relations

Assist. Prof. Dr. Elif UZGOREN
Dokuz EYIUl UNIVEISILY .....cviiiiiiiece e
International Relations in English Language







I hereby declare that all information in this document has been obtained and
presented in accordance with academic rules and ethical conduct. | also
declare that, as required by these rules and conduct, I have fully cited and
referenced all material and results that are not original to this work.

Name, Last name : Arda Soykan

Signature



ABSTRACT

INTERNATIONAL POLITICS AND THE WAWERING GLOBAL ARMS
TRADE (1950-2019)

SOYKAN, Arda
M.S, The Department of International Relations

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Mustafa Tiirkes

September 2020, 210 Pages

The volume of international arms trade fluctuates in time due to various reasons.
The legal international arms trade remarkably increased in the last two decades of
the Cold War. After a considerable decline in the 1990s, the volume of the global
arms trade has incrementally risen particularly since 2003. Hereby, this thesis
explores the causes of the upward trend in the international arms trade. First, it
paints the picture of the historical development of the international arms trade
with all its economic, political, and military dimensions. Second, it investigates
the dynamics of the recent increase in international arms transfers. This is taken
up within the framework of a systemic analysis of the international arms trade.
Hence, the correlation between the international arms transfers and the
international order is shown. It is put forward that the increase in the international
arms trade from 2003 onwards reflects the rising intra-systemic competition
within the global capitalism. Given the fact that international arms control
mechanisms, which are examined in the thesis, are far from being effective
instruments to prevent the arms competition it may be contemplated that its pace

may sustain in short and medium terms. It appears that despite the decline of the
iv



US hegemony in general, it is not yet possible to discern a replacement of the US

hegemony with China or Russia regarding the international arms trade.

Keywords: International Relations, Political Economy, Arms Trade, History of
Arms Trade, Imperialism
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ULUSLARARASI SIYASET VE KURESEL SILAH TICARETINDE
DALGALANMA (1950-2019)

SOYKAN, Arda
Yiiksek Lisans, Uluslararasi liskiler Bolimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Mustafa Tiirkes

Eyliil 2020, 210 Sayfa

Uluslararas1 silah ticaretinin hacmi ¢esitli nedenlerden dolayr zaman iginde
dalgalanmaktadir. Yasal uluslararasi silah ticareti, Soguk Savasin son yirmi
yilinda 6nemli Ol¢lide artmistir. 1990lardaki kayda deger bir diisiisiin ardindan,
kiiresel silah ticaretinin hacmi ozellikle 2003ten bu yana kademeli bir artis
gostermistir. Bu tez, uluslararasi silah ticaretindeki artig egiliminin nedenlerini
arastirmaktadir. Birincisi, bu tez, uluslararasi silah ticaretinin tarihsel gelisiminin
resmini tiim ekonomik, politik ve askeri boyutlar1 ile ¢izmektedir. Ikincisi,
uluslararasi silah transferlerindeki son artisin dinamiklerini arastirmaktadir. Bu,
uluslararasi silah ticaretinin sistemik bir analizi ¢ercevesinde ele alinmaktadir.
Boylece, uluslararast silah transferleri ile wuluslararasi diizen arasindaki
korelasyon gosterilmektedir. 2003 yilindan itibaren uluslararasi silah ticaretindeki
artisin, kiiresel kapitalizm dahilindeki sistem ici rekabeti yansittigi ileri
stiriilmektedir. Tezde incelenen uluslararasi silah kontrol mekanizmalarinin silah
rekabetini 6nlemek i¢in etkili birer ara¢ olmaktan uzak oldugu diisiiniildiiglinde,
rekabetin hizinin kisa ve orta vadede devam edebilecegi diisiiniilebilir. ABD

hegemonyasinin genel olarak gerilemesine ragmen, ABD hegemonyasinin
vi



uluslararasi silah ticareti konusunda Cin veya Rusya ile yer degistirmesini tespit

etmek heniliz miimkiin gériinmemektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Uluslararas: Iliskiler, Siyasi iktisat, Silah Ticareti, Silah
Ticareti Tarihi, Emperyalizm
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To a world where weapons are not bought and sold
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Almost 30 years after the end of the Cold War, the world has been witnessing
growing tensions, antagonisms, politico-economic antinomies and even blatant
wars, which means nothing but the existing international order is replete with

even greater problems.

In the beginning of the post-Cold War era, there was a great expectation that
there would be a sustainable decrease in the global arms trade. Notwithstanding
this expectation, in the post-Cold War era the international arms trade

competition continued.

The Figure 1.1 illustrates the trend of international arms transfers from 1950 to
2018.1

L “SIPRI Yearbook 2019: International Arms Transfers and Developments in Arms Production,”
SIPRI, accessed July 13, 2020, https://www.sipri.org/yearbook/2019/05.
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Figure 1.1 The trend in transfers of major weapons, 1950-2018
Source: SIPRI Yearbook 2019 Summary

As a broader analysis of the global arms transfers from 1950 until now, it may be
stated that during the Cold War era the competition was characterized as being
inter-systemic between the socialist and capitalist socio-economic systems while
in the post-Cold War era such competition has been intra-systemic. The Figure
1.1 clearly shows that there have been fluctuations in both inter-systemic and

intra-systemic periods.
1.1 Research Question and Argument

This thesis basically seeks to explore why had the economic volume of
international arms transfers initially declined in the post-Cold War era until 2002

but then started to rise up in the last sixteen years?

International arms trade is one of the junctions at which economic, military and
political domains intertwine. Firstly, given the global level of the capitalist mode
of production, neither the production nor the trade of arms can be analysed
autonomously from the profit logic of capitalism. Furthermore, the amount and

rates of profit that the arms-industrial bourgeoisie has been making is not



negligible and renders this economic sector very appealing.? Secondly, once
weapons are designed, produced and traded as commodities, they become a
crucial part of the military-strategical calculations. The rapid and unceasing
development of modern military technology obliges the strategic assumptions of
states to be continuously revised. Third, international transfers of arms are
undeniably political. The political —sometimes ideological- decisions of political
actors explicitly affect the international circulation of arms in various ways such
as steering the domestic production, marketing the product, negotiating the
contract, implementing embargoes and so on. In sum, international arms trade is
the confluence of these three domains (economic, military, political) and presents
a complex, but at the same time, dynamic and illuminating subject of study.® In
the light of this observation, such a complex and dynamic social phenomenon can

be analysed benefitting from the insight given by the Theories of Imperialism.

After mentioning its complex and dynamic structure, the arms phenomenon needs
to be analytically categorized. Arms as a subject of inquiry within social sciences
comprise of different subtopics such as the production, technology, transfer and
trade of arms. This thesis falls into the areas of international arms trade and
transfers. International arms trade refers to the legal purchase or sale of major
conventional weapons by states in return for economic gains or losses. On the
other hand, international arms transfers amount to the international legal
deliveries of weapon systems regardless of any economic compensation, e.g.
military aids. In short, while arms transfers are driven by political and strategic
motivations, arms trade has an economic dimension additionally. In the rest of the

thesis, the distinction between the trade and transfer of military equipment would

2 For annual arms sales or total sales of arms-producing and military services companies in the
world, see: “SIPRI Arms Industry Database,” SIPRI, accessed July 13, 2020,
https://www.sipri.org/databases/armsindustry.

3 For a skillfully elaborated version of these ideas, see: Keith Krause, Arms and the State: The
Patterns of Military Production and Trade (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1992), 12-
18.



be taken into consideration although these two terms are interchangeably used in

the literature frequently.

A second point that should be clarified pertains to the types of transferred
weapons. In this regard, the related literature commonly, though not sharply,
divides international arms trade into (1) trade of major weapons (conventional
weapons or weapon systems), (2) trade of small arms and light weapons (SALW)
and (3) trade of ‘dual-use’ items.* According to United Nations Office for
Disarmament Affairs (UNODA), major weapons comprise of the battle tanks,
armoured combat vehicles, large-calibre systems, combat aircraft/vehicles,
helicopters, warships and missiles.® The SIPRI Arms Transfers Database
fundamentally produces data about this type of military hardware but its scope is
a little larger, consisting of aircraft, air defence systems, anti-submarine warfare
weapons, armoured vehicles, artillery, engines, missiles, sensors, reconnaissance
satellites, ships and some other niche military equipment like turrets or air
refuelling systems.® On the other hand, while there is no exact definition of
SALW, UNODA classifies heavy machine guns, hand-held under-barrel and
mounted grenade launchers, portable anti-tank guns, recoilless rifles, portable
anti-tank missile launchers and rocket systems, and mortars of calibres less than
75 mm together under SALW. Similarly, there is no consensus on the definition

of dual-use equipment. For example, some sources confine the definition of dual-

4 William D. Hartung, “The International Arms Trade,” in Security Studies: An Introduction, ed.
Paul D. Williams, 1% edition (London: Routledge, 2008), 346; “About Us: How the WA Works,”
The Wassenaar Arrangement On Export Controls for Conventional Arms and Dual-Use Goods
and Technologies, accessed July 13, 2020, https://www.wassenaar.org/about-us/.

® “Transparency in Armaments,” UN Office for Disarmament Affairs, accessed July 13, 2020,
https://www.un.org/disarmament/convarms/transparency-in-armaments/.

6 “SIPRI Arms Transfers Database: Sources and Methods,” SIPRI, accessed July 13, 2020,
https://www.sipri.org/databases/armstransfers/sources-and-methods.



use items by the condition of ‘primarily having a military mission’’; whereas,
some holds the scope wider by discarding ‘military-use-first’ principle, which
leads to the inclusion of materials that can be used even for chemical and nuclear
weapons or satellites providing data for military goals.® Since the international
trade of nuclear, biological and chemical weapons is strictly prohibited, inhibited
or concealed, these types of weapons are out of the scope of this thesis. The
research subject of this thesis is the first category which is the major conventional
weapons. Therefore, the concepts of international arms trade or transfer would be
used to imply international legal trade or transfer of major conventional weapons

in the rest of the thesis.

Lastly, this thesis rejects the mainstream narratives which defines the Cold War
either “as the bipolar (superpower) relationship based on strategic competition,
which was a consequence of the geopolitical arrangements brought about by the
Second World War” or again as a bipolar (superpower) relationship but based on
different “domestic political ideas, values and ideology”.® Instead, the Cold War
would be admitted as a global social-systemic conflict'®, which lasted until the

collapse of ‘real socialism” in 1991.

The thesis investigates the relation between the increasing arms transfers and
intra-systemic rivalries which becomes more concrete after the end of the Cold
War. It seeks to detect the cause of the increase in the transfer of weapon systems
which has a complex nature involving economic, military and political aspects.

Hence, a major objective of the thesis is to form a holistic and consistent

7 Paul Holtom and Mark Bromley, “The International Arms Trade: Difficult to Define, Measure
and Control,” Arms Control Today 40, no. 6 (July/August 2010): 9.

8 Hartung, “The International Arms Trade,” 346.

® Richard Saull, The Cold War and After: Capitalism, Revolution and Superpower Politics
(London: Pluto Press, 2007), 2.

10 Ibid., 9. In order to comprehend the Cold War as a global social-systemic conflict, see also:
Tolgahan Akdan, Soguk Savas ve Tiirkiye 'nin Bati’ya Yonelisi (Istanbul: Yordam Kitap, 2020).
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framework to make sense of the fact that one of the political, economic and
military considerations might prevail over the others in different periods of arms
trade. While forming such a conceptual framework, | benefitted from the insights
given by Marxist theories of imperialism as they enable us to interpret the three
aspects of arms trade (military, economic, political) in a combined way.

The 11 September 2001 Terrorist Attacks (9/11) and the “War on Terror”, the
natural recovery of conventional arms market after the end of the Cold War,
rising authoritarian and militarist regimes around the world have been listed as a
bunch of causes of the rise of arms transfers. Admitting the partial impact of the
above noted factors, this thesis primarily takes the competition within the existing
international order into consideration to fully comprehend the dynamism in the
2000s’ arms trade. It discusses whether there is a correlation between the volume
of international arms transfers and the level of rivalries within the global
hierarchy. Hereby, the thesis brings two significant inferences into question: 1)
The changing volume of arms trade —though not alone- is a signifier of the level
of the intra-systemic struggle 2) The multidimensional transformation of the
international arms trade provides many clues about the new characteristics of
Post-Cold War international relations. In the light of a historical analysis, these
findings, inferences as well as further assessments would be thoroughly

synthesized in the conclusion chapter.
1.2 Literature Review

The volume of the academic and informative publications on international
defence industry and arms trade cannot be underestimated. Some works written
after the end of the Cold War on this subject have inspired the author of this
thesis beyond ordinary influencing. It is safe to say that the totality of the works
in this field have clarified many subtopics such as technological innovations in
defence industry, historical development of arms trade, economics of arms
business and arms as tools in diplomacy. Yet, there are less studied and less

developed areas in the related literature. First, international arms trade has been



often -but unintentionally- treated as if it was an independent research object per
se. In other words, the mainstream literature analyses international arms trade by
isolating it from the socio-economic system in which it exists. This is probably
because of the fact that international arms trade is a legitimate economic sector
and a diplomatic channel within the capitalist international system. However, if
the system in which arms trade occurs is also studied as a variable, humanity
might get closer to solve the problems spurting from the arms trade. Second, the
arms trade literature encompasses many ‘ir’ dimensions, but it generally lacks an
IR perspective. In other words, economics of arms trade, its place in foreign
policy making, its role in military comparisons are often studied but it is very rare
to see an overt application of a particular IR Theory to the studies of international
arms trade.!! Third, the number of the Marxist contributions to the literature of
the global arms transfers is not satisfactory even though they may help to the
interpretation of the imperialistic-hegemonic world order. Contemporary
Marxism seems to neglect this field of study, but its theoretical tools can be
useful to detect the weaknesses of both mainstream and critical assessments.
Hence, this thesis takes into account of the above-mentioned gaps in the

literature.

This kind of statement leads us to form some academic categories within the
literature of the conventional arms trade. In this thesis, the criterion to be used
while categorizing the literature is based on the Coxian dichotomy of “problem-
solving theory vs. critical theory”.1? The first category in this thesis is called the
“mainstream position” which clearly carries the traces of problem-solving
approach. The mainstream arms trade literature does not question the prevailing

social structures in which arms trade takes place; does not analyse arms trade by

11 For an assessment of the Realist IR Theory over the global arms trade, see: William W. Keller,
Arm in Arm: The Political Economy of the Global Arms Trade (New York: Basic Books, 1995).
For a Marxian methodology applied to the international arms production and trade, see: Krause,
Arms and the State.

12 Robert Cox, “Social Forces, States and World Orders: Beyond International Relations Theory,”
Millenium Journal of International Studies 10, no. 2 (1981): 128-130.

7



focusing on the contradictions or breakdowns of those structures and relations;
rather, it seeks a way to fix the problems emanating from international arms
transfers under the given social circumstances. The mainstream position
predominantly confines itself with descriptive analysis. The academic works of
the Defence Economics field quite often fit in this framework. Notwithstanding,
it should be noted that there might exist reformist views within the mainstream
literature, basically adopting a problem-solving approach. Indeed, there are much
of them in the arms trade literature. This ‘problem-solving critiques’ tacitly take
the established power relations and social structures into account but finalize their
analysis without significant reference to those relations and structures. Rather,
normative claims about the arms transfers are put forward. It is possible to see the
examples of both realist and liberal views that produce problem-solving
criticisms. On the other hand, apart from all the variants of the mainstream
arguments, there stands a critical approach towards the arms trade phenomena,
which argues for the necessity to question the socio-economic and politico-
military structures along with the internal features of the arms transfers. In this
regard, although it is academically not so developed and widespread, the critical
position represents the Coxian critical approach. Hereby, it can be argued that the
examples of the critical position include the premises of systemic investigations

that suggest an emancipatory thinking.
1.3 Framework of Analysis, Sources and Methodology

This thesis is a qualitative research based on a peer-review quantitative analysis.
Since the reasons behind the rising international arms trade are interrogated, the

thesis has an explanatory scientific purpose.

Another methodological subject is the historical periodization of the global arms
deliveries. The changing trends of international arms transfers, for example,
necessitate a distinctive Cold War periodization. To illustrate, Fred Halliday’s

seminal work divides the Cold War into certain time periods.'® His Cold War

13 Fred Halliday, The Making of the Second Cold War, 2™ ed., (London: Verso, 1986), 3.

8



periodization is mainly based on the tone of the USA-USSR relations. While
evaluating this relation, one of the parameters Halliday paid attention is military
expenditures which include the costs of nuclear and conventional armament.*
However, arms transfers and armament are different things having different
repercussions. For instance, the years between 1969 and 1979 are called the
Détente years by Halliday, when the two systemic leaderships had gone through a
relatively low and acceptable armament trend.'® In contrast, the Détente period
corresponds to an episode of tremendous growth in global arms trade and
transfers. In consequence, periodization attempts relying on cornerstone events in
global high-politics may not necessarily overlap with the periods of arms transfer
trends. Therefore, the analysis of international arms transfers between 1950 and

2019 has been divided into peculiar periods in accordance with the SIPRI data.

The qualitative and quantitative sufficiency of sources presenting data on
international arms transfers in another important issue. Due to the highly politico-
military nature of the topic, the data sources in the literature are not perfect in
terms of transparency and accuracy. The official data about arms trade of
individual states are usually confidential or quite limited.!® Putting the published
national reports aside, it is difficult to mention a hundred per cent reliable source.
That is why most of the evaluations on international arms trade are actually based
on estimates and multiple calculations —though some estimates are professionally
elaborated and highly accurate as in the case of SIPRI. In addition to the national
reports that are arbitrarily announced, the most common sources providing data

14 1bid., 30-36, 55-66, 145-151, 225-229, 235-238.

15 1bid., 10.

16 The USA can be called the most transparent state in this realm. It is on the one end of the
spectrum. Nevertheless, many non-governmental organizations are increasingly demanding more
transparency from US. On the opposite edge of the transparency spectrum, China is salient as a
non-transparent state, declaring almost no data to general public. Besides, some states announce
the quantity and the model of the traded arms without their financial value, while some other
states, like Russia and big European countries, directly report the total value of the military goods,
mentioning no more detail.



are SIPRI Arms Transfers Programme, US Congressional Research Service
(CRS), Norwegian Initiative on Small Arms Transfers (NISAT), UN Panels of
Experts and exceptional reports of intelligence agencies. Each has weaknesses,
making the following proposition principally agreeable: “the quality of financial

data on the international arms trade is extremely poor”.t’

SIPRI uses its own method to measure the volume of international transfers of
major conventional weapons.*® This method is called trend-indicator value (TIV)
which determines the value of delivered arms and components through a set of
calculations mainly based on the known unit production cost and performance of
certain military commodities. TIV does not provide direct financial value of
international arms transfers; rather, it is useful to observe the trends and
percentage changes in global major weapons deliveries. Since the main question
of the thesis is trend-oriented, the SIPRI data on arms transfers would constitute

the core statictical source.
1.4 Organization of the Chapters

This thesis is composed of five main chapters. The introduction chapter defines
the problematic, formulates the question of the thesis, determines the framework
of analysis and hints the theoretical positioning. The second chapter starts the
historical analysis of international arms trade in order to look into the nature of
competition between the two opposing systems. Therefore, the question of the
second chapter is how the international arms trade was shaped under a different
international order than today’s, namely the Cold War. In other words, this

chapter dwells on the trade of weapon systems and its impetus during the Cold

17 Sam Perlo-Freeman, “How Big is International Arms Trade?” [Occasional Paper], World Peace
Foundation (July 2018): 21; For others acknowledging the insufficincy of transparency and
standarts in international arms trade, see: Rachel Stohl and Suzette Grillot, The International
Arms Trade (UK: Polity Press, 2009), 196-197; Christian Catrina, “Main Directions of Research
in the Arms Trade,” The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science 535,
(September 1994): 194.

18 «“STPRI Arms Transfers Database: Sources and Methods.”

10



War (1945-1990). This sort of endeavour is expected to demonstrate the

evolution of global arms trade to the reader.

The third chapter discusses the remarkable decline in the volume of international
arms transfers which had continued during the 1990s. The effects of the radical
change from the Cold War to the post-Cold War international order on the
defence industries and arms transfers would be interrogated in this chapter. Also,
the relevant issues like the neoliberalism, the global military spending, the new
arms control mechanisms, the internationalization of the defence business, the
corruption in the sector, innovations in the military technology, the internal and
foreign policy practises of the prominent exporter and importer countries would
be studied.

The fourth chapter of the thesis has a particular importance because it addresses
the current trend and recent debates in the arms trade phenomena. It tries to
interpret the data showing the rise of major weapon transfers. The economic and
political-strategic conditions of the major arms exporters and importers are
examined. The impact of the 9/11 and other factors on this rise is elaborated.
Particular regions in which arms transfers have intensified in the post-2002
period is also scrutinized. Furthermore, it focuses on how the 2008 global

financial crisis affected the international arms trade.

The conclusion chapter, on the other hand, highlights the important dimensions of
the international arms trade. Moreover, it mentions the contribution and
shortcomings of the mainstream and critical positions in the literature.
Furthermore, the historical periods of the international arms trade are compared.
All in all, it attempts to show the correlation between the intensifying intra-

systemic rivalries and the trend of the international arms trade.
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CHAPTER 2

ARMS TRANSFER IN THE COLD WAR (1950-1991): A REFLECTION
OF THE SYSTEMIC COMPETITION

2.1 Introduction

This chapter attempts to look into the way in which international arms trade
evolved during the Cold War (1945-1991). Furthermore, this chapter overviews
the approximate decadal trends and turning points in the given period as well as
the positions of prominent actors or group of actors within the global arms
transfer network. Effects of the various historical developments, the established
structures and main drivers behind the arms trade decisions would also be
examined. In sum, this chapter scrutinizes the chronological evolution of modern
international arms trade until the end of the Cold War. Such an endeavour helps
the researchers understand the continuity and change in the arms transfer during
the Cold War years, which may provide a base to compare and contrast the

contemporary upward trend in international arms supplies.
2.2 The Evolution of International Arms Transfers: 1950-1991

Arms transfers between different polities and its economic, political, and strategic
repercussions have always been a subject of the historiography of IR since the
initial examples in the literature. Beginning with the ancient Peloponnesian

War?®, the intellectuals of the time had occasionally mentioned the importance of

19 Krause, Arms and the State, 34; Stohl and Grillot, The International Arms Trade, 11.
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arms production and transfers on the interstate affairs throughout the pre-modern
era. Nevertheless, two facts have made the arms phenomena more salient in
modern times as a topic of analysis: (1) the explicit commodification of arms due
to the large scale production and sophistication under the capitalist mode of
production and (2) the ascendant decisiveness of arms technology on the results
of battles. Especially in the second half of the 19" century, the formation of
national arms monopolies which feeds up national armies in the West marks the
dawn of contemporary arms trade. The leading country in the privatization of
arms industry was Prussia where Krupp became the national champion.?® The
profits Krupp made from arms business drew the attention of the bourgeoisie in
other core capitalist countries and new arms merchants emerged in a short period
of time particularly in Britain and the USA. On the turn of the century, arms-
industrial British bourgeoisie had acquired the legal basis securing their right to
export arms without any constraints except war-time.?! Before 1914, there had
already been a considerable number of giant arms-producing companies which
prioritized arms exports, creating an international arms transfer network.?? In fact,
this network was so big that arms monopolies were accused of inciting the World
War 1 which led them to be remembered as the ‘merchants of death’ and
‘warmongers’.?® For instance, while Krupp had allocated less than half of its
production capacity for German weapons inventory, it had sold arms to more than
fifty countries by 1912.2* In short, modern arms trade is a result of capitalistic

competition.

20 Andrew Moravcsik, “Arms and Autarky in Modern European History.” Searching for Security
in a Global Economy 120, no. 4 (1991): 30.

2! 1bid., 30.

22 Ron Smith, Military Economics: The Interaction of Power and Money (UK: Palgrave
Macmillian, 2009), 145.

23 |pid.; Stohl and Grillot, The International Arms Trade, 14-15.
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The reaction of masses against the horrible violence between 1914 and 1918 as
well as the exhaustion of industrial bases in every country except the USA caused
a radical decline in arms trade after the Great War. Despite the several significant
transfers in the 1920s, economic inabilities, protectionism and the Great
Depression had held the international arms trade at low levels until the early
1930s when Japan, the USSR and Hitler’s Germany started to import high-tech
military equipment which provides them new arms technologies.?® Besides, non-
regulatory state behaviour on arms trade continued until the mid-1930s2® and later
efforts were hardly effective.?” On the contrary, state intervention in arms
business was even supportive in some manners. Governments started to assign
advisory personnel and devote publications to arms manufacturers; also, they
funded research and development (R&D) projects in arms technology for the first
time in the modern period.?® Furthermore, some European small powers relatively
managed to establish a military-industrial base in this period, producing basic
military equipment. In addition to the lack of effective control mechanisms and
direct state support, the absence of a polarized international system -as in the case
of Cold War- enabled an unconstrained multinational arms transfer network.2® All
these amount to two circumstances: (1) low dependence on a certain supplier for

importing states and (2) wide range of clients for the exporters.®® Hence, states

24 Moravcsik, “Arms and Autarky,” 30.

% |bid., 32.

% Robert E. Harkavy, “The Changing International System and the Arms Trade,” The Annals of
the American Academy of Political and Social Science 535, (September 1994): 17.

27 Smith, Military Economics, 145; Stohl and Grillot, The International Arms Trade, 15.

28 Stohl and Grillot, The International Arms Trade, 16.

2 Harkavy, “The Changing International System,” 16-17.

% 1bid., 19.

14



from all around the world in this period could purchase arms from both liberal
capitalist and fascist capitalist powers simultaneously, though seeming
contradictory to world politics of the time.3! This fact manifests that economic
motivations for arms sales were dominant over strategic and political rationale in

the interwar period with few exceptions.?

Due to the peculiarities mentioned above, some scholars even regard the interwar
arms trade as one of the main historical phases of the phenomena.® Nonetheless,
international arms trade as a research agenda has gained its actual prominence
after the Second World War. The war had caused a massive destruction in almost
all parts of the world. Yet, it left a huge investment in armament and a
breakthrough in weapons technology as a legacy.3* In fact, there were few
undamaged arms industries in the late 1940s. For example, all arms industries in
Europe, except Britain and Sweden, had been destroyed during the war.®* The
USSR was the most damaged country overall but its arms industry was very
active because of its leading and victorious role at the end of the war. The
defence-industrial base (DIB) of the USA, on the other hand, was the most
developed and productive one. The fact that the USA has imported only one
completed major weapons system since the World War | until the end of the Cold

War displays how its DIB is powerful —and protectionist at the same time.®

%1 Ibid., 18.

32 |bid., 17-18. The author indicates that arms transfers between Japan and Siam as well as
between Germany and Spain in the late 1930s were more politically oriented.

% 1bid., 13.

34 Moravcsik, “Arms and Autarky,” 32.

3 |bid., 32; Krause, Arms and the State, 82, 128.

3% Andrew Moravcsik, “The European Armaments Industry at the Crossroads,” Survival 32, no. 1
(1990): 78.
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Intra-state regulations related to arms transfers started to be improved since the
early 1940s.3" In this period, military technology and production capacity
concentrated in a few states. States having advanced weapons technology and
industrial base were cautious to save this strategic advantage; moreover, the
clarification of different post-war fictions of socialist USSR and capitalist West
pushed war-time allies to be more careful about arms transfers. Governments and
arms companies had been explicit collaborators since the late interwar period;
however, states have imposed regulatory authority over arms exporters and have

become the ultimate decision maker by the beginning of the Cold War.®

On the other hand, the outset of the Cold War rendered the national arms control
mechanisms inadequate. Systemic split and competition between socialism and
capitalism entailed the foundation of international institutions. International
Monetary Foundation (IMF), World Bank (WB), General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade (GATT) and North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) were
representing the capitalist camp whereas Council for Mutual Economic
Assistance (COMECON), The Information Bureau of the Communist and
Workers' Parties (COMINFORM) and The Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation and
Mutual Assistance (Warsaw Pact - WTQO) became the international organizations
of the socialist bloc. Meanwhile, the more the Cold War was institutionalized, the
more the international arms trade was instrumentalized in diplomatic affairs.*°
None of the institutions in the capitalist camp was able to handle this complex
situation; therefore, Coordinating Committee for Multilateral Export Controls

% David Kinsella, “The Arms Trade,” in The Handbook of Political Economy of War, ed.
Christopher J. Coyne and Rachel L. Mathers (Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar, 2011), 217.

38 Stohl and Grillot, The International Arms Trade, 17.

% Kinsella, “The Arms Trade,” 218.

40 Use of arms transfers as diplomacy tools in the post-war era have started with some occasions
like the transfer of American military equipment under Truman Doctrine to Turkey and Greece in
the form of aid to be used against local communist movement. See: Hartung, “The International
Arms Trade,” 348.
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(COCOM) was established in 1949 by all the founding member states of NATO
except Iceland and Japan in order to control the leakage of strategic commodities
(mostly military equipment and technology) to socialist bloc.** Also, NATO
established a Science Committee in 1957 to facilitate the development of Western
military technology within the capitalist alliance.*? In the same year, the Treaty of
Rome was signed, establishing the European Economic Community. Although
the Article 223 of the treaty clearly forbade the member states from any attempt
to duplicate the authority of NATO and COCOM in defence-technological and
arms transfer issues, the reviving European capitalism started to invest in
collective military R&D.* On the other hand, arms transfers and military
technology sharing in the socialist world were largely conducted under the
tutelage of the USSR until the initiation of COMECON in 1949 and then under
COMECON until the creation of Warsaw Pact in 1955.4 After 1955, Warsaw
Pact and COMECON have cooperated to control the arms exports of Warsaw
Pact countries. In sum, the post-war systemic split revealed itself in international
arms trade, beginning with the establishment of COCOM (together with NATO)
and COMECON (together with Warsaw Pact). The future international prominent
arms suppliers such as France, Italy, Germany, Poland and Czechoslovakia would
have recovered their DIBs mostly thanks to these development aids of the

respective organizations of the two competing systems.*®

41 Inmaculada Martinez-Zarzoso and Florian Johannsen, “The Gravity of Arms,” Defence and
Peace Economics 30, no. 1 (2017): 6; Stohl and Grillot, The International Arms Trade, 140;
Smith, Military Economics, 145.

42 Daniel Fiott, “EU-NATO Cooperation: The Case of Defense R&D,” in The Emergence of EU
Defense Research Policy: From Innovation to Militarization, ed. Nikolaos Karampekios, Iraklis
Oikonomou and Elias G. Carayannis (Switzerland: Springer International Publishing AG, 2018),
283.

43 1bid., 287.

4 Michael Checinski, “Warsaw Pact/CEMA Military Economic Trends,” Problems of
Communism 36, no. 2 (1987): 16.
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In 1950, the total volume of international major weapons transfers was around $8
billion in SIPRI TIV.* However, it reached $22 billion in TIV only three years
later*’ due to several reasons such as the embodiment of Cold War in Europe, the
consolidation of communist rule in China and the Korean War. Until the decline
in the early 1960s, the annual volume of global arms trade stayed at this level.
According to SIPRI, the total trend indicator value of the arms transfers in this
decade -not exactly the real financial value- was approximately $195 billion of
which the USA, the USSR, the UK, Czechoslovakia and France respectively
realized $68, $66, $41, $6 and $4 billion.*® Such a picture depicts the UK as a
declining -but still an eminent- actor whereas the USA and the USSR stand there

as the systemic leaders.

45 Krause, Arms and the State, 128.

46  “SIPRI  Arms Transfers Database,” SIPRI, accessed July 13, 2020,
https://www.sipri.org/databases/armstransfers.

47 1bid.

“8 1bid.
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Figure 2.1 Percentage Distribution of International Arms Supplies, 1950-1959
Source: Author’s Own Drawing (The data are taken from the SIPRI Arms Transfers Database)

Moreover, the list of top ten arms importing countries in the 1950s is correlated
with the international politics of the decade. The excessive flow of Soviet major
weapons to China during and following the Korean War (figure 1.2) has made it
the largest arms recipient by a wide margin. Given the vast arms stocks of the
USSR and the meagre economy of China, it is not difficult to estimate that these
transfers have been in the form of military aids as a tool of solidarity for the
systemic conflict. Also, the fact that the USA ranks second among the arms
importers gives some hints for the period. First, more than ninety per cent of the
US arms imports have been supplied by the UK.* It indicates that the UK
military technology is the only one that can buttress the DIB of the USA in
realistic terms. Second, the US arms imports have intensified in the mid-1950s,
which indicates that the Korean War has compelled the USA to enlarge its
weapon inventory and to embark on a military modernization move. Furthermore,

the rest of the countries in the top ten, except Canada, are the continental

9 1bid.
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European countries from both sides. This demonstrates that the geographical
focus of the Cold War in addition to the Far East has been Europe in the 1950s.
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Figure 2.2 The Top 10 Arms Importers, 1950-1959 (in SIPRI T1V, $ billions)

Source: Author’s Own Drawing (The data are taken from the SIPRI Arms Transfers Database)

An overall post-war reconstruction of the capitalist bloc had already begun under
the Marshall Plan in the late 1940s; nevertheless, the actual attempts to
reincorporate defence industries into a wider capitalist market started in the
1950s. The US Department of Defence initiated generous military assistance
programs which would provide international grants and loans amounting to $128
billion throughout the Cold War.>® Moreover, the USA offered contracts based on
purchasing guarantee for made-in-Europe defence products in addition to the
weapons technology transfer.>! This sort of foreign aids was necessary to revive
the European DIBs which would undertake a crucial role in the struggle against
communism. In other words, the new hegemon of the liberal world, the USA, did

0 Michael T. Klare, “The Arms Trade in 1990s: Changing Patterns, Rising Dangers,” Third
World Quarterly 17, no. 5 (1996): 864.

51 Krause, Arms and the State, 128; Keller, Arm in Arm, 100.
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what it had to. Besides, the USA took advantage of the huge defence budgets in
the 1950s by investing more and more in R&D projects, enabling it to overtake
the European arms technologies.®? Eventually, all these efforts served the purpose
and European states gradually started to look for export markets after supplying a
certain portion to the national armies since the late 1950s.%® At the end of the
decade, the USA was the sole dominant global arms supplier within the capitalist
bloc while the British arms exports showing decline and French sales indicating

modest advancement.>*

The Suez Canal Crisis in 1956 paved the way for further developments. The Free
Officers Movement having secular, nationalist, anti-imperialist and pro-Soviet
tendencies had organized a revolution in Egypt and abolished the pro-Western
monarchy in 1952. Hence, the Cold War was brought to the Middle East under
the Gamal Abdel Nasser’s leadership followed by the Ba’athist Iraq and Syria.>®
Nasser’s move to nationalize the Suez Canal in 1956 as a response to unsolved
Arab-lsraeli disputes transformed the regional crisis into one in which the USA,
the USSR, the UK, France interfered. This key development entailed more arms

transfers from both capitalist and socialist world to the Middle East.>®

On the socialist front, it was the USSR that would lead the establishment,
recovery, expansion and protection of the system. Its intra-bloc hegemonic
position revealed itself in the arms production and exports as well, not only in the
1950s but throughout the Cold War period. In early 1950s, the USSR didn’t

52 Moravcsik, “Arms and Autarky,” 33; Keller, Arm in Arm, 99.

53 Krause, Arms and the State, 84.

54 «SIPRI Arms Transfers Database.”; Krause, Arms and the State, 132.

% Richard Saull, “One World Many Cold Wars: 1989 and the Middle East,” in The Global 1989:
Continuity and Change in World Politics, ed. George Lawson, Chris Armbruster and Michael Cox
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 189-190.

% Hartung, “The International Arms Trade,” 348.
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supply military equipment to countries except COMECON members, China,
North Korea and Mongolia because Stalin’s ‘two camp thesis’ had argued that the
non-socialist developing states were serving to the reactionary relations of
production in the final analysis.>” Yet, it should be noted that when Stalin died,
what were later to be called the Third World countries had been either newly
independent or in struggle of independence or still pro-Western monarchies. All
in all, the USSR experienced a major policy change in the aftermath of the death
of Stalin, which would also have significant repercussions on the arms industries
of socialist Eastern European countries. Khrushchev’s de-Stalinization politics
replaced the Stalinist goal of self-sufficiency in the international arena with the
understanding of socialist division of labour.® This new political orientation
increased the intra-socialist bloc arms transfers despite several critiques and
objections.>® Also, defence-economic actions and projects were more frequently
negotiated after Stalin within COMECON instead of the directions of the USSR’s
foreign military advisers.®® Another outcome of the Khrushchev’s leadership was
that COMECON countries started to export weapon systems to non-socialist
countries in the mid-1950s. For instance, the substantial arms agreement signed
between the USSR and Nasser’s Egypt in 1955 has symbolically elevated the
Soviet Union to the status of global arms supplier.®* This deal and many of its
subsequent counterparts have been largely subsidized by the WTO members

through soft loans, barter contracts, grants and payment in national currency until

57 Krause, Arms and the State, 115.

%8 Richard J. Crampton, Eastern Europe in the Twentieth Century - and After, 2" ed., (London:
Routledge, 1997), 308.

%9 Christopher M. Davis, “The Exceptional Soviet Case: Defense in an Autarkic System,”
Daedalus 120, no. 4 (1991): 115-116.
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61 Robert M. Cutler, Laure Després and Aaron Karp, “The Political Economy of East-South
Military Transfers,” International Studies Quarterly 31, no. 3 (1987): 275; Krause, Arms and the
State, 83, 84, 115.

22



the mid-1970s.52 Notwithstanding, the technology of arms transferred to the Third

World was old or sometimes barely new.%3

The post-war reconstruction and advancement of socialist Eastern European DIBs
were managed through the aids of the USSR to a large extent.®* The overall
recovery of these defence industries would have taken a little longer; nonetheless,
one of the historical peaks of Eastern European arms exports occurred in the
1950s on account of the cutting-edge military technology provided by the Soviet
Union.%® Inevitably, the arms technology licences given by the USSR at that time
entailed dependency to itself as the intra-bloc hegemon, very similar to the case
of intra-NATO relations. Even the two most prominent DIBs in Eastern Europe,
those of Poland and Czechoslovakia, had been planned to produce high in
quantity but (relatively) less in sophistication.® The patronage of the USSR
persisted not only in arms production but also in transfers to outside of the WTO.
On several occasions like Egypt in 1955, Syria in 1956 and Indonesia between
1956 and 1959, the USSR used Poland and Czechoslovakia as surrogates in

tensed diplomatic atmospheres.®’

It is difficult to mention a third tier of arms producing and selling countries in the
1950s because of their focus on domestic issues like colonial heritage and

development instead of establishing a DIB.%® However, People’s Republic of

62 Cutler, Després and Karp, “The Political Economy,” 291.

6 Mark N. Kramer, “Soviet Arms Transfers to the Third World,” Problems of Communism 36,
no. 5 (1987): 56.

64 Krause, Arms and the State, 128.
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6 Krause, Arms and the State, 130.
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China, as a socialist state outside the WTO, draws the attention not with its
production and marketing capacity but with its enormous amount of arms
imports. In the 1950s, China, the decadal champion of conventional arms
imports, had imported at least $ 27 billion worth of military equipment- all of it
from the USSR. Just to compare, the second and third largest arms importers of
the decade, respectively the USA and France, had imported $12 and $10 billion
worth of arms in SIPRI TIV.%® This fact also shows that the territorial foci of the
Cold War in 1950s were Far East and Europe. In addition to direct arms imports,
China also received arms production licences from the USSR throughout the
1950s° and adopted the Soviet type defence industry organization except

continuous investment in innovation.”*

Despite the decrease in the first years of the 1960s, international transfer of
conventional weapons rose again in the middle of the decade by virtue of the
heightened tension along with the construction of Berlin Wall, the Cuban
Revolution and following Missile Crisis and Vietham War. On the other hand, the
Sino-Soviet Split in 1961 had a reducing impact on the value of global arms trade
since it almost ended the Chinese arms imports from the USSR. After the leap
from $19.9 to $26.3 billion in 1964, the total trend indicator value of the

8 The categorization of arms exporting countries as ‘first tier’, ‘second tier’ and ‘third tier’
belong to the terminology of Keith Krause who elaborated this scheme in his seminal work. See:
Krause, Arms and the State, 27-32. Krause melts the arms production and arms exports into one
pot. In his three-layer scheme, countries are classified according to a combination of their arms
production and transfer capabilities. The subject of this thesis, however, is the arms trade per se.
Therefore, the three-layer model would regard the arms transfers only. The main criterion for
grouping the arms-exporting states would be the proximity of the SIPRI TIV of their arms
transfers. Seventeen years after Krause’s work, Stohl and Grillot, in their co-authored book,
asserted that Krause’s three-tier pattern have maintained its validity even in the post-Cold War
era. See: Stohl and Grillot, The International Arms Trade, 78.
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0 Kramer, “Soviet Arms Transfers,” 60.

1 Richard A. Bitzinger and J. D. Kenneth Boutin, “China’s Defence Industries: Change and
Continuity” in Rising China: Power and Reassurance, ed. Ron Huisken (Australia: ANU Press,
2009), 126.
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conventional weapons transfers remained stable around $26 billion annually until

the dramatic increase in the early 1970s."2

Between 1960 and 1969, the top two arms suppliers were the USSR and the USA,
each exporting $88 and $86 billion worth of weapons, respectively. The third
largest exporter in this decade was again the UK but the TIV of its exports
receded into approximately $15 billion which proves the fact that it lost its global
hegemonic power once it had had. France became the fourth country in foreign
arms transfers in the 1960s with its $12.7 billion worth of arms exports as a
consequence of ambitious Gaullist policies. The fifth largest exporter of the
military equipment was Federal Republic of Germany (FRG) which achieved $4
billion. What was important about the FRG in this decade is not its position in
global arms sales but its position in arms purchases. FRG became the most arms
importing country in the 1960s with $23.6 billion value which was followed by
Egypt’s and India’s imports amounting to $10 billion separately. Poland and
German Democratic Republic (GDR) ranked fourth and the fifth on the list as a
result of their foreign arms purchases worth of $9.6 and $8.6 billion.”® This kind
of alignment among arms importing countries might be interpreted in a way that
the Cold War’s centre of gravity was still Europe while the Non-Aligned
countries started to become prominent customers. The vitality of Trans-Atlantic
relations within the capitalist bloc in these years can be understood when the
intra-NATO collaboration on armament affairs is analysed. For instance, NATO
Industrial Advisory Group in which some six hundred industrialists from
European and North American member states come together has taken the role to

enhance the defence-industrial cooperation since 1968.74

72 “STPRI Arms Transfers Database.”
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Figure 2.3 The Top 10 Arms Importers, 1960-1969 (in SIPRI TV, $ billions)

Source: Author’s Own Drawing (The data are taken from the SIPRI Arms Transfers Database)
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The two leaderships of the contested systems reiterated their status in the 1960s
both in global politics and in arms exports. Yet, the flow of history was not
smooth even for them. To begin with the capitalist camp, the domestic politics of
the USA in early 1960s has witnessed two shocking incidents: President
Eisenhower’s final public speech revealing the existence of potent military-
industrial complex (MIC) and the assassination of President Kennedy. In his
farewell address to the nation in 1961, President Eisenhower drew the attention of
the public opinion to the intangible and dangerously growing alliance among the
military, arms-industrial bourgeoisie and senators, culminating in the
decomposition of so-called national interest.”> Whether these two events were
determinant on the US arms transfer policy is speculative and beyond the scope
of this thesis; nonetheless, both the tripartite complex and the President Kennedy
were also the actors of arms trade business. After all, the financial volume of US

arms exports began to increase in 1963 and hit $12 billion next year, a new record

5 Smith, Military Economics, 143.
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in US arms transfers since 1950.”® Since arms build-ups and their transfers
usually require some duration around one or two years, the rise in US arms
exports in the mid-1960s can be largely ascribable to the Berlin Wall Crisis of
1961 and the Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962. In addition, the USA experienced a
series of change related to its customer network in this decade. In Europe, it
saturated the FRG’s arms need almost by itself, supplying $16 billion worth of
military equipment.”” However, the fact that France and the UK improved their
DIBs in the 1960s led to a reduction in demand to US weapons systems. On the
other hand, the USA increased the number of its arms recipients’®, provided arms
production licences to intra-bloc staunch allies like Japan™ and continued to
dominate the world market along with the USSR. Besides, the arms transfers of
the USA displayed a qualitative transformation in the 1960s. From this decade
on, the USA would increasingly prefer to sell arms to other states instead of
giving them as military aids.®® At the end of the decade, the Nixon Doctrine
which aimed to prevent the human loss in the Vietnam War became another
factor fostering the US arms exports. According to the president’s doctrine, the
USA should provide material and technical assistance to its allies in their regional
‘Cold Wars’ rather than sending American troops.8* Moreover, the Nixon

Doctrine corroborated the perception that arms transfers are safe and useful tools
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to persuade and reinforce friendly governments.®2 This sort of policy bolstered
the US arms exports rapidly, though its actual impact became observable during
the early 1970s.8

The other prominent arms exporting countries in the Western hemisphere were
France, the UK and the FRG. Especially France under de Gaulle’s leadership®
and the UK had the motivation to sustain a well-functioning DIB in order to
remain independent in military technology and arms production. Nevertheless,
they had a far smaller domestic market for conventional major weapons than that
of the USA and the USSR; therefore, they adopted an export-oriented arms
production policy in order to maintain national arms industries in the 1960s.%
France led this path by exporting aircraft worth at $7 billion and the British naval
defence industry sold $5 billion worth of ships between 1960 and 1969.8° On the
other hand, the market share of the UK in global arms transfers declined
comparing with the 1950s due to the ambitious new comers and the size of two
systemic hegemons.®” The third biggest arms exporting country in Western
Europe, the FRG, experienced a fragile international situation in the early 1960s
which compelled it to implement some new restrictive legislation for arms

exports in 1961.88 However, its huge defence budget deficit in terms of arms

8 william D. Hartung, “U.S. Conventional Arms Transfers: Promoting Stability or Fueling
Conflict?” Arms Control Today 25, no. 9 (1995): 9.
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trade and the need to legitimate its international status through foreign military

aids should be the reasons behind its incrementally risen arms export.

FRG

France 2% Other's

USA
38%

Figure 2.4 Percentage Distribution of International Arms Supplies, 1960-1969

Source: Author’s Own Drawing (The data are taken from the SIPRI Arms Transfers Database)

The arms transfer policy of the USSR in the first half of the 1960s has been
conducted under the Khrushchev Doctrine. Namely the peaceful coexistence
doctrine rejects two classical Marxist-Leninist assertions: (1) the competition
between capitalist states in the imperialist system will inevitably cause a war and
(2) all the bourgeois states are inherently inimical to the USSR. The corollary of
this revisionist discourse was the assumption of a warless international system in
which capitalist and socialist states peacefully coexist.%® According to this

doctrine, the nuclear weapons would be the assurance of peaceful coexistence as
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a deterrence mechanism. Hence, the need for major conventional weapons
decreased under Khrushchev’s revisionism, indirectly undermining the arms
exports.®® Another factor slowing down the Soviet arms exports in the 1960s was
the Sino-Soviet Split. Not only military-industrial but also socio-economic
cooperation between the USSR and China ended in 1961 when the revisionist
policies of Khrushchev were labelled apostasy by the Communist Party of China
under Mao’s leadership. In consequence, the USSR simultaneously lost a
comrade state and a loyal customer which had been the prime importer of Soviet
arms by far during the previous decade. For instance, Chinese imports of Soviet
weapons systems declined from $2.4 billion in 1960 to $130 million in 1967.%
Ironically, the irreversible split between the two giant socialist states turned into a
competition over the Third World. Both state used arms transfers as political
incentives to make new allies from the left-leaning non-aligned governments,
generating an increase in arms exports.®? The fact that Chinese were actually
using the Soviet military technology to export arms had rendered this competition
very bizarre which made the USSR more cautious for the future arms production
licence deals.®® On the other hand, there were several factors counterbalancing
the tendency of Soviet arms transfers to fall in the 1960s. The decolonization of
Western European powers had formed new export markets where the USSR can
easily access with its political discourse and transportation capabilities.®* In
addition, the regional crises such as the Arab-Israeli and Indo-Pakistani wars in
the second half of the 1960s created new willing buyers. Also, the Third World

arms imports from the USSR in the 1960s had symbolized an anti-Western stance
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which would disappear in the following decades.®® The abandonment of
Khrushchev’s nuclear deterrence policy after 1964 made another accelerating
impact on arms transfers. Brezhnev’s leadership re-boosted the production of
conventional weapons and promoted the modernization of the WTO arms
industries.”® Apart from its politico-economic benefits, arms trade was an
obligation for the USSR since arms transfers had been one of the rare strong
diplomatic tools that prevent the penetration of capitalism into Soviet-friendly
Third World countries.®” Despite the obsolescence of supplied technology, arms
transfers were more practical and fruitful than technical assistance programmes in
the short-term.%® Notwithstanding, the overall volume of Soviet arms transfers to
the non-aligned countries can hardly be claimed plentiful in the 1960s, though its

moderate increase vis-a-vis the previous decade.

The non-Soviet Eastern Bloc countries have been relatively successful in arms
transfers between 1960 and 1969. Actually, their share in the volume of global
arms exports has marked another historical peak in the 1960s as a result of
continuous investment in national defence technology.®® Czechoslovakia and
Poland ranked sixth and tenth respectively in this period on SIPRI’s top arms
suppliers list®; nonetheless, Romania and the GDR would be their intra-bloc
challengers henceforth. The GDR began to augment its arms transfers to the

Third World so that it could gain legitimacy and international recognition as a
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sovereign state’® whilst the patriotist vanguard cadre of Romania leaned on
indigenous defence industry and maverick arms exports to sustain its Stalinist

development model.%?

The Sino-Soviet Split of 1961 dramatically affected the Chinese arms transfers
for the following years. After this fraction between the two giant socialist states,
China assumed itself the real defender of communism by defaming the USSR and
the USA simultaneously as the two domination-seeking oppressive powers.%®
Accordingly, the above-mentioned radical reduction in the Chinese imports of
Soviet arms occurred. However, rather than seeking utterly new import markets,
China continued to buy weapon systems from the USSR at low levels and
focused on developing a self-sufficient national DIB throughout the 1960s.
Reverse engineering —be it legal or not- was highly applied to the imported Soviet
arms in order to achieve up-to-date military technology.'® In terms of supply,

China followed Mao’s principle that is not to be an international arms dealer like

imperialist powers and donated arms to the Third World in the 1960s.1%

The third tier global arms suppliers such as Israel, Brazil, South Africa and India
—most of them are also non-aligned countries- engaged in new attempts at arms
production and exports especially in the late 1960s.1% Their efforts were based on

two intertwined developmental strategies: defence-led industrialization and
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export promotion. The underlying idea was to use military industry as a leading
sector that would stop brain drain and provide technological spin-offs. This
process would be initially conducted under an import-substitution planning which
would hopefully give a way to an export capacity in the future.’%” The tangible
results of these policies would come in sight in the 1970s and 1980s.

The 1970s in IR have been defined by many scholars as the détente period even
though there are some differences regarding the exact end-year of the period.%®
The characteristic of the détente was the lessening of international tension —
especially on Europe- between the hegemons of the two antagonistic systems.
Nonetheless, the inter-hegemon rapprochement policies of the 1970s, including
arms control talks, did not mitigate the escalation of global arms transfers. In
contrast, ironically, the volumetric increase was so high that this decade has been
even called the “take-off” years in terms of international arms trade.!® On the
supply side, the main reason for this sharp rise is the fact that the main front of
the Cold War has shifted from continental Europe to the Third World- mainly
Middle East. The Cold War order had been settled in Europe by the late 1960s
but the competition to articulate the Third World countries into capitalism or
socialism that manifests itself through indigenous power struggles has been

dynamic until the late 1970s'°, paving the way for booming arms exports.
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The two hegemonic powers were again the leaders of international arms transfers
between 1970 and 1979; but, the number and capacity of assertive exporters
mounted up, which alleviated the situation of dependence to a single arms
supplier.!'! Both states extended the pool of arms production licences under
Nixon and Brezhnev doctrines although the USSR generally seemed more
reluctant than the USA about license sharing.!*? In this period, the Soviet export
of military equipment has exceeded $135 billion while the US exports were at
around $125 billion. Falling far behind the two systemic leaderships, France, the
UK and the FRG as the West European second tier arms suppliers transferred
respectively $24 billion, $20 billion and $13 billion worth of arms to foreign
markets. China and Czechoslovakia were consecutively the sixth and seventh
with their approximately $7 billion worth of arms shipment in this decade,
indicating the fact that they were not part of the second tier elite group anymore
but they led the third tier category.!!3
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Figure 2.5 Percentage Distribution of International Arms Supplies, 1970-1979
Source: Author’s Own Drawing (The data are taken from the SIPRI Arms Transfers Database)

There was a boom on the demand side for the major weapon transfers, too. In
addition to the OPEC crisis and the following Yom Kippur War in 1973, the end
of Vietnam War in 1975 both enabled and compelled Third World recipients to
refresh their empty arsenals.''* After 1975, events leading to the upheavals in Iran
and Afghanistan have augmented the flow of arms to the Middle East in
particular. Indeed, the fact that military expenditure of the Third World
quadrupled between 1960 and 1980 proves that the 1970s are part of a longer
trend.*'® As cited in Michael Klare’s article, the now-defunct US Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency (ACDA\) asserted that the total financial value of arms
imports to the OPEC members had escalated from $370 million in 1970 to $10.3
billion in 1979.11® Moreover, given the zeitgeist of the Détente, the Third World
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managed to import more sophisticated major conventional weapons from both

blocs, thus acquired a tool to play off one systemic vanguard against the other.*’
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Figure 2.6 The Top 10 Arms Importers, 1970-1979 (in SIPRI T1V, $ billions)

Source: Author’s Own Drawing (The data are taken from the SIPRI Arms Transfers Database)

The US arms export policy of the early-mid 1970s was primarily shaped by the
Nixon Doctrine. The doctrine was based on providing material support to the US
allies in conflict zones instead of directly sending US contingents. Thus, as if the
consequences of arms transfers were easily predictable, the USA did not hesitate
to send military hardware to a wide range of recipients while incorporating new
developing states like the Republic of Korea (ROK) into weapon technology
programmes.!'® This policy changed during President Carter’s incumbency.
Carter was an advocate of arms trade restraints, but his anti-arm sales stance

remained in rhetoric'!® during his first years in office. In 1977 and 1978, the
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massive arms exports to Iran that was the top importer of US weapons throughout
the 1970s continued to be the important element of US back up to the Shah who
was dethroned in 1979.1° However, in addition to the FRG’s sharply declining
arms demand in the late 1970s, the fact that US weapons pointed towards the
USA itself in Iran after the revolution enabled Carter administration to pursue
their idealist plans; hence, US arms transfers could be reduced 25 per cent
between 1977 and 1980.'%! In short, with the aim of expanding the zone of
capitalist order in which the US capital has been predominant, the USA marked
new annual arms transfer records by targeting the Third World in the 1970s- a

common case for many other countries.

The efforts of European capitalism in defence industry and arms exports are
visible in 1970s but they did not produce a great leap especially in terms of global
share in international arms supplies. For example, in 1976, several Western
European arms-exporting states initiated the Independent European Program
Group (IEPG) to advance the armaments cooperation in Europe.'?? Yet, when the
Figure 2.4 and Figure 2.5 are compared, it can be seen that the second tier arms
exporters which is consisted of France, the UK and the FRG displayed only a
modest increase with regard to their shares in global arms market in the 1970s.
France, of which the two thirds of its arms exports had been towards the
prominent capitalist countries until the 1970, held the third place in the market by
supplying more and more major conventional weapons to the Third World
between 1970 and 1979. Its arms exports to (oil-exporting) developing countries

have comprised roughly the 80 per cent of its total arms sales in this decade.?3
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The UK, on the other hand, gained a momentum in arms exports not by altering
its customer profile but by offering state-of-the-art military equipment to the
clients- a new tendency if compared with previous times.'?* An interesting
commonality between these two states which allegedly represents the universal
liberal democratic values is that the growth of their arms exports in the 1970s
became possible with their sales to illiberal and autocratic customers.'? Just like
the 1960s, the FRG has taken new measures to restrain its arms sales in the
beginning of the decade but ironically augmented its arms transfers, giving it a

clear fifth position among the top arms exporters in this period.12

The arms transfers of the leading socialist country, namely the USSR, showed a
radically upward trend in the 1970s as well. This trend occurred as a result of
factors related to both Soviet supply and foreign demand in qualitative and
quantitative manners. On one hand, the international events and the condition of
the global market were in favour of the Soviet Union. The Arab-Israeli War of
1973, the subsequent rise of oil prices making the OPEC members potentially
rich clients, the Vietnam syndrome in the USA and the arms-restraint policies
along with the imperatives during Carter’s presidency created globally
convenient opportunities. Regionally, the poor performance of obsolescent Soviet
weapons in the 1973 War led the Middle Eastern buyers to demand more
advanced military hardware from the USSR, surely in return for higher prices.'?’
On the other hand, there were internal factors contributing to the rise of Soviet
arms transfers. The USSR’s deteriorating balance of trade in the 1970s and its
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desire to keep economy of scale in arms production required more hard currency
gains from arms exports by using its comparative advantage with developing
states.’?® Moreover, the fact that the USSR has sent a bulk of military advisors
and technicians along with weapon systems was associated with espionage and
manipulation duties by the mainstream literature and was mentioned as an
important reason for the willingness to maximize arms deliveries.*?® In addition
to these imperatives and motivations, the USSR has had some peculiar
advantages in arms trade. For example, durability and easy maintenance of its
equipment, its large stocks of surplus weapons and quickness in legal procedures
have rendered the USSR a favourite supplier for many countries. Furthermore,
the Soviet state has facilitated the financial issues of arms trade as well.
Especially until the late 1970s, the USSR has used many types of subsidization
including soft loans, postponement in payments, counter trade and barter
agreements.*® However, in the end, the commercial budget deficit emerging in
the Détente years induced Soviet policy makers to growingly adopt hard currency
in arms trade transactions. The ratio of Soviet arms transfers which is conducted
with hard currency has increased from nearly 40 per cent to 70 per cent until
1980.1% Nevertheless, the USSR was claimed to spend 88 per cent of its revenue
coming from arms sales again on importing commodities from its Third World
arms clients, explaining why the Soviet weapons were so demanded by the

developing states.®?
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The financial growth of the arms exports and increasing usage of hard currency
has caused a split in the literature on the question of what drives the USSR’s arms
transfer policy. For instance, Kramer has argued that the economic motivations
started to dominate the rationale of the USSR’s arms transfers in the mid-
1970s.1% This view was objected by Krause in a way that the Soviet economy has
certainly benefited from the lucrative terms of arms trade but the international
political aims have still ranked in priority for the ultimate transfer decisions.*®*
This is actually an unfruitful dichotomy and can be overcome through a more
holistic approach. Firstly, Krause’s emphasis is valid in the sense that the USSR,
as a hegemonic power, has given up greater profits in order to subsidize the sale
agreements with developing recipient countries. This choice is economically
irrational; therefore, the political motivations seem still at the forefront for the
1970’s Soviet arms export policy. Secondly, on the other hand, Harpal Brar’s
denunciation of Soviet revisionism underpins Kramer’s conclusion. Brar asserts
that the post-Stalin economic reforms incrementally introduced the profit motive,
commodification of civil products and marketization of planned economy.*3 This
general reformist logic of the CPSU, in addition to the foreign trade deficit, might
have affected the arms transfer policy in a way that hard-currency gains were
prioritized in arms deliveries. Thirdly, Richard Saull’s inter-systemic analysis
makes a valuable contribution to the discussion. According to Saull, the Cold
War confrontation between capitalism and socialism started to dissolve in the
1970s in the Middle East.*® For the USSR, it meant that the possibility of new
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real socialisms to emerge in the Middle East has withered away. Therefore, pure
economic drives might shelve political calculations in the short-term, leading the
USSR to sell as many weapons as possible to the developing states. Nevertheless,
the USSR’s arms trade network including the Third World states stopped the
expansion of capitalist system and reproduced the hegemonic relationship
between the USSR and developing pro-Soviet countries. To sum up, different
motivations can become prominent case by case in terms of arms sale decisions;
however, the historical and geographical context revealed by Saull, the agential
influence of the revisionist CPSU depicted by Brar and Krause’s analysis of
Soviet arms transfers as an hegemonic actor behaviour in the international arena
constitutes the holistic explanation for the Soviet arms transfer policy in the
1970s.

Even though Czechoslovakia and Poland remained on the list of top ten arms
exporting countries, Eastern Europe’s share in world arms trade market decreased
in the 1970s in comparison with the previous decade.'®" With regard to the
production capacity and range of product, Eastern European DIBs have still fit
into the group of second tier arms producers in the 1970s — as defined in Krause’s
work.13® However, the financial volume of their arms exports as well as the
technological level of the exported equipment has placed them among third tier
arms exporters. Indeed, the non-Soviet WTO members were using the obsolete
military technology of the 1950s, which lessens their competitiveness.'®® Given
the insufficiency of technological support by the USSR in the 1970s, Eastern

European countries either tried to push the USSR for stronger ‘solidarity’ or seek
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to boost innovation through technology sharing among themselves.4° Hereby, the
WTO and the COMECON homed to contentious bargains in this decade.'** Yet,
bargains were not limited only with the distribution of arms production licences.
The ultimate arms export decisions were also discussed, in general bilaterally
between the USSR and other members. That is why the literature on the relations
within the socialist international organizations mainly splits into two as
hierarchical and bargaining model. Whereas the hierarchical model depicts the
WTO as a structure dominated by the USSR, the bargaining model regards it as
an organization in which sovereign states bargain for the sake of their national
interest.1*2 From this aspect, neither the bargaining model nor the hierarchical
model accurately describes the Eastern European arms export policy.*® Rather,
an approach synthesized by the World Systems Theory and International Political
Economy has been presented to the literature. According to this, the USSR and
Eastern European countries has so deeply entered to the world capitalist arms
market that their transfer policies have been impelled by the needs of the
market.}4* Although this explication utterly neglects the distinction between the
capitalist and socialist organization of defence industry and export policy, it
offers an important framework especially for the 1980s. Hence, in the 1970s,
Eastern Europe could do no more than saving its small niche in the global arms
market due to the relative technological backwardness and the dynamics of the

world market.
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China was in a superior position within the category of third tier arms suppliers in
the 1970s. It has enlarged its client network in which Albania, the Democratic
People's Republic of Korea (DPRK), Pakistan and Vietnam became its
remarkably loyal recipients.'*® As a result of Mao’s long-term arms transfer
policy, most of the military equipment was delivered as gifts to gain the consent
of the oppressed Third World countries and to compete with the USSR for the
leadership of international socialism.}*® Even, it is argued that China did not
engage in official arms sales until 1979.14" Yet, according to some other sources,
China could sell some spare parts of commonly-used Soviet military hardware,
e.g. to Egypt, though not made-in-China complete weapon systems.'*® Several
Third World countries like Brazil and small members of the capitalist camp such
as Canada, Sweden, Netherlands and Israel also focused on the promotion of
arms exports, realizing that the national DIBs could no longer survive
otherwise.*® Japan has solidified its anti-arms export policy under the 1967 and
1976 legislative prohibitions but it imported foreign defence technology if
necessary.™® Surely, given the ongoing arms sales from the USA to Japan, to

what extent these bans were instilled by the USA is another question.

The statistical and factual analysis of the next period, the 1980s, would also cover
the years of 1990 and 1991 in order to constitute a historically meaningful whole.

This twelve-year-long episode is a period of big developments and
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transformations in the field of global arms transfers. First, it marks the Cold
War’s final period when the real socialisms began to dissolve after an initially
escalated inter-bloc competition. Second, the defining events of the past decade
such as China’s restructuring in 1978, the Iranian Revolution and the USSR’s
intervention to Afghanistan in 1979 tardily created a catalytic impact in this
period. Because of a similar situation, the Gulf War and its effect on international
arms trade would be analysed in the next chapter. Third, the neoliberal regime of
capitalism emerged under Reagan and Thatcher rules, entailing radical reforms
for the defence-industrial business. Fourth, the long-lasted Iran-Iragi War (1980-
1988) became an assistive factor for the increasing global arms demand. As an
integrated consequence of all these, the financial volume of global arms transfers
reached the all-time peak in 1982 with a minimum $45.6 billion worth.!!
Although a long-term downward trend started aftermath of this year, the average
financial value of arms trade became annually $38.8 billion in this period —the
highest annual average during the Cold War. Besides, the hierarchy of arms
exporting countries did not change much if compared with the previous decade.
The top eight arms exporters of the 1970s lined up with the same order in this
episode as well. The USSR led the list with $162.2 billion despite having hard
times. The USA followed it with an immense total value, $145.3 billion. The core
capitalist countries of Western Europe could also preserve their positions between
1980 and 1991. French arms exports reached $34 billion. The total value of the
UK’s arms transfers was around $28.6 billion whereas that of the FRG surpassed
$20.6 billion. The ambitious sixth exporter, China, narrowed the gap with the top
five by selling weapon systems worth $17.2 billion. Czechoslovakia and Italy, as
respectively the seventh and eighth suppliers, did not mark any leap forward but
gained $11.7 and $10 billion from this sector. One notable detail in this period is
that the aggregate share of second tier and third tier arms exporters constituted

the thirty-four per cent of the world market as seen below.
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Figure 2.7 Percentage Distribution of International Arms Supplies, 1980-1991
Source: Author’s Own Drawing (The data are taken from the SIPRI Arms Transfers Database)

The list of top ten arms importing countries invites various assessments. For
instance, India and Irag have obviously undertaken enormous armament
programmes through arms imports, leaving other importers far behind. Moreover,
the increase in Japanese imports is salient. Given the Republic of Korea’s ninth
place in addition to India and Japan, it can be argued that the current inter-state
competition in the East and South Asia has its origins in this period. Furthermore,
the FRG has remarkably reduced arms imports between 1980 and 1991,
indicating the dissolution of Cold War tension in the continental Europe. Also,
the arms import champion of the past decade, Iran, has fallen to the twenty-fifth
position due to the US arms embargo. In contrast, Saudi Arabia has adopted a
fierce armament policy as a late comer, roughly quadrupling its arms purchases in

the same period.
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Figure 2.8 The Top 10 Importers, 1980-1991 (in SIPRI TV, $ billions)
Source: Author’s Own Drawing (The data are taken from the SIPRI Arms Transfers Database)

The escalating systemic competition vis-a-vis the real socialism has shaped the
US arms export policy between 1980 and 1991 via two interrelated elements: the
neoliberal transformation of the defence industry and the anti-communist
aggressiveness of the Reagan administration. This tripartite structure has initially
brought a momentum to the arms transfers in spite of losing the arms import
champion of the last decade- Iran. Unlike Carter’s belated export promotion,
Ronald Reagan has quickly removed the restrictive arrangements and has urged
the domestic arms industry to increase foreign sales since the beginning of his
incumbency.?®? Moreover, the rise of US arms exports (visible in SIPRI’s data)
has occurred despite the growing purchases of Pentagon.’®® Reagan’s
determination to exacerbate the arms race with the USSR has made the domestic
arms manufacturers work for meeting the demand of the US Army instead of an
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export-oriented arms production. Nonetheless, Reagan was also willing to use
arms transfers in foreign policy bargains. Therefore, arms deliveries in the form
of military aid or subsidized sales were put into practice again after the Carter
period.™ Another significant support to national DIB by Reagan came up with
the Competitiveness Act of 1988 which provides commercial protection
especially against the European arms exporters.*>® All these have helped US arms
exports remain in high levels. However, Reagan’s idea to benefit from arms
exports as a diplomatic tool has already been proved wrong. For example, Iran
could import military hardware worth $21 billion from the USA throughout the
1970s. Those imported US weapon systems was used by the Islamic Republic of
Iran during the Iran-lraq War. Because the USA has feared Iran to prevail in the
war, it has turned a blind eye on or covertly encouraged the massive arms
supplies to 1rag.’>® Not long after this process, Saddam Hussein’s huge military
build-up would cause trouble directly to the USA.

The total share of France, the UK and the FRG in the world arms export market
almost remained the same, comparing with the 1970s. Nevertheless, their
aggregate market share in arms sales to the Third World and Least Developed
Countries (LDCs) increased in this dozen-year period. Unlike the two global
hegemons, these capitalist second tier arms exporters made concessions such as
selling production licences and cutting-edge equipment, which made them
favourable suppliers for the recipient states.’>” On the other hand, the 1979 oil
crisis and the growing indebtedness of Third World countries have shrunk the
main export market of Western Europeans. Selling advanced weapon systems to

the Third World clients were crucial to the capitalist Europe because it was one of
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the rare ways of regaining the petrodollars from the OPEC members and
conducting successful diplomatic bargains with them.'*® Moreover, R&D projects
of fast-developing technologies such as electronics and missile systems were
getting unsustainably expensive. For instance, Dassault, the military aircraft
producer of France, had to export sixty or seventy per cent of its commodities
during the 1980s in order to afford the fixed costs.'®® The three European core-
capitalist states were experiencing what Moravcsik called “the autarky-efficiency
dilemma” — the contradiction between the desire to have an independent defence
industry and the economic rationality of international division of labour.®® Under
these tough conditions, Western European DIBs were exposed to structural
adjustment reforms in harmony with the general logic of neoliberalism. The
autarky-efficiency dilemma made governments take the middle course. Some
state-owned defence firms began to be privatized and internationalised but states,
especially France, mostly became the controlling shareholder. In the private
sector, international mergers, acquisitions, co-development projects and co-
production lines started to occur.'®! In Marxian terms, what has been happening is
the internationalization and monopolization of arms-industrial capital along with

the expansion of the free market.

Among the three eminent West European powers, the most significant state
intervention to arms industry was in France. Delegation Generale pour
I’Armement was the official armament agency of France, serving as a bridge
between the state and the industry. Furthermore, majority of the defence
companies were still state-owned in the 1980s. This partial unity between the

political authority and arms industry conceded an export-oriented arms

158 Keller and Nolan, “The Arms Trade,” 114.
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production pattern even when it sometimes contradicted the requirements of the
French army and foreign policy priorities.'®? Yet, export revenues were at stake
for France that had the second largest arms client group in the world, ahead of the
UK, the FRG and the USSR.1®® By the end of the period of 1980-1991, the
Middle East and North Africa (MENA) region has imported weapon systems
from France at a rate between %50-80 of total French arms sales.’®* However,
this region has been struggling with severe debt crises now. Therefore, the arms
embargoes imposed on China, Taiwan and South Africa was re-negotiated in the
French Parliament at the end of the decade, with a result in favour of exports as
visible in SIPRI data.'®® Unlike the declining trend of French arms exports
towards 1991, the UK’s arms exports were more stable except the 1990 and 1991
when global arms trade significantly diminished due to the end of the Cold War.
The neoliberal reforms of Thatcher administration rendered the national arms
industry almost an ordinary private sector that receives few state interventions.
Moreover, the government promoted medium-scale arms firms to consolidate into
giant defence corporations. All these were done in order to increase arms exports
which seems the only way to retain military-technological development.t6®
Eventually, the Thatcher government achieved a remarkable success with the Al-
Yamamah arms deal which would bring tens of billions of British pounds from
Saudi Arabia since the mid-1980s. Although scandalous corruption allegations

about the agreement were revealed, the project continued until mid-2000s under
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different names.®” The FRG had the fourth highest number of arms recipients in
this period, having passed the USSR. Moreover, the geographic location of its
prominent importers was multifarious and against the zeitgeist. For example, the
FRG’s top five arms clients were respectively Turkey, Argentina, Netherlands,
Switzerland and Greece, being none of them oil exporting Third World
countries.'®® Besides, not its arms transfers but its supply of critical weapons
technology to the fragile security regions such as the Middle East and the Sub-

Saharan Africa during the late 1980s and early 1990s drew sharp criticisms.*6°

The financial value of Soviet arms transfers has gradually diminished until 1991.
In other words, it followed a similar downward trend along with that of the USA,
France and the FRG since the early-mid 1980s.1° This situation was inversely
proportional to the USSR’s increasing need of hard currency due to the foreign
trade deficit. Therefore, the Soviet state was not an easy-going partner in terms of
arms deals anymore and mostly stipulated hard currency as the primary method
of payment in this period.!”* Among the reasons leading to the decline of Soviet
arms exports, the deteriorating economic power of the recipient countries comes
first. Many MENA states were spending petrodollars to pay the international
loans back, not to buy state-of-the-art Soviet arms. Moreover, the majority of the
national arsenals in the region have already been replete with excessive amount

of major conventional weapons. Furthermore, the rising third tier exporters such

167 Smith, Military Economics, 107.
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as Brazil and Israel have narrowed down the market share of the USSR.12 In
addition, the internal economic problems of the Soviet Union as well as the
revisionist policies of Gorbachev shifted some branches of the arms industry to
the civilian production.}”® Despite all, the traditional ties of the USSR with the
non-aligned big buyers such as India, Syria, Libya and the Iran-lraq War which
lasted eight years were the two elements that alleviated the downward tendency
of the Soviet arms exports. After an initially wary attitude, the flow of the Soviet
weapon systems into the war accelerated. While Irag enjoyed direct arms
deliveries by the USSR, Iran could import Soviet arms through intermediaries.’
Indeed, SIPRI data shows that the Gorbachev administration has directly armed
the both sides of the war.1”® Gorbachev’s steps towards the liberalization of state
control led to various allegations about the illicit sales of conventional weapons
in the late 1980s.17® The articulation process of the USSR into the global arms
market has come to such a point in the late 1980s that the arms transfer decisions
of the USSR has been predominantly driven not by a socialist international grand
strategy but by the proliferating export opportunities in the market. The hints of
such a tendency were hidden in the several speeches of Gorbachev. His Prague
speech in 1987177, his UN speech in 1988178 and his “Common European Home”

172 Kramer, “Soviet Arms Transfers,” 57, 65, 66; Cutler, Després and Karp, “The Political
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speech in the Council of Europe!’® signalled the loosening and rupture of the ties
within the Eastern Bloc, including solidarity and cooperation in armament via
intra-bloc arms transfers. Indeed, the financial value of Soviet major weapon
transfers to the Eastern Bloc countries significantly diminished in the second half
of the 1980s while arms transfers to India and Afghanistan -both in the form of

aid and sales- rose up in the same period.*%

Among the non-Soviet Eastern bloc countries, Czechoslovakia and Poland has
stayed in the category of the third tier arms exporters in this historical episode
while the transfers of the rest seem negligible. By means of remarkable transfers
to the USSR, Czechoslovakia even became a net exporter and held on to its
seventh place in the world ranking. On the other hand, Poland’s arms sales
declined in real terms vis-a-vis the last decade. Actually, if Czechoslovakia is
excluded, it is obvious that the socialist Eastern European countries have already
been out of the game. The primary reason of this situation is the technological
backwardness of the hardware they offered.'8! Yet, the first half of the twelve-
year period was not so dark with regards to the arms exports. Non-Soviet WTO
members could sell considerable amount of military equipment to Iraq and some
other Third World customers in the early 1980s before the USSR returned to the
main supplier position.'¥2 However, each socialist bloc country began to

experience worse economic conditions in the second half of the 1980s,
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culminating in the collapse of national DIBs. The ill-performances of
COMECON’s Military-Industrial Commission and WTQO’s Military Scientific
and Technical Council could provide no remedy. As the two socialist
international organizations were disbanded, the arms sales of the Eastern

European countries came to a standstill. 83

Even though China lacked sophisticated home-grown military technology, it has
entered to the group of second tier arms exporters between 1980 and 1991. Deng
Xiaoping’s reforms that started in 1978 entailed an export-led development
model and overtly incorporated China into the world market. The products of
national military industry were not exempt from the integration to international
capitalism. In 1979, as a part of Deng reforms, the State Council and the Central
Military Commission eventually introduced the legal exports of arms with new
‘Instructions on Foreign Military Aid in the Future’.’® A perfect opportunity
accelerating the process came up with the Iran-lraq War. China sold major
conventional weapons and spare parts as well as dual-use items to both sides of
the war. Pakistan, Democratic People's Republic of Korea and Egypt were other
prominent importers of the Chinese arms.®® By virtue of the increasing export
revenues, constant investments in the heavy defence industry became possible.
Hence, the economy of scale which enables lower costs per unit in arms
production was achieved. Also, arms imports were stabilized at the minimum
level, making China an unfaltering net exporter. To sum up, the market-driven
restructuring of the arms production and the international demand stemming from

the Iran-lraqg War elevated the Chinese arms transfers to the upper level. 8
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When compared to previous decades, the third tier arms exporters have grabbed a
bigger percentage share in the world arms supplier market in the last twelve years
of the Cold War. Whereas the European small-scale capitalist arms exporters
such as Netherlands, Switzerland and Sweden have acquired a higher status
within the third tier category, the Third World countries like Brazil, Yugoslavia
and the DPRK have constituted the bottom part of the same group.*®” Unlike the
upper strata of the third tier arms suppliers, the LDCs have been struggling with
the energy and debt crises throughout the 1980s. Therefore, at least some of them
had to revise their arms production pattern. Arms sales were not one of the
ordinary export items for the non-aligned developing states. Rather, they were
part of a wider strategy that combines the targets of military-led industrialization
and material independence against arms embargoes.’® For instance, Israel
became successful in reducing its dependence on arms imports by augmenting
industrial promotions and defence-related R&D. By the late 1980s, more than
eighty per cent of the weapons used by Israeli military have been supplied by the
national defence industry with comparison to the only two per cent in 1967.18
However, in the 1980s, the examples of Turkey, the Republic of Korea and Brazil
have shown that the overall industrial development via military-technological
spin-offs had tangible limitations.®® Indeed, the countries like Brazil could have
found only niche positions in the arms export market by the end of the period.
Eventually, these positions were seriously damaged by the dissolution of Cold
War politics and the diminished Middle Eastern arms demand.®!
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At the end of the day, the mainstream literature on international arms trade
frequently asserts that the trade of major conventional weapons, throughout the
Cold War, has been an international practise which the two superpowers have
directed in order to reiterate and extend their influence on other states.'% In other
words, the mainstream narrative tends to reduce the role of arms transfers to the
bipolar power struggle and acknowledges the Cold War as a monolithic time
period. However, the systemic approach which focuses on the antinomy between

the capitalism and socialism reveals the shortcomings of these two assertions.

The social-systemic conflict as a distinctive feature of the Cold War had
emanated from three elements. Firstly, each system had its own class structure -
bourgeois society vs. proletariat dictatorship- that arises from the two opposite
social principle: public ownership vs. private ownership of the means of
production. Different class structures entail different class interests. Secondly, the
two social organizations had separate ideologies that envisage different
institutions and ideals which the whole world should follow. Third, various
developments in different parts of the world, especially in the non-aligned
countries, had drawn the USA and the USSR into hostile involvements, entailing
different social interests of both system.!®® The most significant impact of these
three elements on international arms transfers during the Cold War becomes
apparent with the type of transfers. The Soviet arms transfers during the Cold
War had been conducted to a large extent under the military cooperation,
technical assistance and aid programmes instead of direct cash sales which have

been the primary method in the capitalist world.’®* Two different ruling class
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interests, two contrasting scenarios for the future of the world and the motivation
to incorporate the Third World into capitalism or socialism led to a system-based
distinction in the types of major weapon transfers. In this respect, the systemic
analysis of the Cold War arms transfers can be seen as a reflection of Cox’s
Critical Theory approach since it scrutinizes the arms transfers by placing it to the

peculiar material and social conditions of the Cold War.
2.3 Conclusion

In the light of the systemic analysis, the international arms transfers during the
Cold War can be split into two main historical periods according to the motives
and functions of the arms transfers. The first period of the Cold War arms
transfers had lasted until the mid-1970s. The international arms deliveries had
two fundamental functions during this period: first, conventional arms were
transferred within the capitalist or socialist bloc in order to consolidate the intra
bloc ties; second, weapon systems were supplied to the Third World so that each
system could hinder the expansion of the rival camp and could spread its own set
of social relations to these areas. Until the beginning of the 1970s, the bulk of the
international arms trade has been realized within the blocs. Therefore, during the
pre-1970s Cold War, a big proportion of major conventional weapons have flown
to Europe where the blocs have been concretely neighbours to each other.
Hereby, it can be inferred that the focus of the Cold War competition had been
over Europe for these years. The arms recipients of the Third World, on the other
hand, have gone through the decolonization era and the post-decolonization
development in this period. In parallel with their turbulent internal and regional

politics, they have been financially incapable but at the same time very willing to

the form of military aid within the capitalist camp through the agency of NATO; but, he adds that
this fact was real only until mid-1970s and limited with Europe and Asia, excluding the Middle
East. If compared to inter-socialist country arms transfers during the Cold War overall, it would
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rather than aids. See: Siemon T. Wezeman, “Arms Transfers as Military Aid,” in SIPRI Yearbook
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2017), 380.

56



import military equipment from only one of the blocs in order to take a side

between the two disparate social orders.

The second period has continued since the mid-1970s until the end of the Cold
War. The nature of international arms transfer has been exposed to a slow but
substantial transformation in this period. Two notable factors have been
determinant on the transformation of the arms transfer regime. The first factor is
the Détente period itself. During the Détente years, the logic of “capitalism vs.
communism” has blurred due to the CPSU’s acceptance of peaceful coexistence
with capitalism and due to the emergence of new political currents- e.g. Islamism
in the Middle East. Hence, in this episode, the essential contradiction of the Cold
War had weakened, which led major weapons to be less political but more
commodified objects. The second factor is the multiplied oil revenues of the
MENA countries after 1973. This case has facilitated the expansion of the global
arms trade. The arms demand of the Third World states has mounted up
proportionally with their petrodollars. This situation has whetted the appetite of
the eminent suppliers, whether they are capitalist or socialist. Consequently, the
international arms transfers slowly started to transform into a globalizing arms
market where the prominent exporters have sought for new clients as well as
prolonged commercial relations. It should be kept in mind that there has always
been a systemic difference upon the international arms supplies throughout the

Cold War, but this difference has started to evaporate slowly since the mid-1970s.

In the 1980s, the two extra factors got involved in the changing nature of
international arms trade. The first has been the intensifying economic problems of
the Eastern Bloc in a time coinciding with the escalating US belligerence. Such a
situation compelled the socialist countries, especially the USSR, to sell weapons
systems as many as possible in the world market. The second extra factor of the
1980s has been the emergence of neoliberalism in the West. The neoliberal
restructuring started to make the production and marketing of major weapons an
overtly private economic sector in the capitalist camp where the state intervention

to economy has been defamed. Taking all these into account, it is not surprising
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that the financial volume of global arms trade has indicated a drastic rise since the
mid-1970s and has marked a historical peak in the early 1980s. Also, the most
arms importing regions have become the Middle East and the East-South Asia
after the early 1970s. This geographic change might lead to the interpretation that
the focus of the Cold War competition has shifted to these regions.

In consequence, the systemic analysis of the international arms trade during the
Cold War clarifies two important points. First, the international arms transfers
have been something beyond the clash of superpowers. Rather, they had two
particular functions: to provide the intra-systemic harmony and to compete with
the rival system in military, economic and political domains. Second, the
motivations and functions of the arms deliveries between 1945 and 1991 do not
indicate a monolithic time frame. In chronological order, the politics of peaceful
coexistence, the increasing demand of the oil-rich countries, the deteriorating
trade deficit of the socialist bloc and the nascent neoliberal practises have
incrementally formed a new regime of international arms transfers. In the new
regime, major conventional weapons have been more commodified and

increasingly exported to a larger number of recipients.
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CHAPTER 3

THE DECLINE OF ARMS TRANSFERS IN THE EARLY POST-COLD
WAR YEARS (1992-2002)

3.1 Introduction

This chapter seeks to analyse the decline of international arms transfers between
1992 and 2002. In fact, the international arms transfers had started to decline after
the global peak year of 1982. However, despite the downward trend, the total
financial volume of weapon system transfers had remained very high until the last
few years of the Cold War. Following 1991, on the other hand, the downward
trend became drastic and the decline became concrete. In short, the total value of
global arms transfers has incrementally decreased until 2002 when it became

equal to the pre-1963 levels.'%

195 «SIPRI Arms Transfers Database.”; See also: Figure 1.1.
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Figure 3.1 Annual Change in International Arms Transfer, 1992-2001 (in SIPRI TIV, $ billions)
Source: Author’s Own Drawing (The data are taken from the SIPRI Arms Transfers Database)

The aforementioned eleven-year episode would be examined from different
aspects. First, the new systemic characteristic of the post-1991 international order
would be discussed. Second, the overall trend and fluctuations of arms transfers
in this period would be investigated by focusing on the global political
developments. Third, the main arms suppliers and recipients would be assessed
with attributions to their peculiar regional or domestic conditions as well as to
their political, economic and security agendas. Hence, this chapter scrutinizes the
accumulation of the elements that would eventually lead a gradual increase in

international arms transfers in the post-2002 years.
3.2 The Decline of Arms Transfers in the Early Post-Cold War Years

1991 was a cornerstone in terms of both world politics and international arms
transfers. The year started with the Gulf War between the US-led international
coalition and Iraq under Saddam Hussein rule, which would create a substantial
effect on the arms flows. Yet, the event at the end of the year was bigger and
would re-write ‘the rules of the game’. On 8 December 1991, the USSR
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dissolved, the real socialism collapsed, and the Cold War ended. The end of the
Cold War directly affected the international arms transfers since it extinguished
the raison d’étre of enormous military budgets'®®, though temporarily. Total
world military expenditure dropped 8 per cent suddenly in 1991.1%7 In the same
year, there was a sharp fall in the financial volume of arms trade agreements -
from a record high $71 billion in 1985 to $32 billion in 1991- which concerns the
upcoming years.*%® As a result of the downward trend in the global arms trade
since the late 1980s, the proportion of it within the total world trade fell from 2.2
per cent in 1981 to 0.7 per cent in 1991.2%° In broader terms, the world aggregate
defence budgets fell by 35 per cent while the size of global armed forces declined
by approximately 25 per cent from 1989 to 1999.2° The volume of the military
aid in the form of conventional arms also started to fall down beginning by the
mid-1990s.20
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Figure 3.2 World Military Expenditure, 1992-2019 (constant 2018 US$ billion)
Source: Author’s Own Drawing (The data are taken from the SIPRI Military Expenditure Database)

Between 1992 and 2002, there was an extra loss of demand particularly in major
conventional weapons because of two reasons. First, countries often preferred to
upgrade weapons in their inventories instead of buying new ones which have
rapidly rising costs due to new expensive technologies.??? Second, a potential
threat of occupation in which conventional weapons could be used by a rival
camp, namely the WTO, has no longer existed. Moreover, the ultimate end of
USSR’s already-low military aid to the Third World, the barely continuance of
the advantageous arms sales by the subsequent Russian Federation, and the debt
spiral of the Third World inherited by the 1980s decreased both the international
demand and supply of major lethal weapons.?®> Among the Third World?*, the

Asian fast-growing countries could keep the demand for combat systems alive

202 Klare, “The Arms Trade in 1990s,” 868; ACDA, “World Military Expenditures,” 31.
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until the late 1990s%%; but, the 1997 Asian financial crisis clearly damaged this

trend?¢,

The cuts in military expenditure decreased the subsidies allocated to the R&D for
an advance defence technology; so, this fact created an indirect negative impact
on arms supply in the long term.?” Under these conditions, some mainstream
sources of the literature anticipated a decrease in defence expenditure in the core
of capitalism, an increase in military spending in the periphery of capitalism, the
expansion of the role of the UN and the rise of effectiveness of the international
law.2%® Although some of these estimates partially came true in the short term,
almost none of them could survive after 2002.

The shrinking world military spending meant nothing but a crisis for the defence
companies whether they are state-owned or private enterprises. The diminishing
demand for military equipment was resulting in inefficiencies and bankruptcies,
which is alarming especially for imperialist powers that are willing to sustain
their independent DIBs. Correspondingly, several necessary qualitative
transformations have occurred in this field throughout the 1990s. The
transformations are, in the broadest sense, the prominence of economic motives
in the making of international arms transfers and the internationalization of

supplier-recipient networks.

This issue was frequently argued in the related literature as well. The arms

production and transfers have been de-nationalized and de-politicized in the post-
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Cold War era.?% In other words, in the post-1991 period, the economic interests
would replace the ideological, diplomatic and strategical motives during the
decision-making of a globalizing arms transfer.?® Even, the arms deliveries of
the 1990s were compared and likened to that of the interwar and pre-World War |
periods when the world has not been polarized yet.?!! In short, the new economic
orientation and the internationalization of the arms industry and transfers were
the outcome of the survival efforts of the large defence industries in the scarce

demand years.?*?

To begin with the prevalence of economic considerations, this process started
with the stark rationalization of arms industries in adaptation to the new
conditions.?!® The rationalization has been composed of five micro-economic
strategies.?** The first one is the conversion from military to civilian production.
The historical examples prove that conversion is a very difficult move for an
arms-industrial firm because it is very costly- not only in terms of fixed costs (i.e.
machinery) but also in terms of business operations which are much more
competitive in the civilian market than the monopsonistic and usually

oligopolistic military market.?*
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The second option was the diversification of commercial activities. Private
defence firms invested in the projects of civilian products in addition to their
defence business, so that they could get rid of their dependence to the military
sector.?® Moreover, the ‘electronification’ of conventional weapon platforms,
which has started in the 1980s, facilitated the diversification strategy. Indeed, the
usability and utility of command, control, communication and computer
technologies in the possible intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance
missions have gained a remarkable pace.?!’ Until the 1990s, the defence industry
has had a technological superiority compared to its civilian counterpart and has
provided technological spin-offs to the civilian economy. However, from 1990s
on, the civilian sector has taken the lead in certain innovations and the DIBs have
begun to receive technological ‘spin-ins’.?*® Hence, the angle between defence
technology and civilian innovations decreased?'®, culminating in the vitality of
dual-use technologies for the arms industries under economic difficulties?®.
Furthermore, military innovations like the unmanned air vehicles (UAVS) drew
the attention of the military authorities as a future member of the conventional
weapons category.?? When all these extensive and rapid defence-technological
developments were interpreted together with the new military and security
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doctrines of the post-Cold War era, the 1990s was argued to witness a
‘Revolution in Military Affairs’ (RMA) in the related literature. The RMA
highlights the new network-centric organization of warfare and the asymmetric
nature of armed conflicts in the absence of a massive rival camp like the WTQ.???
The RMA in the 1990s has accelerated some trends which would have significant
repercussions to the international arms transfers. Firstly, the number of
components in major weapon platforms has risen to incredible levels, which can
increase the post-transfer dependencies between the supplier and recipient
countries. Secondly, the improvement of the various dual-use technologies has
transformed major weapons into the “systems of systems”. This fact rendered
arms sales huge trade packages in a way that if one part is missing, then the
system of systems may not work properly. Thirdly, modern military platforms
became extraordinarily sophisticated, entailing the increased complexity of
possible technical problems.??® This can be another factor in reproducing the
dependency relation between the exporting and importing parties. In short, the
diversification strategy was followed by many firms. However, it should be noted
that this was not a one-way path. Some traditionally civilian firms could get
contracts in the defence-industrial market as well, even if they did not have any

military background.??*

A third way in the agenda of the defence corporations was to divest their defence-
related holdings, given the deteriorating market conditions. The policy to divest
itself of military production might easily lead to the exit from the defence market
if the company is a profit-oriented private enterprise. However, such a situation

might be a politico-military loss for the state in which the company operates. At
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that point, whether or not the state has the authority to interfere in under
neoliberal restructuring was an important question. One thing is certain that these
sort of hypothetical cases frequently came true in the 1990s when the ambivalent
relation between the liberalisation movement and the protectionist nature of arms
industry has collided.?® Briefly, some defence firms submitted to market rules

and sold out at least some of their military-industrial assets.

Cooperation among the big, medium and small firms was the fourth reflex of the
arms-industrial capital in the 1990s. Actually, co-development and co-production
in the arms industry were not new, but they started to occur more often in this
period. In a capitalist market, corporations ideally compete with each other in
order to undertake the whole work, in return for, of course, whole income. The
more corporations share the workload, the less they earn income. Therefore,
industrial cooperation can only be a ‘second-best’ remedy.??® Nevertheless, many
corporations had to consent to this type of making business rather than winning
zero contracts in the 1990s. Hereby, the stratification of arms industry increased
in this decade. Not only the trend of imperative collaboration but also the
widening technological network due to the emergence of crucial dual-use items
has forged the contemporary supplier chain linking small civil subcontractors to
the high-tech prime contractors.??’ The globalization-related dimension of this

division of labour would be analysed separately in the following pages.

The last micro-economic response of the defence firms to the reality of the 1990s
was to expand their businesses by buying other ‘sinking ships’. Some already-
large defence companies sought to grow more by turning the crisis into an

opportunity. They simply bought out other defence firms including small
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subcontractors or bigger prime contractors.??® In the literature, this process was
analysed through different concepts such as acquisition, merger, consolidation
and concentration.??® In a dictionary of political economy, these concepts may
indicate minor differences; however, with regard to the arms-industrial
restructuring of the 1990s, they all point out the materialization of the
monopolisation tendency of the capital. To illustrate, while the arms sales of the
top five largest defence firms in the world constituted the 23 per cent of world
total at the end of the Cold War, the same ratio escalated to the 45 per cent by
1998.2%% Unsurprisingly, the finance capital of the core capitalist countries had a
special role in facilitating and promoting this sectoral restructuring.?*! Moreover,
given the lack of a Cold War pressure, the lobbying between the state and the
arms capital turned to be a vital activity in this period.?*?> Consequently, the
concentration of defence industries all around the world would have a long-term
impact on the international arms transfers which would be elaborated in the next

chapter.

In the 1990s, the second main result of the crisis in the defence industry and arms
trade is the further internationalization of this network. The shrinkage of military
budgets, the ongoing problem of overcapacity since the late 1980s and the
exponentially rising R&D costs have rendered the national arms markets

unsustainable for both private and state enterprises.?*® The domestic demand
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contraction was so severe particularly in Europe and North America that many
states privatized their national arms companies. The privatized companies

immediately began to seek for their profits?*

and, thus, engaged in a
rationalization (concentration) process within the national borders, which is
mentioned before. However, when the domestic restructuring was not sufficient,
the arms-industrial capital headed towards the new markets abroad.?*® In addition,
the post-Cold War relaxation in the world politics defused the national security
orientation to a big extent, though temporarily. The legitimate reason which once
made states restrain the profit-oriented integrations of different national arms
industries seemed lost. Hence, international collaboration in the forms of
mergers, acquisitions, corporate alliances, subcontracting chains, co-development
projects and licenced production began to spread especially among the North
American, Asian and European DIBs.?®® As a result, most of the traditionally
national defence industries were gradually multinationalized by the foreign
investors.?*" International comparative advantage began to dominate the future of

the arms companies in a globalizing conventional arms market.?3

States, particularly the core-capitalist ones, did not leave their defence
entrepreneurs alone in the international arena and started to sign bilateral
weapons cooperation agreements with the governments of the other trading
partners in order to secure the long-term projects. Although these agreements

were part of a systemic alliance within the capitalist bloc already in the 1980s,
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they became more common and more global in the post-1991 era.Z° Yet, until the
new millennium, the bilateral weapons cooperation agreements clustered on a
several central nodes such as the USA, France, Russia and Turkey.?*® A version
of these agreements is the arms trade offsets.?*! The logic of offsets in arms trade
is to compensate the commercial loss of the arms importer through additional
concessions. There are two types of offsets: direct and indirect. By the direct
offsets, the arms exporting state loads a certain share of the work to the importing
state. Hereby, the importing state can create employment opportunities, decrease
the cost by producing some components at home, receive foreign direct
investment (FDI), or transfer the related technology. These are also the most
common types of offsets.?*? Indirect offsets, on the other hand, generate a
different commercial channel with the importing state, ranging from barter trade
in civilian commodities to co-development of other military equipment.?* In
other words, direct offsets have a link with the primary commercial activity
whereas indirect offsets are ways of compensation irrelevant to the primary

commercial activity.

The duality of ‘weak demand at home’ and ‘more freedom abroad’ impelled the
defence firms to find new clients for their commodities, namely arms. Therefore,
in many arms supplier countries except the USA which had still constant

domestic demand, defence companies shifted to an export-oriented arms
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production, harmoniously with neoliberalism.?** Thus, a true global market of
major conventional weapons, in which the profit logic balanced or even surpassed
the politico-ideological factors, incrementally emerged.?®® The buyer states
obtained a greater bargaining power with comparison to the Cold War period and
could receive arms, in some cases, from the USA, former socialist states and the
European suppliers simultaneously.?*® On the other hand, particularly the
victorious side of the Cold War -the liberal-capitalist states- achieved a greater
arms client list than before, at least until the recovery of Russian defence
industry. The reformist view in the literature criticized this situation by asking a
legitimate question: “Did the West defeat the USSR only to make the world safe
for American and European weapons?”’?*’ However, the reformist view also
argues that the globalization of defence industries materialized just because the
major arms supplier countries permitted it. In other words, allegedly, the
globalization of the defence industries was an avertable fault of the liberal
industrial powers.?* It is furthermore elaborated in a way that the developed
democratic governments have failed to understand how dangerous the arms trade

was becoming.?*® This naive perspective perfectly summarizes the problem-
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solving reformist position towards the arms trade. While it criticizes the arms
business, it blames the arms trade only on the actors, without any systemic

investigation.

The internationalization of the arms industry and transfers has been questioned
through different conceptualizations in the literature. One of them is
transnationalization. The transnationalization argument on defence sector argues
that what was happening in the defence sector in the 1990s is different from a
plausible internationalization movement. Internationalization is accepted as a
relatively independent operation of arms production facilities in multiple
countries. On the other hand, transnationalization is described as an
interdependent operation of the arms production within different national borders.
In the transnationalization era, military equipment has not been entirely
developed and manufactured in one country; rather, only its components are
assembled in a single state.?*® It was advocated that such a process paves the way
for a rise in the trade of weapon components instead of complete major weapons.
Hence, it is even asserted that the international arms trade has increasingly
become an ambiguous complexity.?>! Indeed, just as the transnationalists have
argued, a conventional major weapon can be designed in one country; its
components can be produced in another; those components can be assembled in a
new one; and the final product can be sold to a variety of countries in a (almost)
Smithian free market, including the co-producing states. Also, it is true that this
sort of complexity has created vast problems for the strict control on the diffusion

of critical technology and proliferation of lethal weapons.?%2

However, all these did not change the essence of the matter. A finished weapon -

or a component- which has use or exchange value has already a surplus value
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embedded in itself. That surplus value is realized when the weapon is sold. It
means that when the weapon is sold, the surplus value is captured by a single or a
group of defence corporations. In the final analysis, these corporations are still
bound to their nation states which provide coercive and controlling means.?®3
Moreover, even if the number of defence firms which have a multinational
character has increased since the 1990s, their composition of capital has been still
and mostly dominated by a national bourgeoisie.”®* Therefore, instead of a
transnationalist approach, the concentration and internationalization of the arms-
industrial capital in the 1990s can be explained through the increased
international subcontracting activities in the defence sector. Rather than the
transnationalist or supranationalist accounts that propose a messy and intangible
set of relations, international subcontracting in the defence sector defines a
tangible and hierarchical capitalist-imperialist system. What is important in this
system is where the surplus value burst out of the arms business flow. And the

hubs of such flow are clearly the developed capitalist countries.

Moreover, there are military-practical factors slowing down what is called ‘the
transnationalization of the defence economy’. For example, the RMA has
increasingly made weapon platforms functional only if they are operated together
with certain supplementary systems (e.g. the interconnectedness of air defence
systems thanks to the electronification). Therefore, it is very difficult to talk about
a global free market of weapon components or spare parts that can be arbitrarily
bought from ordinary producers. Furthermore, the ‘rational’ collaboration in
defence industry is not exempt from the political calculations. The juste retour

principal is a good example of it. According to this principal, states and firms that

258 Guglielmo Carchedi, “The Horizon 2020 European Defence Research Program and the
Economic Consequences of Military R&D,” in The Emergence of EU Defense Research Policy:
From Innovation to Militarization, ed. Nikolaos Karampekios, Iraklis Oikonomou and Elias G.
Carayannis (Switzerland: Springer International Publishing AG, 2018), 53-54; Iraklis
Oikonomou, “A Historical Materialist Approach to CSDP,” in Explaining the EU’s Common
Security and Defence Policy: Theory in Action, ed. Xymena Kurowska and Fabian Breuer
(London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2012), 166-167.

24 Jraklis Oikonomou, “EU-U.S. Military Relations and the Question of the Transnational
Capitalist Class,” Rethinking Marxism 23, no. 1 (2011): 141-142.

73



engage in a joint work demand fair economic and political returns proportionally
with their investments.?®® This seems quite logical at first but causes tough
problems especially for long-term joint R&D projects in which the ‘political just

return’ is difficult to calculate.

All in all, the Political Economy Discipline interprets the transformation of
international arms industry and transfers during the 1990s on the basis of
concentration and globalization. On the other hand, the military-focused studies
make a contribution through the concept of RMA. In addition to the
concentration, globalization and the RMA, certain events and processes in the
international politics of the 1990s have a significant impact on the international

arms trade. The first of these events is the Gulf War.

The war started with the invasion of Kuwait by the Iragi forces in August 1990
and ended with the Operation Desert Storm organized by the US-led international
coalition that averts the Iraqi forces from Kuwait in February 1991. The Saddam
Hussein’s army had a wide range of conventional weapons, though
technologically backward. Such a vast arms inventory had been aggregated via
arms imports from the USSR, the UK, France, Italy; and via a national defence
industry that purchased even certain US military technology and equipment
components.?®® Briefly, all the major international arms suppliers had contributed
to this military build-up especially since the beginning of the Iran-Iraq War.?’
Moreover, these prominent suppliers benefitted from the exacerbated demand for
armament in the Middle East during the war. New arms contracts signed by the
Middle Eastern states reached up to 17 billion US dollar in 1991, compared to

$13 billion in 1989.%% The biggest share among the arms sale agreements
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belonged to the USA, but, this share would get even bigger after the war.?*® The
war was an open theatre where the USA could display its superiority in the
military technology.?®® The so-called RMA was practiced by the USA in the
battlefield for the first time. The new lethal technologies emanating from the
RMA was practically successful but very expensive at the same time. Only the
use of cruise missiles and laser-guided bombs costed more than $2 billion during
the war.?8! Yet, the USA compensated its military equipment expenditures
particularly through the post-war arms exports to its allies in the region such as

Turkey, Egypt, Israel, Saudi Arabia and Kuwait.?52

Arms export revenues were important for the major international suppliers in a
period of declining demand; however, it was also too risky to allow an over-
accumulation of lethal weapons in a tense region which requires some stability
for the sake of oil prices.?®® Moreover, the disclosure of pre-Gulf War arms sales
and technology transfers to Iraq caused harsh criticisms towards the liberal
Western governments. Therefore, the Bush administration proposed an initiative
called ‘Arms Control in the Middle East’ (ACME) in May 1991. The aim of the
initiative was to create a harmony among the five permanent members of the UN
Security Council (UNSC) on restraining the arms sales to the Middle East.
Although it received some support from the USSR which was on the brink of

dissolution, the initiative proved a stillborn attempt very quickly. The USA went
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on exporting high-tech weapons systems to Taiwan despite the criticisms; in

return, China rejected the initiative and the ACME process stopped.?%*

The Gulf War created two significant effects on the international armament:
increased arms exports to the Middle East and the new efforts for arms control
mechanisms.?®> However, the surveillance and regulation of the arms trade has
been becoming more difficult in the 1990s because of several reasons such as the
increasing number of arms supplier countries, lesser segregation in the supplier-
client relation, the commercialization of arms transfers and the problematic of
dual-use technologies.?®® The establishment of an international arms control
organization has been seen as a challenge by the Realist IR Theory in particular,
due to the inter-state competition.?®” Indeed, the first attempt related to the
international arms control, ACME, has failed miserably. Nevertheless, the UN
General Assembly (UNGA) decided to undertake a more institutional, inclusive
and determined endeavour. Hence, the United Nations Register of Conventional
Arms (UNROCA) was created just one day after the dissolution of the Soviet
Socialist Republics in December 1991.2% The register was put into practice in 1
January 1992 and the first reports started to be submitted in 1993.2° The

264 Michael Moodie, “Constraining Conventional Arms Transfers,” The Annals of the American
Academy of Political and Social Science 535, (September 1994): 138.

265 Stohl and Grillot, The International Arms Trade, 31.

266 Luis Bitencourt, “The Problems of Defence Industrialization for Developing States,” in Arms
and Technology Transfers: Security and Economic Considerations Among Importing and
Exporting States, ed. Sverre Lodgaard and Robert L. Pfaltzgraff (New York and Geneva: United
Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, 1995), 172-173. Quoted in Brauer, “The Arms
Industry,” 119.

267 Keller, Arm in Arm, 15.

268 «“Resolution 46/36L: Transparency in Armaments, 9 December 1991,” UNGA, accessed July
19, 2020, https://www.un.org/en/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/RES/46/36.

269 Edward J. Laurance, Hendrik Wagenmakers and Herbert Wulf, “Managing the Global
Problems Created by the Conventional Arms Trade: An Assessment of the United Nations

76



functioning of the register is based on the voluntary submissions of annual arms
trade reports by the UN member states.?’® In this way, the enhancement of
transparency and confidence building in armament through international
information sharing has been targeted.?”* According to the founding logic of the
UNROCA, if a dangerous move for armament is detected, the UN members can

act together against that military build-up.

The register can be evaluated as, at most, relatively successful for the 1990s. It
has managed to build a sort of norm that many states shared detailed reports of
conventional arms exports and imports. Hence, it is alleged that the majority of
states felt the pressure to review the national arms trade policy and control
mechanisms.?’2 On the other hand, the register has failed in some issues. Taking
the end of the Cold War and the scope of the UN into account, it was plausible to
expect a breakthrough in international disarmament and arms control; however,
the register could not produce such a result.2”® To elaborate, its voluntary-based
functioning could never ensure full or near-to-full participation by the member
states. Moreover, since the reports present data about the arms trade activities of
the previous year, the preventive mechanism becomes active only after a certain
amount of arms are transferred.?’* Furthermore, although the UNROCA data is

the only official data about the arms trade of many states, its reliability is
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questionable since the reciprocal import and export reports of the two trade
partners do not match sometimes.?”® In short, the relative success story of the
register has been exposed to more criticism year by year because there has been

no significant progress in terms of data content and structure.?’

There were some additional developments in the international arms control
between 1992 and 2002. The institutions of the old world order would not be
convenient for the new circumstances. The WTO and the COMECON, the
organizations of planning and supervision in arms transfers within the socialist
bloc, ceased to exist in 1991. The COCOM -the organization of the capitalist
camp dealing with the transfer of weapons and critical technology along with
NATO, was also abandoned in 1994. The systemic change had required new
structures to monitor and restrain the arms flows; therefore, the Wassenaar
Arrangement on Export Controls for Conventional Arms and Dual-Use Goods
and Technologies was established in 1995 with the thirty three participating states
among which former socialist states like Russia also takes place.?’” The
Wassenaar Arrangement (WA) began to action next year with the goal of
increasing the transparency and responsibility in the transfer of military goods
and technologies.?’® Despite its important mission, the shortcomings of the WA
are quite salient. First, it is just a “supplier’s club” which disregards the demand

dimension of the international arms trade.?’”® However, cutting down the demand
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for arms through peace settlements in conflictual regions is elaborately
emphasized in the academic literature.?®® Second, since it is not codified as a
treaty, it is not legally binding.?®! Therefore, these two shortcomings have led to
criticisms -particularly until the acceptance of the Arms Trade Treaty in 2013- in
a way that the WA is nothing but an intergovernmental forum of information

sharing on military know-how and equipment.?2

Apart from the UNROCA and the WA, the European Union Code of Conduct on
Arms Exports of 1998 symbolizes a different type of institutional arms control
attempt. Being a non-binding agreement that has a regional scale, the code of
conduct started to be practised in 1999.28% Its mission was to determine high
standards for public transparency and management of conventional major weapon
flows within the European Union (EU).?®* Due to its non-binding characteristic, it
should be considered as a guideline for a coherent practise in outward or inward
arms transfers of the EU members. Yet, there are also studies arguing that the
code of conduct produced a positive impact on constraining the ‘sell-to-any-

buyer’ policies.?®
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Besides, the creation of the EU Code has been regarded as one of the first
achievements of the Non-Governmental Organizations (NGO) which gradually
raised their campaigns against the arms trade activities in the post-Cold War
years.?® The increasing visibility and effectiveness of the anti-arms NGOs can be
explained through the ongoing arms exports of the liberal-capitalist states to
countries with low human rights records. The human rights discourse occupies a
wide place in the international politics during the 1990s; but, whether the
practices of the liberal West in the arms trade comply with that discourse or not is
very controversial. This fact has been studied in several empirical researches.
Some concludes that the compatibility in the political regimes is an important
factor affecting the decision-making of the arms deal and adds that the less
democratic arms producers are more inclined to overseas arms deliveries.?®” On
the other hand, different sources assert that the correspondence between the
political regimes has lost its decisiveness after the Cold War and emphasizes that
the liberal democracies have not been as altruistic or ethical in arms transfers as
they have declared.?®® Another academic work, which covers the years between
1975 and 2004, propounds that only five of the top twenty arms producers in the
world have experienced an autocratic system in the past; moreover, it highlights
that approximately the two-third of the arms deliveries were actualized by the

liberal regimes in the given time period.?°
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Up until this paragraph, a general framework has been drawn about the
transformation of the arms-related phenomena, which is caused by the global
systemic change. Such an elaboration was needed since the developments of this
decade had set the basis for the post-2002 international arms trade regime. From
this point on, it is plausible to scrutinize the situation of the prominent states and

regions in terms of the arms trade between 1992 and 2002.

The USA, by far, has the largest share in the international arms exports in this
eleven-year period. Its vast arms production capacity, large client network and
technological supremacy makes it the sole first tier arms exporter. The dissolution
of the USSR and the following defence industry crisis of Russia along with the
limits of the European suppliers and the then-underdevelopment of the Chinese
DIB have left the USA alone at the top. Therefore, the literature has frequently
described the international arms market of the 1990s as unipolar, referring to the
US dominance.?® Statistics also confirm this reality that the USA has broken its
all-time arms export record at the end of the decade, accounting for almost the
two-third of the all global major weapons trade.?®* However, even if the USA was
the hegemon of the victorious system aftermath of the Cold War, the new world
order would create problems for its defence industry and arms sales. For example,
the production capacity of the domestic DIB had been arranged according to the
high demand conditions of the early 1980s; but, the shrunk budget of the
Pentagon was no more sufficient for the profit-seeking defence firms.2%2 The
reports published by the US State were sharing the future prospects for the arms

industry but not in an optimistic way at all.?®® Thus, just as it happened globally,
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an imperative process of concentration and internationalization of the US arms-

industrial capital started in the 1990s.2%

To begin with the concentration, the US statesmen conveyed the urgent necessity
of a radical restructuring in the arms industry to the representatives of the arms-
industrial capital in a gathering known as the “last supper” in 1993.2% Hence, a
series of mergers, joint ventures and acquisitions took place in the domestic DIB
between 1993 and 1997, culminating in the emergence of four or five giant prime
contractors and some more intermediary firms.?®® If the consolidation process
was not stopped by the US Department of Defence, a further monopolization was
likely to occur.?®” In terms of internationalization, the US defence companies
engaged in joint R&D and production activities with countries like Turkey, the
Republic of Korea and Taiwan in order to reduce the costs.?®® Surely, some of
these cooperative investments are simply export of surplus capital rather than cost
distribution efforts.

In addition to the overseas collaboration, the client network of the US defence
corporations had to be expanded for two reasons. The first is the traditional state-
capital relations prioritizing the profits of the arms-industrial bourgeoisie. The
second, on the other hand, is the foreign policy strategy of the US decision-

makers, which stipulates the US military-technological superiority (e.g. the RMA
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programmes) for the maintenance of the US global hegemony -if any.?%°
Increased arms exports would serve to re-finance the extremely expensive
military R&D projects. Hereby, the US administrations did their best to protect
and promote the interests of the domestic defence corporations in the
international arms market. The Foreign Military Sales program which is
conducted by the US Defence Security Assistance Agency facilitated and
sponsored the arms exports of the US corporations.3® The defence attaché groups
consisting of arms business people and the US state officials have been at the
forefront.2* Hence, the Bush administration, benefitting also from the Gulf War
effect, signed $83 billion worth of arms sale agreements, more than double of the
former presidency period, during his incumbency.3%? His successor, Bill Clinton,
was more cautious about the arms trade in discourse due to his Democratic Party
identity; but, his practises were not so different from the Republican President G.
W. Bush. Even, Clinton has officially and explicitly articulated for the first time
that the arms export licenses given by the state should take the interests of the
defence industry into consideration.®®® The question of what happens if a friendly
government which imports plenty of US weapons turns into an US adversary as
in the case of 1970s’ Iran is actually a simple but also a tough critique of
Clinton’s arms export policies.®** In consequence, the USA had an international

comparative advantage in the arms production and long-standing dependency

299 Dombrowski and Gholz, Buying Military Transformation, 3-4.

300 Keller, Arm in Arm, 52-53.

301 Oikonomou, “EU-U.S. Military Relations,” 142; Keller and Nolan, “The Arms Trade,” 118.

302 Keller and Nolan, “The Arms Trade,” 117.

303 Lora Lumpe, “Clinton’s Conventional Arms Export Policy: So Little Change,” Arms

Control Today 25, no. 4 (May 1995): 9-15. Quoted in Eugene Gholz, “Conventional Arms
Transfers and US Economic Security,” Strategic Studies Quarterly 13, no. 1 (2019): 43; Hartung,
“The International Arms Trade,” 351; Keller, Arm in Arm, 11-12.

304 Hartung, “U.S. Conventional Arms Transfers,” 11.

83



relations with its arms customers; thus, it could relatively sustained its high levels

of arms exports during the 1990s despite the decreasing global demand.3%

China
3%

UK
6%

Germany
7%

Figure 3.3 Percentage Distribution of International Arms Supplies, 1992-2002
Source: Author’s Own Drawing (The data are taken from the SIPRI Arms Transfers Database)

After the liberal counter revolution in the late 1991, the USSR broke up into
Newly Independent States. The DIB of the USSR had been located mostly on
today’s Russian and Ukrainian lands. Therefore, particularly Russia inherited the
biggest share of the military industry of the Soviet Union. This fact has made it
the globally second largest arms supplier between 1992 and 2002. However, it
was also the one that fell into the most severe crisis due to the very important role
of the arms industry and sales in the national economy.3% The inherited Soviet
defence technology had already started to lag behind the West in the final phase
of the Cold War; so, the Western RMA of the 1990s has even widened the
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defence-technological gap between the core capitalist countries and Russia.®%’ In
order to fill this gap, the Russian defence industry policy verged towards export-
centrism and Russian major conventional weapons became more commodified in
compliance with the global trend of the post-Cold War era.3% Indeed, the
financial volume of the Russian arms exports doubled the volume of domestic
procurement in the late 1990s.3%° The plan was to acquire as much as possible
hard currency through the exports and to re-invest that money in R&D;
nonetheless, the traditional arms clients, especially the once-Soviet-friendly
Middle Eastern customers, were insisting on the Soviet-style soft financing (e.g.
barter trade).3!° At this point, the Chinese and Indian demand for the Soviet
weapons inventory, which these two countries are quite familiar, kept alive and
revived the Russian arms industry.3!! Being aware of the fact that there were
strict arms embargoes on China subsequent to the Tiananmen Square Incident of
1989, the Yeltsin administration particularly focused on to exploit the Chinese
defence market.3? Yet, the profit-oriented and uncontrolled arms transfers to
China were subject to some criticisms since China might apply a reverse

engineering to the imported goods in order to acquire the Russian (Soviet)
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military technology.3'® To sum up, despite all the reinvigoration efforts during the
1990s, Russia relegated to the second tier arms suppliers club, having a superior
position within the group. In a transition process from socialism to capitalism, the
total arms exports of Russia and other former socialist bloc countries were
dramatically low compared to that of the USSR in the past decade. This fact
directly led to a short-term but sharp decrease in the overall international arms
deliveries in the period of 1992-2002.314

The European continent was very dynamic with regard to the defence sector in
the decade following the end of the Cold War. An obvious example of the
monopolization and internationalization process took place in the European arms
industries. The spirit of the Maastricht Treaty encouraged a pan-European
defence-industrial integration in the early 1990s; nevertheless, such a scenario
was not quickly exercised because of the UK’s worries about a negative US
response.®’® The IEPG was incorporated into the Western European Union
(WEU) in 1991 and the Western European Armaments Group was established by
the WEU. Yet, for more, an infrastructural transformation took place. In this
regard, the European giant arms-industrial firms formed an EU-wide social force
via mergers and acquisitions.®!® In parallel, the institutional attempts accelerated.
In 1996, the Western European Armaments Organisation (WEAOQO) having a

special task on military R&D was created.?” Two years later, the famous St.
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Malo Declaration was done during the discussions of a new European defence
and security organization which is separable but not separate from the NATO.3®
Just to remind, the European defence-industrial bourgeoisie would probably
prefer a separable and also separate European defence, considering its
competition with the US defence sector capital. In the same year with the St.
Malo Declaration, the prominent six arms-producing countries of Europe -France,
Germany, lItaly, Spain, Sweden and the UK- published a letter of intent (Lol)
aiming defence-industrial reforms for a more competitive European defence
market. In 2000, the Lol initiative was codified into the Farnborough Framework
Agreement.3’® The arms exports of these six states have constituted
approximately the 90 per cent of the EU total and the 25 per cent of the world
total between 1998 and 2002.32° Furthermore, the need for a common arms
procurement body produced the Organisation for Joint Armament Cooperation
(OCCAR), which began to operate in 2001.32! Even though these attempts of
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marked a leap forward, they are still important because they denote the

articulated interests of the (core imperialist) European defence industries.

In addition to the internal dynamics, there are also external factors that affect the
European arms exports. The EU arms embargo on China that has lasted since the
Tiananmen Square incident of June 1989 is one of them. As the time passed, the
embargo was not cancelled, but its flexible rules were exposed to different
interpretations by the European suppliers. Hence, in the mid-1990s, the financial
value of European arms exports —overwhelmingly dual use items- to China even
surpassed the pre-Tiananmen sales although the embargo kept the exports very
low levels in absolute terms.®?® On the other hand, different interpretations of
arms export licences are not peculiar only to the embargo on China. For example,
it is argued that some European countries such as France, the UK and Italy have
adopted a more permissive arms sale policy after the Cold War, others like
Germany and Sweden have pursued a more restrictive pattern.®?* There are
differences in the customer profiles of the leading European arms exporters, as
well. For instance, more than the four-fifth of the arms transfers of France and the
UK was received by the developing nations by the late 1990s whereas nearly the
four-fifth of the German foreign arms supplies were absorbed by mainly

European developed countries including Turkey.3?°

Among the European major weapon exporters, France, Germany and the UK,
which were also the traditional second tier arms suppliers of the Cold War, have
maintained their position in the global arms exporter hierarchy within the 1992-
2002 period. However, some official state predictions made in the early 1990s

were not so optimistic about the arms sales prospect of these three arms
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suppliers.®® The arms embargo implemented on Irag meant the loss of a loyal
customer of French weapons. In fact, except the Taiwanese demand surge in 1997
and 1998 which succeeds the Taiwan Straits Crisis with China, France could not
export military equipment at a desired level in the 1990s.3*” The UK was argued
to have the potential to sustain its arms export volume of the 1980s. The arms
export revenues were indispensable for the privatized defence industry which
uses a “revolving door” with the British governments in order to dictate its
interests.®?® Yet, the over-reliance on the imports of Saudi Arabia was
problematic for an assertive British arms export policy in the 1990s. Germany, on
the other hand, had a different customer profile consisted of mainly developed
and European countries. Thereby, despite not high, German arms exports stayed
relatively stable in this period. Even, the deliveries of naval platforms to Turkey,
Greece and the Republic of Korea increased Germany’s percentage share in the

global arms transfers.32°

International arms sales of China declined in both absolute and comparative
terms in this period. This fact relegated China to the third tier suppliers group,
despite its semi-second tier features. The primary reason for this regression is the
end of the Iran-lrag War in the late 1980s, which obliterated a lucrative arms
market for China.33° However, the Chinese DIB had structural problems, as well.

The Communist Party of China (CPC) embarked on a comprehensive struggle
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against corruption within the DIB, leading to some troubles in productive
manners.33*  Also, despite a relative improvement in the arms-industrial
production capacity in the 1980s, the military technology of China was obsolete,
comparing with that of the core capitalist countries. The technological
backwardness of Chinese major weapons hampered the emergence of new export
opportunities. Therefore, China sought to import not only ready-to-use weapon
systems but also arms-industrial know-how.3*? Nonetheless, the technology
transfer from foreign sources could not be managed easily. The arms embargo
which started to be implemented on China in 1989 hindered the acquisition of the
Western military technology.®*® Hence, given the impossibility of a direct access
to advanced weapon technology, China adopted a strategy that aims a military

modernization through dual-use technologies.33

The domestic development and import of these technologies were feasible for
China indeed. According to the strategy, both the revenues of continuing arms
exports and certain civilian investments would finance the development of dual-
use technologies; in return, the improved dual-use know-how would be applied
on the military modernization.3*® In addition to the update in national military
hardware, the enhanced dual-use technologies were thought to contribute to the

arms exports (e.g. sales of missiles to the developing countries).®® Nevertheless,
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this strategy was intercepted by some factors as well. First, the transfer of dual-
use technology to China had been also restricted, though not as strict as the
military one. Moreover, in the 1990s, the implementation of illicit ways of
acquiring new technologies like reverse engineering was extremely difficult due
to the increasing use of software.®¥” Second, the 1997 Asian financial crisis
retarded the R&D projects. Therefore, it can be said that the modernization of
Chinese military technology gained pace only after the economic crisis was
overcome.3® In brief, structural problems such as inadequate skilled labour and
lack of technological infrastructure prevented the materialization of a Chinese
RMA in the 1990s, despite the signals of a progress towards 2002.33° On the other
hand, the years between 1992 and 2002 should rather be seen as an investment

period that China would get the results in the post-2002 period.

Whereas the arms exports of the third tier suppliers decreased in real terms like
any other group, their percentage share in the world arms transfers continued to
grow between 1992 and 2002 as well.3*® The group of third tier suppliers is the
most crowded and uneven group in which some countries hold upper positions
while some others are part of a lower-third tier class. Being sixth on the list of
world arms exporters, China has led this group by far in the 1990s. Behind it,
countries such as Netherlands, Ukraine, Italy, Israel and Sweden formed the
upper-third tier suppliers. The medium ranks of the third tier group were

consisted of Switzerland, Spain, Canada, Belarus and Czechia. On the other hand,
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the countries that occasionally exported military equipment in very small
amounts in these years can be called the emerging arms suppliers. In this regard,
the DPRK, Japan and Poland were at the bottom.3** Among these three, Japan has
an extremely big potential to be a global arms supplier due to its pioneer role in
dual use technologies but it has overwhelmingly refused to be an arms exporter.
Yet, in compliance with zeitgeist of the post-Cold War era, even Japan has

contemplated on some revisions related to the restrictive arms export policy.>*?

Being deprived of cutting-edge military technology, many third tier arms
exporters regarded arms imports as a way of access to new technologies.®*® They
tried to benefit from the post-Cold War internationalization of the defence-
industrial capital by suggesting offset agreements. Some of them became
relatively successful with this plan at least for several weapon categories and
moved up within the third tier supplier group.3** On the other hand, some
countries such as India, Egypt and South Africa set unrealistic targets in terms of
defence-industrial development and enrichment. Even the figures of global peace
like Vaclav Havel and Nelson Mandela could not simply abandon the arms
exports but there were much more ambitious national arms export policies.3*® The

predicament for the lower-third tier and emerging suppliers was that their small-
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scale DIBs have traditionally designed and produced weapons for only national

procurement, which would be probably not suitable for different armies.3®

To understand the impact of the systemic change on the third tier arms suppliers,
the cases of Sweden, Israel and former socialist East-Central European countries
give some useful clues. To begin with the Swedish DIB, the globalization of
capitalism entailed two interrelated process. First, the state-owned defence
enterprises were rapidly privatized. A large national defence industry was
labelled as unnecessary in the absence of real socialism and the 1992 Swedish
financial crisis was the excuse to trigger the neoliberal restructuring.®*’ In
parallel, a capitalist ‘rationalization’ started in a way that the newly privatized
defence firms engaged in mergers and acquisitions both inside and outside of the
domestic market.>*® Eventually, the once independent Swedish defence industry
turned into a largely-Swedish, multinational and interdependent defence industry
having an increased arms import dependency.®*® The new privatized defence
corporations focused on arms exports and marketed particularly military naval

platforms to East Asia.>*®

Although the date presented by SIPRI indicates negligible amounts, arms sales of
Israel to China between 1992 and 2002 were elaborately discussed in the

literature.®** The end of the Cold War had reduced the military expenditure of
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Israel just like many other countries, putting the national defence industry under
tough conditions. The national procurement was already insufficient and was
decreasing even more; therefore, the scale of production was shrinking, and thus,
the unit cost of weapons was increasing. Nonetheless, its long-standing regional
rivalry with Iran and Saudi Arabia at the same time prevented a laissez-faire
opening related to the national DIB. Instead, Israel resorted to arms exports in
order to compensate the deteriorating defence-industrial efficiency.*®? Hence, it
was argued that China emerged as a good opportunity that is free of competition
with the core capitalist states due to the arms embargoes. Yet, Israel could not
exploit the Chinese market at all since China preferred the Russian conventional

arms and the USA put some pressure on Israel about arms transfers to China.3>®

East-Central European countries experienced the systemic change directly on
their own lands. The first years of the transition can be summarized as total crisis
in terms of the defence industry. The military technology of East-Central Europe
had already been obsolete, depicting a dark future for the domestic arms
industries.®®* However, when the Cold War ended, the arms exports of these
countries decreased almost 90 per cent compared to the 1980s.%* Until the mid-
1990s the arms exports had been defamed as immoral by the East-Central
European governments; nevertheless, they very soon started to be seen as

economically rational.®®® In 1997, the NATO invited Poland, Czechia and

352 Shichor, “Israel’s Military Transfers,” 68, 87.

33 |bid., 74, 79; Hayward, “The Globalisation,” 124.

354 ACDA, “World Military Expenditures,” 34.

35 Yudit Kiss, “Defence Industry Consolidation in East-Central Europe in the 1990s,” Europe-
Asia Studies 53, no. 4 (2001): 596; Klare, “The Arms Trade in 1990s,” 863.

36 Yudit Kiss, The Defence Industry in East-Central Europe — Restructring and Conversion
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997), 38.

94



Hungary to join the alliance.®®” Henceforth, in the name of inter-operability
between the armed forces of the alliance, the East-Central European states had to
get rid of the arms inventory remaining from the WTO and purchase the

convenient Western conventional weapons. 38

After depicting the panorama of the international arms exports between 1992 and
2002, the import dimension of the issue also needs to be looked into. The fact that
the end of the systemic competition in 1991 reversed the growth of national
military budgets, which led to a low demand in armament, was mentioned in the
previous pages. Notwithstanding, the changes in the prominent actors,
geographies and transfer types should be elaborated since they might shed light
on the post-2002 configuration of the international arms trade. First of all, the top
ten largest arms importers of this period were also the developing countries,
except Japan (seventh rank) and the UK (tenth rank). Moreover, seven countries
in the top ten had been a member of neither NATO nor WTO during the Cold
War although some of them had been the close allies of the systemic hegemons
(e.g. the USA-the ROK). India, Egypt and Saudi Arabia which are the important

arms recipients of the 1990s were part of the Non-Aligned Movement.
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Figure 3.4 The Top 10 Arms Importers, 1992-2002 (in SIPRI TV, $ billions)
Source: Author’s Own Drawing (The data are taken from the SIPRI Arms Transfers Database)

The graphic above shows that a set of regional rivalries has absorbed the transfer
of major conventional weapons between the given years. At first glance, Turkey
draws the attention as a surprising champion. However, considering its domestic
struggle against the terrorist activities and the long-lasting instability created by
the Gulf War, the increase in Turkish arms imports can be explained. Arms
imports of Turkey could have been even bigger if the USA had not stipulated
some progress in human rights records related to the Kurdish community for
further arms sales.>*® Moreover, the end of the Cold War has seemingly alleviated
the overpressure of the inter-systemic struggle on certain regional competitions.
An exemplary case is the escalated rivalry between the two sides of the Aegean
Sea.®® As a result of this competition, Greece, having a very high military burden

on its economy, entered the top arms importers list despite its relatively small
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military power. 3! On the other hand, almost 25 per cent of the arms imports of
Turkey were composed of naval-related military equipment including warships,

which is a high proportion for many countries.3%?

The dominance of the Middle East in world arms imports declined in the 1990s.
The post-Gulf War arms embargo on Iraq as well as the heavy debt burdens of
Syria and Libya has left Saudi Arabia and Egypt as the only Middle Eastern
countries among the top arms importers. Yet, some other Middle Eastern
countries such as Israel, Iran, Kuwait and the United Arab Emirates (UAE) could
sustain arms purchases, even having a higher bargaining power in the arms trade
due to the diversification of the arms exporters.®®® Indeed, particularly the West-
friendly buyers in the region benefitted from the post-Cold War erosion of the

Atlantic consensus on how to share the Middle Eastern market.3%4

The most arms-receiving geography between 1992 and 2002 is Asia. The five of
the top seven arms importer in this period are either the East or the South Asian
countries. This rapid over-accumulation of major weapons systems in the region
during the 1990s can be interpreted in a way that the East-South Asia would
likely be a hub of the post-Cold War imperialist competition. Almost all the
prominent Asian arms importers have had historical or geographic disputes or
newly-emerging capitalist-imperialist competitions among themselves. These
multidimensional disputes and rivalries have also a multilateral characteristic. For

example, the respectively second and third rank of Taiwan and China in the top
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ten arms importers list can be probably explicated by the historical tensions
between the two countries, which remarkably escalated in 1995-1996. However,
the seventh place of Japan, given the absence of a Soviet socialist ‘threat’, can be
unlikely explained without any reference to China’s fast economic-political rise
in the 1990s. In parallel, it might be naive to think that the Republic of Korea has
purchased very high-quality weapon systems only to deter the DPRK by ignoring
the regional influence of China at all. In other words, the East-Asian arms
imports in this decade reflect a complex set of competitive relations rather than
only bilateral disputes.®®® This complicated regional order has been rendered
much more complex by the imperialist calculations of the eminent arms exporters
to the region —e.g. the USA.%%® Moreover, Australia, which has heavily invested
in the expansion of its naval force, has become a part of the East-South Asian

adversarial dynamics by the 1990s.%¢’

The mainstream and the critical positions within the literature have emphasized
different points about the post-Cold War transformation of the international arms
transfers. For instance, a realist version of the mainstream assessments draws the
attention to the increasing influence of the defence-industrial corporations in the
arms trade activities. Without interrogating the role of the systemic change, the
reformist view which is limited with the problem-solving approach simply
advocates that states must re-establish their authority in the decision-making of
the arms transfers.® On the other hand, an important Marxist study that
primarily analyses the relation between the NGOs and the international arms

control underlines the imperialist-hierarchical structure of the post-Cold War
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arms trade.3®® According to the study, the arms-supplying states at the top of the
capitalist-imperialist hierarchy have contributed to the creation of demand for
arms through various ways.”® Ironically, the practical knowledge shared by a
mainstream work which is an example of descriptive defence economics studies
also supports the imperialism-centric critical analysis above. As a result of long-
term comparisons between the arms-trading partners, it is revealed that two
countries tend to engage in arms trade more if they have reciprocal colonial

relations in the past.3’*
3.3 Conclusion

Throughout the Cold War, humanity had experienced the dichotomy between the
capitalist and socialist systems, but this dichotomy came to an end in December
1991. Capitalism became a truly global social system with few exceptions such as
Cuba and the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea. Moreover, not only the
real socialism collapsed as a social organization but also its historically
hegemonic vanguard state, the USSR, dissolved into smaller pieces that would
face socio-political and economic crises by the 1990s. Inevitably, these created a
radical change in the international arms transfers. Indeed, some precursors of this
change such as the commodification of the conventional arms and the expansion
of the transfer networks have been observed since the mid-1970s. However, the
end of the Cold War brought these slow developments into a qualitative

transformation.

The changeover from the inter-systemic confrontation to the globalizing
capitalism and the unrivalled position of the USA within the traditional
imperialist hierarchy have reduced the world military expenditures in the 1990s.

As a result of this, many defence industries, including the former socialist ones,
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fell into a structural crisis. The neoliberal prescription for them was privatization
and concentration. Thus, private or semi-state-owned arms-industrial monopolies
and oligopolies proliferated across the globe. Being for-profit enterprises, they
sought for international proprietary and collaborative actions in the name of
capitalist rationalization. On the other hand, these giant arms firms have still
needed the subsidies or protective support of their own nation states. Hence, as a
perfect example of the uneven and combined development, an international -not
transnational- subcontracting network with imperialistic characteristics began to
form between 1992 and 2002. Therefore, this period should be regarded as the
national and international restructuring years of the defence-industrial capital.

To conclude, the financial volume of the international arms supply has
dramatically declined in line with the falling military spending by the 1990s.
Although some regional rivalries and conflicts heated up the arms trade activities
occasionally, the end of a comprehensive inter-systemic struggle as well as the
lack of a significant intra-systemic competition under the domination of the USA
decreased the importance of the international arms deliveries in this period.
Besides, the commercialization and geographic expansion of the arms transfers
reached up a different level following the end of the Cold War. Even, due to the
sharp decline in military aids, the term ‘international arms transfers’ largely lost

its conceptual validity and came to be replaced by the ‘international arms trade’.
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CHAPTER 4

THE RISE OF ARMS TRADE (2003-2019): A SIGNAL OF THE
ACCELERATING INTER-IMPERIALIST COMPETITION

4.1 Introduction

The international arms transfers, which had entered a downward trend in the mid-
1980s, continued to decline until 2002. Despite some ebbs and flows in the late
1990s, the nadir of the last forty years in terms of the global arms deliveries
occurred in 2002. However, from that year on, a fluctuating upward trend has

proceeded up until 2019.
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Figure 4.1 Annual Change in International Arms Transfer, 2002-2019 (in SIPRI TIV, $ billions)
Source: Author’s Own Drawing (The data are taken from the SIPRI Arms Transfers Database)
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This chapter dwells on the factors that have an impact on the incremental increase
in the international arms trade, starting with 2003. These factors can be analysed
in micro and macro levels. At the micro level, the national arms trade policies
that are co-shaped by the defence-industrial bourgeoisie and national
governments, the developments in weapons technology, and the new international
arms control mechanisms take place. On the other hand, the macro factors include
the intra-systemic imperialistic competition, cornerstone events in the world
economy and politics, regional military confrontations as well as the international
interventions. Since the 2008 Global Economic Crisis significantly affected both
the micro and macro factors, the period of 2003-2019 would be studied in two
sub-periods which are divided according to the impact of the economic crisis.
Briefly, by examining the micro and macro factors in a chronological and holistic
manner, this chapter attempts to find out the underlying reason why the
international arms trade has gradually risen up after a break between the mid-
1980s and 2002.

4.2 The Rise of the International Arms Trade (2003-2010) Episode I: From
September 11 Attacks to 2008 Global Economic Crisis

The persistence of an upward trend in the international arms trade was detected in
the literature before, despite lacking causal and theoretical investigations.3"
Some pieces within the mainstream approach had even predicted this sort of
increase at the beginning of the new period.®”® However, these predictions did not
discern the changing macro factors that affect the trade in major weapons -e.g.
the emergence or resurgence of new rivalries within the capitalist-imperialist
world system. On the other hand, the literature started to discuss the rising arms
trade in detail towards the late-2000s. Almost all the studies have reached a
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consensus on the fact that the 11 September 2001 (9/11) Terrorist Attacks to the
USA was a turning point in the course of the global arms transfers.®’* This is a
very reasonable assertion. The USA’s call of a global “war on terror” following
the terrorist attacks and the corresponding rise in the military budgets of the core
capitalist countries might foster the inter-state arms transfers. The invasion of
Afghanistan in 2001 and Irag in 2003 by the USA was also legitimized through
the antiterrorism discourse and these wars might bring a further momentum to the
arms trade. For example, in order to re-arm the reorganized Iragi army, the arms
embargo that has been implemented on Iraqg since the Gulf War was lifted by the
USA and the EU approximately one year after the US intervention.®”> Moreover,
even the volume of the international military aid, which declined precipitously in
the post-Cold War era, increased again particularly in the first years of the anti-

terror campaign.3®

Notwithstanding, there is a problem with explaining the growth of arms trade by
merely focusing on ‘the war on terror’ because a majority of conventional arms
do not serve the purpose of counterterrorism. In other words, most of the complex
weapon systems that has been traded since 2002 would not be used in anti-
terrorist operations.3”” Rather, both the export and import of lethal military
equipment were justified through the argument of global war on terror in many

examples.®”® To be fair, some mainstream studies added either the recovery of
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Russia or the rise of China as complementary elements to the ‘war on terror’
argument in explaining the arms trade trend.3’® Nevertheless, these explication
attempts are qualitatively inadequate; therefore, a deeper and wider analysis of

the post-9/11 arms transfers would be presented in the rest of the chapter.

The post-9/11 upswing of the international arms trade was interrupted by the
2008 Global Economic Crisis. The annual growth rate of the world economy
declined to 1.8% and -1.6% respectively in 2008 and 2009 whereas it was 4.3%
in 2007.38° Nonetheless, the world military expenditure continued to increase -
though not fast- until 201238 because especially the prominent imperialist
countries set their military budgets through medium and long-term planning. The
high military expenditures in 2008-2011 had already been decided almost in the
mid-2000s. Surely, there could have been rapidly-arranged cuts in the military
spending; however, the imperialistic aims and activities of the core capitalist
countries led to the relative maintenance of ‘defence budgets’ during the crisis
years.%®? Instead of quick reductions, these countries considered a slow and
gradual decrease in their military expenditures. Therefore, the regression and
stagnation of the world military expenditure have occurred in the early and mid-
2010s.38 Yet, whether rapid or cautious, the cuts in defence spending would
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ultimately cause problems even among allies as in the case of the free-riding

discussions within the NATO.384

Normally, an economic crisis affects the arms transfers at least several years after
the beginning of the crisis because the delivery of an order requires time.3®° For
example, the impact of the 9/11 on the trend of weapon system deliveries was felt
starting from barely 2003. However, the 2008 crisis was so severe that the
international arms trade rapidly entered into a recession between 2008 and 2010.
If calculated in three-year periods, the growth of arms transfers from 2005-2007
to 2008-2010 could only be 1.5%. The same ratio was 15.1% between 2008-2010
and 2011-2013.3%

Undoubtedly, certain domestic DIBs were economically damaged by the crisis
more harshly due to the uneven and combined development. To illustrate, China
sustained its economic growth during the global recession; moreover, its arms
sales increased 195% between the 2004-2008 and 2009-2013 periods.®®’ In
contrast to China, Spain, for example, was one of the countries that the crisis hit
most severely. With respect to the relationship between the arms trade and the
national economic downturn, the Spanish Secretary of State for Defence,
Constantino Méndez Martinez, confessed in 2010 that “We should not have
acquired systems that we are not going to use, for conflict scenarios that do not
exist and, what is worse, with funds that we did not have then and we do not have

now.”%8 In spite of seeming as an administrative self-criticism, these tough
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words are open to speculation. For instance, they can be read as directed against
Germany because the 58% of the Spanish arms imports between 2005 and 2010
have been supplied by Germany.3®° If so, this statement might be considered as a

critique of the hierarchical (arms-industrial and military) order within the EU.

Apart from the macro factors such as the 9/11 attacks, Iraqi War and the 2008
economic crisis, there are developments in the micro factors that alter the
practices of arms production and transfers. These developments between 2003
and 2010 were tightly linked to the transformations which took place in the 1992-
2002 period. For example, the already-important dual-use technologies and
network-centric military systems have become indispensable for the national
armed forces in their asymmetric struggle with terrorism.3*° In consequence, new
defence-technological investments have been made in this field. According to the
estimation of the US Department of Defence, 40% of the USA’s military R&D in
2003 was exercised in the software technologies.%

The concentration in the defence sector, which is an important element of the
post-Cold War arms-industrial transformation, was very high at the beginning of
the 2003-2010 period. The eminent arms monopolies had purchased smaller firms
that cannot stay alive in the shrinking arms demand of the 1990s.
Notwithstanding, the escalating demand aftermath of the 9/11 entailed some new

entrants to the market, which has lowered the total share of the five largest
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defence firms of the world from 44% by 2003 to 35% in 2011.3%2 On the other
hand, even the 2011 level of the defence-industrial consolidation in the world was
much higher than that of the early 1990s.

The internationalization of the arms production and the expansion of the arms
trade networks have also continued after the 9/11. However, in line with the
increasing practices of international collaboration, the problems related to the
arms-industrial division of labour became more apparent. It is true that national
weapon systems projects are too costly in the twenty-first century. Therefore,
many private and state firms have often engaged in international cooperation.
Indeed, the weapons cooperation agreements between states are an important
micro factor that revives the post-9/11 arms trade.>®® Nevertheless, the
profitability of these agreements that satisfies the arms corporations do not solve
other problems. To illustrate, some studies put forward that a joint project
conducted by two countries might take a 25% longer time than the national
production of the same output. A four-partnered project for the same equipment

might delay even 60% longer.3%

The marketing dimension of the arms trade has been relatively smooth and less
problematic for the exporter states and their companies. The dynamism of the
international arms fairs in the post-9/11 years is a good example. The number of
non-European participating defence firms in the French arms fair have risen from
2 in 1992 to 290 in 2008.3® However, intensive marketing efforts seems to be in

favour of only the prominent arms-supplier states. Most of the arms trade
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transactions has been still unidirectional and the majority of recipient countries

have still bought arms from only one or several arms producers in the 2000s.3%

Although the big defence corporations acquired new business opportunities
during the post-9/11 expansion of the arms trade, the state subsidies to these firms
did not end. Governments sustained direct and indirect subsidies such as
marketing of weapons, advisory support in bargains, supply of credits to the
buyer country which guarantees the purchasing and R&D promotions.>®” In this
regard, the arms capital has benefitted from both the free market and the state
back-up.3® A century-old ‘revolving door’ between the arms-industrial
bourgeoisie and the high bureaucrats stayed open in the 2000s as well.>*® Such a
structural relationship continued to produce bribery and other forms of corruption
while eroding the rule of law, global peace and human rights.*®® The prevalence
of profits over human rights has been tested by recent quantitative studies as well.
One of them concludes that the human rights violations in an arms-demanding
state do not usually affect its arms trade with liberal democratic suppliers.*®* In
addition to this, the findings of a similar research propounds that the right-wing
ruling parties of the developed democratic countries are inclined to export
conventional arms more than the left-wing governments.*®? Even though the

parameters separating the ‘right-wing’ and the ‘left-wing’ are disputable, the
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study presents a general correlation between the arms export policies and

ideological-political orientation of the governments.

In response to all these, the anti-armament civil society activism also gained a
momentum in the post-9/11 period. In 2003, Control Arms Campaign was
initiated by the common efforts of Oxfam, the International Action Network on
Small Arms (IANSA) and Amnesty International in order to raise public
awareness about the trans-border arms transfers.**® These NGOs and some other
like Saferworld do not question the systemic infrastructure of the arms trade and

99 ¢e

do not confront the representatives of the “state”-“arms-capital” nexus. Rather,
they try to persuade the decision-makers to tighten the arms control measures and
to increase the transparency by cooperating and compromising with the
governments.*® Therefore, these organizations can be called as reformists. On
the other hand, the NGOs like Campaign Against Arms Trade (CAAT) have a
radical and transformative stance based on a confrontational strategy against the

political-economic essence of the arms trade.*%®

It should be admitted that the NGO activism has effectively drawn the public
attention to the arms trade by the 2000s. However, particularly the reformist
group has done it by attributing the crux of the problem solely to the conflicts and
irresponsible regimes in the underdeveloped countries. Hence, the NGO activism
has also contributed to the naturalization and reproduction of the Western

imperialist supremacy.*® Hereby, a Marxism-based study on the interaction
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between the arms control and civil society accurately suggests a ‘critical

sympathy’ to the NGO activism, with their good intent but negative results.*%’

In the international arms control mechanisms, there was a neither great progress
nor a total stagnancy between 2003 and 2010. Whereas the national reports
submitted to the UNROCA have been consistently satisfactory in the first half of
the 2000s, the number of them started to significantly decline in the second
half.*® Moreover, the Wassenaar Arrangement was not so fruitful in terms of
restricting the proliferation of sensitive military technology due to its structure
that cannot overcome the inter-imperialist competition.*®® On the other hand, as a
significant development, the EU Code of Conduct on Arms Exports which was a
non-binding agreement has been turned into a legally binding EU Common
Position by the end of 2008.4° To sum up, the arms control efforts could not
generate a major effect against the post-9/11 increase in the arms trade probably
because of the fact that all the norm-creating endeavours had to comply with the

liberal socio-economic system.*!

There are significant changes in the percentage distribution of the international
arms supplies in the post-9/11 years. First, the share of the USA, which had
amounted to nearly half of the inter-state arms deliveries in the 1992-2002 period,
have decreased to 30% of the total deliveries between 2003 and 2010. Despite
this dramatic decline, the USA has sustained to be the most arms-exporting

country. Secondly, the Russian arms exports seem to have recovered from the
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crisis that emerged as a result of the dissolution of the USSR. Thirdly, the total
share of the third tier arms exporters except China, which is labelled as the
“other’s total” in the Figure 4.2, radically increased from 14% to 21% in the post-
9/11 period. Lastly, Germany has remarkably extended its share while the UK has

seen its nadir ever.

China
3%

UK

4%

France

8% .

Russia
24%

Figure 4.2 Percentage Distribution of International Arms Supplies, 2003-2010
Source: Author’s Own Drawing (The data are taken from the SIPRI Arms Transfers Database)

To begin with the USA, its massive DIB and R&D facilities should be initially
emphasized. In a period when many states were in trouble with enormous R&D
expenses*'?, the USA has gradually increased its spending on defence research,
development, test and evaluation from $59.1 billion in 2001 to $94.8 billion in

2010 in constant 2020 dollars.*** Moreover, by virtue of a vast domestic military
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industry, it has enjoyed relatively low costs per unit and short durations per unit
in arms production.*** This is an important factor for both national procurement
and export-oriented manufacture. In fact, overseas exports have constituted the
one-tenth of the annual income of the US arms monopolies on average, which is a
very low proportion.**®. In other words, the US defence firms are not dependent
to international export revenues as much as its global rivals. This fact brings the
US state a flexibility that it can block the export of cutting-edge military
equipment without damaging the balance sheets of the firms.*® Pentagon would
sooner or later compensate any missing export opportunity. Therefore, the US
policy makers working on the arms trade have been relatively free from the
economic pressures regarding the defence industry. Such a freedom has two
tangible results. First, the USA could prevent the diffusion of its military
technology through strict controls on the foreign sale of high-tech weapons.**” To
sustain the military-technological superiority has been crucial to the USA’s
national security milieu that perceives the rise of China and international
proliferation of weapons technology as threats to US hegemony.*'® Second, the
post-9/11 arms transfers of the USA could be organized according to the long-
term politico-military interests of the US imperialism rather than the short-term

economic gains.

414 Stefan Markowski, Peter Hall and Robert Wylie, “Buyer-Seller Interaction in Defence
Procurement,” in Defence Procurement and Industry Policy: A Small Country Perspective, ed.
Stefan Markowski, Peter Hall and Robert Wylie (New York: Routledge, 2010), 146; Smith,
Military Economics, 146; Hartley, The Economics of Arms, 95.

415 Bitzinger, “A New Arms Race?” 34.

416 Stefan Markowski, Peter Hall and Robert Wylie, “Introduction,” in Defence Procurement and
Industry Policy: A Small Country Perspective, ed. Stefan Markowski, Peter Hall and Robert
Wylie (New York: Routledge, 2010), 8; Hartley, The Economics of Arms, 95; Meijer et al.,
“Arming China,” 859-861.

417 Stavrianakis, Taking Aim at the Arms Trade, 44.

418 Dombrowski and Gholz, Buying Military Transformation, 137.

112



Having already the strongest DIB and military on earth, the shocking 9/11
terrorist attacks generated a catalytic impact on the US military spending. The
federal outlay of the USA on national defence has risen 84% from 2002 to
2012.4% As a component of the military expenditure, military foreign aid
programs were advocated as a part of the anti-terror struggle and then reactivated
under the title of “Building Partner Capacity” after a break in the 1990s.4?° In
short, the conditions of military aid were eased by the Bush administration.
However, this policy was frequently studied in the literature and criticized many
times because some countries receiving the US military aid have been
undemocratic regimes accused by human rights violations while some others
have been unpredictable and instable states.*? Since the anti-arms NGOs in the
USA have been very less powerful than the arms lobby, they could not create a

solid public reaction to such policies.*?

Beside the military aid, the overseas arms sales of the USA have also increased
between 2003 and 2010. The 9/11 triggered the increase, but “the global war on
terror” was never the sole reason behind rising arms sales. It can be understood
from the type of some exported conventional weapon systems like the fighter and
anti-submarine aircraft sold to Pakistan in this period.*® The US arms exports

were part of a wider military diplomacy and had different functions in the
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international politics.*** Rearming Afghanistan and Iraq, containing Iran and the
DPRK, consolidating the relations with the new allies in the Eastern Europe are
the motivations that is mentioned in the mainstream literature.*>® On the other
hand, given the intra-systemic competition of the global capitalism, to confront
and deter any regional military challenge that might be posed by China, Russia

and even the core EU countries should also be considered.

Lastly about the USA, not only it implemented its own arms transfer strategy but
also tried to spoil the arms trade of its rivals. For example, the USA firmly
objected to the tendency of some European countries to ease the terms and
conditions of the arms embargo on China because the military technology flow to
its potential challenger could be very risky.*® Consequently, the defence
technology transfer from the EU to China via arms exports were held at
minimum. Moreover, the USA attempted to break the re-emerging Russian-
Chinese partnership in the arms trade. For instance, the USA allowed and even
encouraged a possible arms sale deal between Taiwan and Russia, knowing that
any Russian arms export to Taiwan would cause rigid problems with China.*?’

However, that arms deal never materialized according to SIPRI.4?®

The second largest arms exporter between 2003 and 2010 was Russia. Although
its military technology and arms production capacity lag behind the USA, it can

be counted as a first tier arms supplier due to its remarkably increased volume of
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arms exports, comparing with the 1992-2002 period. Having adjusted its DIB to
the capitalist world market by the late 1990s, the Russian arms sales experienced
a take-off in this period. The 9/11 attacks generated an indirect impact on the
Russian arms exports. The blacklisted countries by the USA and its allies due to
the accusations like support for terrorism or human rights abuses turned to the
Russian arms inventory.*?® Moreover, according to some expert views, the
improved Soviet designs were still technologically less developed than the
Western weapon systems, but they were quite competitive in the world market in
terms of price and performance.**® Furthermore, the export revenues were vital
for the survival of the Russian DIB. Because the 80% of the total sales of the
Russian defence industry were to abroad in the pre-2010 years, Russia followed a
supportive state policy which culminated in the rise of arms exports.*3! Hence,
the client list for the Russian major conventional weapons has broadened since
the early 2000s.%%2

However, the increase in the Russian arms production and trade was not exempt
from problems. First, the share of investments allocated to the military R&D was
extremely low with comparison to the USA, leading to negative predictions about
the future of the Russian arms exports.**® The lack of R&D activities in the crisis
years of the 1990s must have been compensated also. Therefore, Russia approved
the export licences for brand new conventional arms especially in its trade with

China in order to collect the needed funds for the military R&D.** Second, the
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increased number of arms customers did not directly amount to a stable increase
in the Russian arms export revenues because some of the new importers had
fragile economies. For example, a decline in the oil prices in the mid-2000s led
Venezuela to reduce its arms imports from Russia a few years later.**® Third, it is
asserted that the Russian defence industry was still fragmented in the early-2000s,
in a similar way to the situation of the US defence industry of the 1990s.
Therefore, Russia had to spend time and resources on the modernization and
concentration of its domestic DIB in the second half of the 2000s so that it could

sustain its competitiveness in the global market.*3

The largest importer of the Russian weapon platforms in this period is China.
This outcome is an intersection of multiple reasons. These reasons are the
strategic partnership between the two countries since 1996, the export
dependence of the Russian DIB, Russia’s immunity against US-led Western
pressures and the compatibility of Russian weapons profile with the military
goals of China.**” However, the volume of arms trade between the two countries
have gradually dropped by the end of the 2000s. In the literature, the reason of
such a contraction is attributed to Russia’s restriction due to the fear or
complaints about the technology theft conducted by China.**® Reversely, China
might become reluctant to export more military equipment from Russia since it

had sufficiently acquired Russian military technology by means of reverse
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engineering.*®® Actually, regardless of the technology theft, Russia might
gradually give up selling state-of-the-art major weapons to China in return of
money, as the Russian DIB and its customer base have grown.*4° The stop of the
export of expensive high-tech weapons might decrease the volume of arms trade
between China and Russia. In addition, China’s cautious economic planning

around the 2008 financial crisis might cause such a decline.

The second biggest client of the Russian military equipment between 2003 and
2010 is India. Being a historically prominent recipient, India has exported a very
high amount of Russian conventional arms in this period as well. However, the
Indian market have come under risk for the Russian defence firms since India
started to establish good relations with the USA and diversify its own inventory

with European and Israeli arms in the post-9/11 years.*4

The rest of the Russian arms exports have been shared by the MENA countries
and Venezuela. Particularly the MENA arms market has been again a focus of
Russia by the second half of the 2000s.%*? Besides, the recapture of the small but
traditional Syrian arms market by the late 2000s might indicate the direction of

the newly-emerging Russian imperialism.*+

The second tier arms exporters between the 9/11 attacks and the repercussions of

the 2008 global economic crisis were consisted of Germany, France and the UK.
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If the arms sales of these countries are scrutinized singularly, their influence on
the global market do not seem crucial. However, these big three European arms
producers, especially France and Germany, have led noteworthy attempts of
cooperation and integration in armament across the continent since the end of the
Cold War. Therefore, rather than the individual cases, the EU-wide projects that
indirectly affect the European arms exports draw attention in the post-9/11 years.
Moreover, the accession of the East-Central European countries to the EU in
2004, which involve several third tier arms suppliers such as Poland and then-
Czech Republic, have expanded the European DIB, though not creating a radical
impact. Furthermore, even the candidacy negotiations between the EU and
Turkey dispatched the latter to be more willing to import made-in-Europe
weapon systems especially in the early and mid-2000s. It seems likely that

Turkey might consider the arms trade as a tool to ease the membership process.**

Beginning from the 1970s that correspond to the Détente period of the Cold War,
the European defence industries have incrementally become export-oriented. The
end of the Cold War accelerated this process and the European DIBs had to rely
on export revenues still between 2003 and 2010. The eminent European defence
firms of the time such as BAE Systems, Thales, Dassault and Saab have earned
more than the 70% of their income by arms exports.**® A part of the European
arms sales emanated from huge joint projects like the Eurofighter Typhoon
aircraft. These examples of defence collaboration also contributed to the
consolidation of the intra-EU relations.**® On the other hand, national projects
such as the French and Swedish combat aircrafts, respectively Rafale and Gripen,

received a certain interest in the international market.**” However, neither the
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palliative multinational ventures nor the ambitious national projects were
profitable enough for the arms monopolies. In order to raise their own voice, the
European arms-industrial capital embarked on an institutional integration process.
Eventually, the European defence industry associations merged under the
umbrella of Aerospace and Defence Industry Association (ASD) in 2004.448

From a strategic aspect, it was almost impossible to generate the adequate
financial resources for considerable R&D investments through export revenues.
The political decision-makers of the EU were aware of the fact that the European
DIBs would lose their already-weak competitiveness unless an improvement was
managed in the R&D field. Moreover, 2003 and 2004 were the years when the
relations between the USA and the EU got tense. A Transatlantic political crisis
started with the reluctance of France and Germany to involve in the coalition
forces of the Iraqi War. Thereupon, the USA labelled the French-German
togetherness as the ‘old Europe’ in the beginning of 2003. The dispute rapidly
escalated when the various European countries declared a joint statement
supporting the upcoming US-led assault on Irag. The French-German axis was
contending with the US hegemony in forming a European-wide authority.**® This
sort of tension was a good opportunity for the European arms industrialists to
raise their demands. The idea of “separate and separable European politics”
advocated by the French-German axis has overlapped with “separate and
separable European defence market” desired by European arms industry. In other
words, the interests of the defence-industrial capital and the prominent European
nation states was intersecting. Hence, the institutionalization of the European
defence that gained pace in the 1990s marked a leap forward following the Iraqi
War. Having started its operations in 2001, the OCCAR was enlarged with the
memberships of Belgium and Spain respectively in 2003 and 2005 as well as the
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participation of Turkey, Netherlands and Luxembourg without being member.**°
However, the most important steps were the foundation of the European Defence
Agency (EDA) by the Council of the EU and the initiation of the Preparatory
Action for Security Research (PASR) by the European Commission in 2004.

Being an intergovernmental agency within the EU, EDA’s founding mission
comprises

supporting the development of defence capabilities and military cooperation
among the European Union Member States; stimulating defence Research and
Technology and strengthening the European defence industry; acting as a
military interface to EU policies.**!

Obviously, these tasks are directly or indirectly linked to the promotion of the
arms exports both within and outside of the EU.*? Moreover, ASD has been
officially recognized by the EDA’s “Agency Establishment Team” as a
consultative actor since the mid-2004.%°® Thus, it can be said that EDA was

created by the governments that are pushed by the arms corporations.*>*

One of the first actions of the EDA was to prepare a report called “Initial Long-
Term Vision for European Defence Capability and Capacity Needs” that warns
the European arms-producing states about the lack of R&D funds. According to
the report, the total defence R&D budget of the EU members was only the one-
sixth of the defence R&D spending of the USA.*® The data pertaining to the
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subsequent years was not positive also. In terms of defence-related research, the
EU went on falling behind its global rivals such as the USA, Russia and even
China.**® Briefly, since the foundation of the EDA, the low-budget problem has
been at the forefront.**’

The European Commission (EC), as the supranational administrative body of the
EU, also attempted to contribute to the R&D activities by initiating the PASR
between 2004 and 2006. On the other hand, unlike the EDA, the PASR was not
an institution and would operate in the “security” realm rather than the
“defence”.*®® In fact, the PASR was only a framework programme that provides
research funds. Nor it had a noteworthy budget. However, it is very important
since it was the first step taken by the EC in funding the R&D activities that have
no civilian purpose.**® Also, it has symbolised the first official cooperation
between the European defence sector and the European Commission, though very

limited in the beginning.*°

In the 2000s, another issue that has occupied the defence-industrial agenda of the

EU was the arms embargo which has been imposed on China since 1989. The
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German-Franco axis and the global supremacy of the USA confronted once again
by mid-2000s. The core-European capitalism was in favour of lifting the arms
embargo while the USA was insisting on the maintenance of the embargo.*®*
Actually, the different perspectives of the USA and the EU on China has
stemmed from their different positions in the imperialist hierarchy. The scope and
capabilities of the EU imperialism were limited with the near periphery of the
continental Europe. Moreover, the DIBs of the second tier European arms
suppliers were export-dependent, constantly seeking for new export markets. On
the other hand, the USA had imperialistic interests reaching up to the Far East,
unlike the EU. Furthermore, its arms monopolies would not earn much if the
arms embargo on China was cancelled. As a result of the clashing imperialistic
goals, the USA prevailed over the European demands and the embargo was
sustained. Yet, notwithstanding the US pressures, especially France and the UK
relatively relaxed the control on dual-use technology and equipment with their

trade in China in order to benefit from the vast Chinese defence market.*62

Germany has become the largest arms exporter among the EU members, making
it also the third largest arms supplier country in the world between 2003 and
2010. It seems that the German defence industry benefitted from the post-9/11
international security ambiance and was not rapidly harmed by the 2008 global
economic crisis. The German arms sales increased 37% between the 2007 and
2011 years with comparison to the former 5-year period.*®® On the other hand, the
rise in the German arms exports could not pass the ethical criteria. Studies
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reported that Germany did not behave responsibly in international arms

deliveries, neglecting the human rights abuses of illiberal governments.*4

The second largest European arms exporter -and the fourth in the world- was
France. The graphic of the French arms exports had a fluctuating profile
throughout the 2000s. The global economic crisis obviously affected the DIB of
France but the duration of the impact seems to be limited only with the year 2010,
thanks to the imports by the UAE and the Asian customers.*®®> Among the Asian
importers, China could have had a more distinct role but the US pressures

enabled France to export only dual-use items in small amounts.*6®

Constituting the fifth largest share of the international arms supply market, the
arms exports of the UK showed some similarities with the deliveries of France
and Germany. As in the case of France, the big potential of a China-UK arms
trade partnership was hampered by the USA.*” Also, similar to the German
export policy of the time, notorious allegations were found worthy to be
mentioned by the prominent studies in the literature.*®® Besides, the UK could
hold its arms export level merely stable under the economic crisis conditions by
targeting the Middle Eastern buyers.*®® Lastly, the divergence of the geographies

that receive European weapons systems is interesting. While Germany’s clients
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were from Europe and its near periphery, the target region of France was
primarily Asia and that of the UK was the Middle East.

As it was in the 1992-2002 period, the third tier arms exporters have been led by
China after the 9/11 attacks stimulated the global arms transfers. Having the
second highest military expenditures since 2001,*”° China has also become the
second largest economy in the world since 2010.4"* The high economic growth
rates and the determined will to reinforce the PLA inevitably started to reflect on
the Chinese DIB and arms exports. Due to the post-1989 Western arms
embargoes, the Chinese defence-industrial development strategy has relied on the
acquisition and then militarization of the dual-use technologies in the 1990s. This
strategy was maintained in the 2000s as well. The CPC effectively supported -to
some extent pushed for- the civil-military industrial cooperation so that the
economic and military benefits of the dual-use technologies could be
maximized.*’? Moreover, the CPC insistently tried to induce the EU to lift the
arms embargo but it did not happen, giving way to limited technology transfer
from the West.*”® The emerging Chinese large capital also started to show interest
in the defence sector and make investments in the dual-use technologies, though
not directly military projects yet.*’* Hence, certain sectors like the missile
production and shipbuilding have become highly profitable; simultaneously, the

modernization of the PLA was expedited.*” In the light of these developments, a
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sort of anticipation that China was on the verge of a RMA occurred.*’
Nevertheless, no Chinese RMA materialized at least in the 2000s and the Chinese
defence technology could be relatively improved. Despite the reverse engineering
efforts and consistent FDI flow to dual-use projects, the Chinese defence industry
were still technologically underdeveloped in some critical major conventional
weapons like jet fighters.*’” China needed more time to acquire the tangible

results of the defence-related domestic investments.

Accompanying the general economic and military advancement, the Chinese
arms exports took on a certain character in the post-9/11 years. Just because it is
controversial that China has become a normal capitalist country due to the
ongoing free-market reforms, whether the Chinese arms sales serve to an
imperialistic strategy is not crystal clear, at least for the 2000s. Yet, the signs of a
more assertive Chinese foreign policy encompassing wider geographies have
been visible in this period.*’® In parallel, beside the Asian arms market, China has
exported weapon systems to the Middle East and Africa, though not in high
volumes. However, the rich energy and raw material resources of these regions

can give a hint about the future motivation behind the Chinese arms sales.*”®

The third tier arms exporters other than China significantly increased their share
in the global market. While Netherlands, Israel and Italy were part of the upper-
third tier group with considerable export volumes, countries like Sweden,

Ukraine and Spain constituted the medium strata. On the other hand, Switzerland,
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Canada and the Republic of Korea can only be called as emerging arms suppliers
with their lesser amount of arms sales.*®® The case of Sweden is a typical
example to illustrate the general situation of the European third tier arms
exporters. The concentration and internationalization process of the already-
privatized Swedish defence firms continued by the mid-2000s. Hence, a semi-
Swedish multinational arms capital took place. These companies benefitted from
the labels of “European” and “Swedish” that evoke high quality and political
neutrality. Thus, an impetus to foster the arms exports was successfully

created.*®!

Israeli arms exports represent another exemplary framework. Actually, small
countries are basically disadvantageous in international arms sales because they
may not prove the abilities of their weapon systems. To clarify, neither they can
undertake large domestic procurement programmes due to the small size of their
national armies, nor they can frequently exhibit their weapons in overseas
military operations. Therefore, the buyer countries often prefer the weapons
catalogue of the big imperialist countries.*®2 For instance, despite not being small
in terms of territory and population, even the arms industries of Brazil and
Argentine could not survive the overall contraction of the world arms market in
the 1990s because they could not create adequate export opportunities.
Concentration of the domestic DIB could not be a remedy and these countries
became explicitly import-dependent in defence equipment.*®® At this point, Israel
stands as one of the few exceptions. The Israeli arms exports can be regarded as
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very high for a small country.®® In fact, Israel has shown how deadly its
conventional arms are in many assaults on the lands of Palestine for a long time.
This is really important about the marketing of weapon systems, but the essential
factor that promotes the Israeli arms sales is the effective guidance and subsidies
of the national governments.*® What is more is that various governments of
Israel enjoyed political, financial and technological support given by the

consecutive US administrations in the last decades.

The post-9/11 rise of international arms trade that can be better explained if the
picture of the global arms imports is taken into consideration. The most salient
element regarding the graph below is the domination of the Asian and Oceanian
arms recipients. The Indian Ocean and the Asian coasts of the Pacific Ocean has
witnessed a significant expansion of naval forces and military air fleets between
2003 and 2010.4%
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Figure 4.3 The Top 10 Arms Importers, 2003-2010 (in $ billions)
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Being third in the previous period (1992-2002), China has become the locomotive
of the arms imports in the 2000s. However, the volume of the Chinese arms
purchases from abroad -almost all of them from Russia- do not indicate an annual
consistency. China has spent much more money to buy major weapon platforms
in the early and mid-2000s than the late-2000s. Towards the end of the decade,
China has increasingly preferred to import high-tech components of weapon
platforms instead of buying ready-to-use finished weapon systems.*®” This fact
can be attributed to the goal of developing a national DIB.*% The second largest
arms importer of the relevant period, India, has also desired to build up an
independent domestic defence industry. However, India had no military-
technological infrastructure as in the case of China. Therefore, unlike China,

India has turned to extensive defence-industrial collaboration with Russia in the
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2000s in order to diminish its arms import dependence.*® The relative regression
of the Middle Eastern countries on the list of top ten largest arms importers is
another interesting point. However, the studies of the time have accurately seen
this fact as a volatile trend due to the regional presence or/and increasing

assertiveness of Iran.*%

4.3 The Rise of the International Arms Trade (2011-2019) Episode I1: Post-
2008 Crisis Period

The immediate effect of the 2008 global economic crisis has been felt on the
domestic defence industries during the 2008-2010 years. The international arms
transfers have stagnated within these three years and the medium and long-term
impacts of the crisis have taken place in the 2010s, especially in the first half of
the decade. For example, the world military expenditure has made almost no
progress in 2011 and constantly decreased between 2012 and 2015.4°* However,
the military spending of some regions or countries showed an opposite trend in
these years. For instance, most of the large Asian countries continued to expand
their defence budgets in contrast to the falling European and US military
expenditures.*®? This fact was an important opportunity particularly for China in
its intra-systemic rivalry with the Western core-capitalist countries.*®3

The global military spending began to re-increase in 2016 and has grown

constantly since then until 2019. Hitting up to $1917 billion, the world military
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expenditure in 2019 marked the highest point in the post-Cold War era.*®* The
military budgets of the six NATO members -namely the USA, France, Germany,
the UK, Italy and Canada- were among the top fifteen largest military budgets,
aggregately constituting the 48% of the world military expenditure in 2019.%*° To
compare, the share of the Asia and Oceania region was 27% in the same year.*%
It is interesting to note that the US military spending in 2019 was 15% lower than
its 2010 level. As opposed to the USA, the Chinese military expenditure in 2019
was 85% higher than its 2010 level.*®” This is a very big proportional imbalance.
Yet, for realistic inferences, the last statistics should be interpreted together with
the fact that the US military expenditure, with its $732 billion value in 2019, is
still higher than the total military expenditures of the next nine biggest

spenders.*%

In keeping with the rising military expenditures, the arms sales of the defence
companies rose up worldwide. These sales include categorically both the arms
export and national procurement. In 2016, the total arms sales of the biggest 100
defence firms in the world -excluding Chinese companies- became $374 billion.
This was 38% higher than the 2002 level.**® In 2018, this rate of increase reached
up 47% as a result of the $420 billion worth of arms sales by the worldwide arms-

producing and military service companies.®® The economic magnitude of the
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arms industry might seem very big with its value over four hundred billion dollar,
but it is small in comparison to the civilian manufacturing. To illustrate, the total
sale of the largest fifteen firms that operate in the civilian industry such as
Volkswagen Group, Samsung Electronics, Toyota Group etc. was $2453 billion
while the top fifteen defence-industrial companies in the world carried out $245
billion worth of weapon sales.®®* Yet, unlike the civilian industry, the global
defence sector has become very stable since the early 2000s. A very big majority
of the firms that had taken place among the largest 60 or 70 arms-producing

corporations in 2002 were still inside the top 100 in 2015.5%2

A certain portion of the top 100 defence companies in the world has been still
state-owned in the 2010s. DIBs of China, Russia, Italy, India and Israel are some
of the significant examples that are dominated by the state capital in varying
terms. Nevertheless, considering the size of the DIBs of the USA, the UK,
Germany and Sweden, it is safe to say that a bigger portion of the largest 100
arms-producing companies in the world are private enterprises.®® In fact, the
distinction between the public and private ownership of the large defence firms
has been less important in the post-Cold War era because both forms of
ownership have been operating within the same capitalist supply chain for several
decades. Given the further expansion of the domestic and international
subcontracting networks in the last decade, the prime-contractors, whether state-

owned or not, are just the tip of the iceberg.5%*
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Moreover, the “tip of the iceberg” has tended to get smaller. In other words, the
large defence corporations inclined to undertake mergers and acquisitions in the
2010s. The concentration of the large arms capital was a characteristic of the
1990s, but it was reversed in the 2000s by dint of rising exports and national
procurements. However, it re-emerged in the 2010s because the total arms sales
of the 100 largest defence companies in the world has shown sharply negative
growth rates -or only moderate growth rates- until very recently, due to the long-
term repercussions of the 2008 economic crisis.>® On the other hand, unlike the
1990s, the consolidation of the defence-industrial capital was not supported by
the national governments this time. In contrast, particularly the European
governments decisively prevented some mergers and acquisition within the

defence sector, e.g. in 2012,

In the 2010s, another feature of the arms production is that the already-rising
costs of major weapons has reached a very high level. The defence economics
literature has clearly admitted and emphasized the existence of a defence-specific
inflation.>®” What is worse is that there is no rapid solution for this kind of
inflation. For example, to temporarily stop and restart an arms production facility
is not a remedy because it is an extremely expensive move. A recent study has
mentioned that the USA must have spent at least $10 billion in 2017 if it wants to
restart the production of F-22 combat aircraft of which production was ceased in

2011.%% The costs of high-tech major weapons have increased recently so much
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that even some optimistic mainstream views implied the probability of a

worldwide disarmament due to the economically “irrational” costs.’%®

It may be noted that the various forms of corruption in the 2010s occurred.®°
Although the arms production and trade is not the most corrupted economic
sector in the world, the examples of illicit non-price competition is very common
inside the sector, even among the giant arms monopolies having an international
corporate identity.>!* In short, corrupted practises continue to be a structural
problem of the organic relations between the states and arms capital.>*?
Nonetheless, corruption is just one of the harmful effects of the arms business to
the society. For example, human rights abuses in an arms-purchasing country
have been still disregarded. As recent academic researches put forward, unlike
the common liberal discourse, there is no truly responsible arms exporting
country that prioritizes the human rights issues, including the developed Western

democracies.”!?

In response to the above-mentioned harmful effects of the international arms
trade, the existing international system has developed arms control mechanisms
for a long time. Voluntary self-restraint, arms embargoes and international
regulatory agreements are the basic ways of controlling the international arms

transfers.®'* Set aside the self-restraint and embargoes, even the international
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treaties and agreements on arms trade have certain deficiencies, despite their
contributions. The first deficiency that comes to mind is that it is almost
impossible to create an arms trade treaty on which every state can compromise.
Second, being a general problem of the international law most of the time, the
arms trade regulations usually lack a legal enforcement capacity.>®

The most well-known arms control mechanisms prior to 2013 were the
UNROCA, the WA and the EU Common Position on Arms Exports. These
mechanisms have continued to exist up until today, but their presence was
overshadowed by the adoption of the UN Arms Trade Treaty (ATT) in April
2013. The ATT is the first legally binding and the most comprehensive
international agreement on the transfer of major weapons and small arms.>® The
treaty was opened to signature for the UN members in June 2013 and entered into
force in December 2014. Many core capitalist countries such as Japan, Australia,
Switzerland and the EU member states have signed and ratified the ATT within
several months or years.®'’ The USA, Turkey, the UAE and some other countries
signed the treaty in the UN but did not ratify it domestically because they did not
want to be legally bound by the treaty. Indeed, since the emergence of the ATT,
no one has expected the USA -the motherland of the military-industrial complex-
to ratify the treaty.>!® Moreover, in July 2019, the Trump administration officially

declared its intention not to become a party to the treaty, rejecting all its
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obligations arising from the Obama administration’s signature in 2013.°1° Even
worse, many prominent arms exporter or importer such as Russia, China, India
and Saudi Arabia has not even signed the treaty yet. As of June 2020, the number

of signatory states is 130 while 106 of them have ratified the treaty.>?

According to the ATT, the state parties have to take into consideration the arms
embargoes in force, genocide, crimes against humanity, war crimes, transnational
crimes, general peace and security, international humanitarian law, international
human rights law, terrorism and gender-based violence while engaging in arms
trade activities.>?! Because pacta sunt servanda, the liberal approach asserts that
the ATT would be more effective than the previous international arms control
attempts which takes belated actions upon the completed arms deliveries.
Therefore, the ATT started to be considered as a proactive and preventive
mechanism.>?? Yet, the mainstream liberal view was aware that the ATT was not
a fully mature mechanism, therefore the civil society was attributed a special role

to check and improve the implementation of the agreement.>?

Unlike the mainstream interpretation, the critical literature puts the ATT into a
systemic context and does not approach to it so positively. The ATT is part of a
legal regime which is not exempt from imperialist hierarchy.>?* For example, the
intra-Western arms trade, no matter how big it is, does not pose a problem to the

ATT since the reference points of the treaty such as genocide, crime against
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humanity and human rights abuses is not mostly practised on the Western lands.
Therefore, the ATT is just a trade regulation rather than a disarmament treaty.>?
In other words, because the ATT does not question the legitimacy of the arms
trade as a whole, it is limited with a regulatory role.>?® To sum up, the ATT might
bring partial improvements; but at the same time, it consolidated the liberal

militarism, thus legitimating the essence of the problem.>?

Among the other arms control mechanisms, the UNROCA seems to have lost its
significance by the 2010s. In fact, the UNROCA has a distinctive feature: It is the
sole global transparency instrument for international arms deliveries.>?® However,
the number of national arms transfer reports that are annually submitted to the
UNROCA has decreased to the lowest levels over the past decade.
Approximately, only the one-fourth of the UN member states have sent their
reports in recent years.>?® Moreover, countries from the key regions of the
international arms trade such as the MENA submitted hardly any reports in the
late 2010s.5%° Furthermore, the quality of the reports has diminished either. For
example, it is frequent that the reports of two arms trade partners did not match
with each other although one of them is the seller and the other is the buyer.®3!
The common standards in reporting has also vanished. For instance, the USA has

not reported the transfer of military equipment that is loaned to another country

525 |pid., 850-851.

526 |bid., 842.

527 1bid., 845, 855.

528 Wezeman, “Reporting to the United Nations,” 2.

52 Pieter D. Wezeman, “International Arms Flows: Monitoring, Sources and Obstacles,”
[Report,] Clingendael - Netherlands Institute of International Relations (January 2018): 10-11.

530 Wezeman, “Reporting to the United Nations,” 3.

531 pid., 8.

136



while the receiving countries of the loaned equipment has usually informed the
UNROCA on this sort of deliveries.> Set aside the less developed countries, the
examples of poor reporting can be multiplied by looking at the reports of
prominent arms exporters such as the USA, Russia, China and Sweden.*** On the
other hand, the argument that the poor reporting is a result of the negligent and
arbitrary attitude of states is questionable. To accuse states of laziness does not
seem realistic. Alternatively, it can be argued that the initiation of the legally
binding ATT might expedite the attenuation of the UNROCA resting upon a
voluntary basis.>** However, from another perspective, the poor reporting might
be a deliberate action. In other words, the decreasing information sharing on a
strategic arms transfers might be a symptom of distrust that stems from the rising

inter-imperialist competition.

To thoroughly assess the weaknesses and strengths of the international arms
control efforts is beyond the scope of this thesis. However, whether or not the
recent efforts like the ATT created an impact on the volume of international arms
transfers is a critical question. Although more years are required to answer this
question comprehensively, it can be argued that the ATT, together with other
control mechanisms, has not significantly affected the international arms trade so
far. For example, the financial value of the global arms trade in 2015 was

estimated to be at a minimum of $91.3 billion.>®® Nonetheless, this value has
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increased to roughly $100 billion according to the most recent estimates.>®
Moreover, no decline has been seen in the SIPRI TIV of the arms transfers since
2014.%%7 Furthermore, while there were fifty-eight arms exporting states between
2011 and 2015, the number of arms exporting countries between 2015 and 2019

reached up sixty-eight.>*

The findings of some recent quantitative studies in the arms trade literature
indicated that the international arms deliveries have more determining variables
than the arms control. An eminent variable, for instance, is the oil prices. The
change in the oil prices was shown to have a clear impact on both the supply and
demand of the major weapon platforms.*® The reason of such an interaction is a
little complex but at the same time quite logical. The global oil market is
economically crucial to the leading arms exporters which are also the mainly
developed industrial countries. Therefore, the arms exporters have a tendency to
supply conventional arms to the oil exporters not only to collect the arms export
revenues but also to provide the oil exporters with the defensive means for the
sake of the stability of the oil markets.>*® In other words, under the conditions of
inter-imperialist competition, the prominent arms suppliers are inclined to deliver
military equipment to the countries having energy resources so that the

circulation of the affordable energy would not be interrupted.
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As it can be seen on the figure below, the USA and Russia, have held the largest
shares in the world market. Considering the common criteria such as the arms
production capacity, military technology and the volume of arms exports, these
two countries are explicitly at the top, being the first tier arms exporters of the
world. On the other hand, while Russia’s share remained almost the same with
the 2003-2010 period, the USA has increased its own share during the last nine
years, amounting to the one-third of the global arms supplies. China has nearly
doubled its arms exports in this period, and clearly became a member of the
second tier group. Other second tier exporters are consisted of the European “big
three”, namely France, Germany and the UK. Whereas the UK and France
maintained their positions comparing with the 2000s, Germany could not sustain
its arms exports, and lost almost half of its share in the global market. There is no
change in the share of the third tier arms exporters in this period, as well. The
international arms supply largely continued to be practised through direct cash
sales rather than military aid, as it has been in the post-Cold War era. Although
the military aid programmes were relatively revived by the USA following the
9/11 attacks, they were incrementally abandoned later. For example, only the two
per cent of the global arms transfers between 2007 and 2016 have been conducted
in the form of military aid.>*! Yet, a moderate increase in the volume of military
aid has been predicted®? since it is more practical than the sales, and the

practicality is important to the states competing within the capitalist imperialism.
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Figure 4.4 Percentage Distribution of International Arms Supplies, 2011-2019
Source: Author’s Own Drawing (The data are taken from the SIPRI Arms Transfers Database)

The USA was one of the countries of which economy suffered most from the
2008 global financial crisis. In order to overcome the damage of the crisis, the US
Congress adopted the Budget Control Act of 2011, which scheduled a ten-year-
long cut in the public spending. Hence, the defence budget of the USA inevitably
started to be reduced.>*® In 2020 constant dollars, while the USA’s expenditure on
the national procurement of military material was $201 billion in 2008 and $161
billion in 2010, it diminished to $112 billion in 2014, and could re-increase
barely to $151 billion in 2019.%* Moreover, the military R&D spending of the
USA could return to the level of the late-2000s hardly in 2018 and 2019.>* Thus,
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the revenues of the US defence corporations have dropped especially in the early

and mid-2010s due to the repercussions of the 2008 economic crisis.>*°

In contrast to the national procurement, the US arms exports rose up in the 2011-
2019 period. There are basically one micro and one macro factors behind this
rise. In micro terms, the Obama government has promoted the arms exports in
order to compensate the losses of the domestic arms companies during the early
and mid-2010s. During the incumbency of Trump, although Pentagon’s arms
procurement in large amounts has lessened the importance of arms exports for the
US companies, the high levels of arms exports have been still maintained. In
macro terms, the US imperialism, with Obama and Trump administrations being
the two faces of the same coin, has increasingly used the arms deliveries to train
and equip its regional collaborators against China and Russia throughout the
2010s.>*” The continuation of military aid programmes also supports this
assertion. The USA has allocated an average of $ 5-6 billion annually for foreign

military aid until Trump's election.>*

The Obama’s arms export policy, which was officialised at the beginning of
2014, initially seemed to advance the self-restraint in foreign arms sales.
However, the same policy text also included an explicit support for the
“legitimate” arms exports.>*® Yet, the US efforts for arms exports were not
fruitful everywhere. For example, the US arms deliveries to Asia have decreased

in the first half of the decade.>® The strict conditions the USA imposed on its
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arms exports such as inadequate technology sharing and the impossibility of the
re-transfers of the US weapons might be what dissuaded the Asian importers.>®
On the other hand, it should also be remembered that Russia and China has also
strived for keeping the USA out of the Asian defence market, meaning that to
enter the Asian defence market was not an easy job. Notwithstanding, even the
limited arms sales to Asia was a very profitable business. While the share of the
USA in the Asian arms market contracted in the early 2010s, it actually earned
the largest amount of money it has ever earned from that market.>> In addition,
every contract signed with the Asian importers has potentially decreased the arms
exports of the US rivals that are more export-dependent than the USA. In other
words, the efforts of the USA to export more weapons to Asia should also be read
as an attempt to reduce the market share of its rivals.>®* Some moves of the
Obama administration would contribute to this strategy and generally ameliorate
the situation of the US arms exports to Asia. The embracement of India as a
strategic partner, the traditionally eminent arms client of Russia, was the most
salient of them.®>* Furthermore, the military aid programmes have been another
tool for the USA to interfere in the inter-state affairs in Asia. For instance, the
Philippines has constantly received US military aid especially until the Duterte
government was elected. The military aid as equipment grant was also offered to
Vietnam in the mid-2010 for the first time, though the scope of the requested aid

is just symbolic.>%
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In other parts of the world, the USA could sell its lethal weapon platforms more
easily. For example, the Middle Eastern arms market has been dominated by the
USA. The first export order for the Terminal High Altitude Area Defence
(THAAD) system came from a Middle Eastern buyer in 2011, namely the
UAE.>*® However, the major client of the USA in this region was Saudi Arabia.
The arms exports of the USA to Saudi Arabia increased nearly 450% from the
2008-2012 period to the 2013-2017.%57 Another recipient of the US conventional
arms in the Middle East was Israel. Israel has been importing much less weapon
systems through cash payment from the USA since it developed its domestic DIB
after the end of the Cold War. Nevertheless, it has also continued to benefit from
the US military aid programmes. While Israel received almost $30 billion worth
of US military aid between 2007 and 2016, it would receive an extra $33 billion
worth military equipment between 2019 and 2028 according to a military aid
agreement signed in 2016 between the two countries.®™® The Northern and
Eastern European arms markets were also under the hegemony of the USA. Due
to the escalation of the Putin’s imperialistic practices, the USA did not have a
difficulty in selling expensive military equipment to countries such as Sweden,
Poland and Norway in the mid-2010s.5%°

The cuts in the US military spending in the early and mid-2010s entailed a
concentration in the US arms capital, though not radical. Yet, the Trump
administration’s vast military modernization programme carried the

concentration forward since huge projects needed huge investments.>®® As a
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result of these, in 2018, the five largest arms producing firms in the USA also
constituted the top five of the world for the first time since SIPRI initiated its
Arms Industry Database in 2002. Whereas Lockheed Martin became the “world
champion” by realizing the 11% of the global total arms sales (combined total of
national procurement and exports), the five US giant arms producers together

accounted for more than the one-third of the global total.>®*

As it was indicated above, the Trump administration not only fostered the
domestic demand for conventional arms but also facilitated the arms exports. In
the second year of his presidency, Trump revised the US Arms Transfer Policy in
order to officially promote the arms exports.>®? The economic dimension of the
arms exports was found very important by Trump. The foreign arms sales could
create an extra demand for the defence firms, which would result in higher
employment across the country; moreover, the additional export revenues could
contribute to the R&D budgets of the arms companies.®®® Hereby, Trump has
attempted to persuade particularly the key customers in the regions where inter-
imperialist competition has intensified to buy more US weapon systems. The
most successful example of this policy was Saudi Arabia. The 25% of the US
total arms deliveries between 2015 and 2019 were made to this country.%
Although a considerable portion of these exports was linked to the contracts
signed by the Obama administration, it has seemed so far that Trump’s policy
would exceed even the previous arms export volume to Saudi Arabia. Besides,

Trump’s pressure about the military-economic burden sharing would probably
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drive especially the Asian US allies, e.g. Japan, to import more major

conventional weapons from the USA.>%®

The other first tier arms exporting country of the 2011-2019 period is Russia. The
Russian military technology cannot challenge the USA in many categories of the
major weapon systems, but the arms production capacity of the Russian DIB and
Russia’s current share in the global arms trade market have made Russia the only
direct rival of the USA in this field.>®® There are ten Russian arms companies in
the SIPRI’s list of top hundred defence firms in 2018. All of the ten are state-
owned enterprises. The SIPRI’s list excludes the Chinese defence firms due to the
lack of reliable data. However, even if the Chinese defence firms were included,
the ten Russian defence companies would still remain in the top hundred because
none of them has a rank lower than sixty-seven.®®” The total arms sales of these
ten defence firms were $36 billion in 2018, which corresponded to the nearly 9%
of the global arms sales in that year. A considerable portion of these sales were
realized through arms exports, e.g. the s-400 air defence systems. Yet, Russia has
embarked on a comprehensive military modernization throughout the 2010s, so
the share of the national procurement in the arms sales of Russian defence
industry has become larger than before.>®® In other words, the export dependence
of the Russian DIB has significantly declined for the last decade in comparison
with the 1992-2002 period.®®® However, in absolute terms, the arms export
revenues continue to be still very important not only for the DIB but for the
whole national economy. For example, in 2015, the financial value of the Russian
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arms exports was around $14 billion whereas Russia’s total export of

manufactured product (civilian and military) brought in $25 billion.>"

In sum, the arms export revenues have still a crucial place in the Russian
economy. Not to forget, the Russian economy has shrunk almost 8% in 2009 due
to the global crisis although the negative growth rate was rapidly reversed in
2010.%"* On the other hand, that cruciality has been reduced since the mid-2000s.
This fact has led to the paradox of whether the glass is half-empty or it is half-
full. In other words, there is a discussion on what is the primary motivation of
Russian arms exports in the arms trade literature. While one side of the discussion
argues that the Russian arms exports have been primarily driven by the politico-
military thinking for years,>’? the other side asserts that the economic factors are
still more determinant on the overseas arms sales of Russia. According to the first
view, there has been certain strategic and diplomatic motives impelling the
Russian arms exports especially after the economic recovery of Russia under
Putin’s presidency. These non-economic motives are mainly consisted of
underpinning the national prestige, expanding the influence on key geopolitical
and geo-economic regions, maintaining an independent foreign policy channel,

and establishing or consolidating military ties the importers.>"®

In response to this argumentation, the view that argues for the predominance of
economic motives highlights the fragility of the Russian DIB and national
economy as well as the international events that made this fragility explicit. For
example, Russia has had significant market shares in some particular military
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export items which are quite lucrative. It has exported approximately the 40% of
the air defence systems, 25% of the missiles and the 24% of the military aircraft
in the world arms export market between 2010 and 2016.°"* However, these
remarkable shares have had a declining trend recently.>”> Moreover, the Russian
DIB has certain structural problems. The ageing of military-industrial facilities
and the weakening of R&D workforce are some of them.%’® Furthermore, the
post-Crimea Crisis (2014) economic sanctions implemented by the Western
countries on Russia, the burden of Russian military presence in Syria and the
recent drops in oil prices have altogether put the Russian economy and DIB into
trouble.>”” The Covid-19 pandemic is also likely to create extra pressures on the
Russian economy and arms export revenues. Therefore, it is true that Russia
might need the arms exports revenues much more under these circumstances. In
consequence, both the politics-based and economy-oriented explanations of the
Russian arms exports are partially correct. Rather than opting for the one over the
other, both views can be combined in the light of historical and material
developments. In this regard, it is vital to comprehend the role of Russia and its
arms transfers in the capitalist-imperialist international order. Such a perspective
can synthesise the duality of political and economic argumentations.

The most important market for the Russian arms exports in the 2010s is Asia.>"®
While the MENA region has received 20-25% of Russia’s foreign arms sales
between 2013 and 2017, the share of Asia and Oceania region has been the two-
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third of the total.>”® In the 2000s, while the number one customer of the Russian
major weapons were China, India was the second. Nevertheless, India has
replaced China in the 2010s, accounting for the 25% of Russia’s total arms
exports between 2015 and 2019. °% However, the Russian arms exports to India
have decreased almost 50% in the second half of the 2010s compared to the first
half, indicating that the predominance of the Russian conventional arms in the

Indian market has been clearly challenged.®*

In comparison with India, China’s arms purchases from Russia has been far lower
in the 2010s. However, considering the position of China in the inter-imperialist
competition, the Chinese arms imports from Russia draws the attention with its
strategic characteristics. Besides, to sell military equipment to China has some
peculiar benefits and positive spill-over effects for Russia. First of all, isolated by
the Western capitalism aftermath of the Crimea Crisis, Russia has felt the
negative impact of the recently falling oil prices more severely. Therefore, Russia
has offered expensive high-tech major weapon platforms to China especially in
the early and mid-2010s.58? In short, Russia has sought to alleviate the economic
hardships by exporting weapon systems to China.>® Moreover, the fact that the
Russian arms are demanded by the PLA is a good marketing campaign for the
Russian DIB.*8 In addition, the arms trade between the two countries have

contributed to cooperation in industrial and military issues. For example, in
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recent years, Russia and China has engaged in the collaboration on dual-use
technologies -a field that the Russian civilian and military industry can benefit a
lot.%% Also, the fact that Russia has established some maintenance facilities in
China in the 2011-2019 period would probably expand and prolong the defence-
industrial cooperation between the countries.>® Furthermore, it can be asserted
that even though China is also a rival of Russia in the imperialistic sharing
competition, Russia’s main rival in Asia and the Middle East still seems to be the
USA and its close allies. Therefore, by arming China, Russia might be supporting
the lesser evil.®®” On the other hand, Russia’s arms exports to China have also
given an explicit strategic advantage to Russia in estimating the military
capabilities of the PLA and its inventory.>®® At the end of the day, as it was said
above, both countries are the prominent actors of the inter-imperialist
competition. In this respect, it is impossible to say that the arms trade between the
two states is free of problems. To illustrate, the doubts about the Chinese reverse
engineering still exist. Moreover, Russia’s arms exports to the regional
adversaries of China, e.g. Vietnam and India, might create problems in the

future.>8?

The second largest arms export market of the Russian defence industry in the
2010s is the MENA region. Algeria, Egypt, Irag, Syria and Azerbaijan are the

salient arms clients of Russia. Algeria has become the third largest arms importer
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of the Russian weapon platforms in this period.®® The arms sales to Syria
probably deserves more attention. In fact, the data sources in arms trade could not
present a clear data about Russia’s arms transfers to Syria particularly since the
Russian armed forces positioned in Syria.>®! Yet, there are observable results of
those potential and actually existing transfers. For example, the Russian energy
companies have acquired the right to explore and produce oil in Syria in return
for arms deliveries by 2014. Russia has implemented the same policy in Algeria
as well.>®2 The military presence of Russia in Syria since 2015 has also an
indirect effect on the total Russian arms exports. The successful joint military
operations conducted by the Russian and Syrian armed forces against the I1SIS
(Islamic State of Iraq and Syria) has proved the effectiveness of the Russian
conventional arms, drawing the attention of potential arms importers.>° The tense
inter-state affairs between Armenia and Azerbaijan has been another peculiar
market for the Russian arms companies. The volume of Russia’s arms exports to
these contending neighbours is not very high indeed. However, it is important
with regard to the fact that Russia’s simultaneous arms exports to these
countries®®* indicate a traditional cold-blooded imperialistic practice. To
conclude, countries like Algeria, Iraq and Syria had been the traditional arms
importers of the USSR, and Russia has managed to re-establish arms export links
with them to some extent in the 2011-2019 period. Notwithstanding, the MENA

arms market has been dominated by the USA for a long time, and Russia seems
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to face with strong barriers to overcome.® In this regard, Egypt and Turkey can
be taken as successful exceptions. While Russia has delivered several types of
combat aircraft to Egypt as part of a multibillion dollar arms export agreement
signed in 2014, Turkey has ordered the long-debated S-400 air defence system in
2017 and received the missile system in 2019.5% As of July 2020, the S-400
system has yet to be activated by Turkey.

The second tier arms exporters have been the classical big three of Europe -
France, Germany and the UK- and China between the 2011-2019. To begin with
Europe, the negative effect of the 2008 economic crisis might be an accurate
point of departure. The total military expenditure of Europe stagnated or
moderately decreased in the early 2010s due to the crisis but it started to slowly
increase in the middle of the decade probably because of the annexation of
Crimea by Russia.>®” As of 2019, Europe aggregately spent $356 billion as
defence expenditure, which is equal to the almost 20% of the global military
spending.®® On the other hand, the economic crisis reflected on the arms exports
of the European big three in different degrees. For example, while Germany
could not yet achieve the volume of foreign arms sales it had in the 2006-2010,
France and the UK surpassed their pre-2010 arms exports in the mid-2010s.%%

As might be expected, the international arms supply of the EU member states has
constituted the overwhelming portion of the European arms transfers. The EU

members also have a significant share in the world arms export market. The
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aggregate cross-border arms deliveries of the EU members amounted to 27% of
the global total between 2013 and 2017.5%° The same proportion was 26% in the
2015-2019 period.%%* According to the list of the SIPRI top 100 arms-producing
and military services companies in the world, twenty-seven European-based
defence firms took place among the largest one-hundred in 2018, by undertaking
nearly the 24% of the global arms sales which covers both national procurement
and exports.®%? While eight of these twenty-seven companies are based in the UK,
six of them are in France and four of them are in Germany. Lastly, it should be
noted that if the Chinese arms companies included in the top 100, a few European
defence corporations can be left out of the largest one-hundred list.

The European defence industries have faced both decades-old and new problems
in the 2011-2019 period. First of all, the European defence market has remained
fragmented in the 2010s despite the promising efforts from the previous decade,
e.g. the establishment of the EDA. Different national policies on defence industry
and arms exports have continued to duplicate the costs and hamper the benefits of
a potential economies of scale in production.®® In fact, many European states
rightly struggle to protect their national sovereignty on defence-industrial issues
against the foreign monopoly capital. Their military-industrial capital also
demands the protection of the nation state against the arms monopolies. However,
unless they cooperate with the large foreign capital, the DIBs of small European
countries come to be crushed by the economic difficulties such as the redundant
duplication of costs and inefficiency of small-scale production. This fact actually
indicates an important contradiction with regard to the state-capital relations in

the defence sector. In the age of imperialism, while the arms-industrial capital

600 Wezeman et al., “Trends in International Arms Transfers, 2017,” 5.

801 Wezeman et al., “Trends in International Arms Transfers, 2019,” 4.

802 Fleurant et al., “The SIPRI Top 100, 2018,” 4.

03 Hartley, “The Economics of European Defense,” 77; Béraud-Sudreau, “Building Franco-
German Consensus,” 79.

152



needs to be protected by the state apparatus, it is also forced to be

internationalized through export dependencies, mergers and acquisitions.®%

Across Europe, nationally fragmented investments in military R&D are one of the
significant examples of the duplication of costs. Set aside the non-EU member
European states, the inadequacy of defence R&D activities conducted by the EU
members seems crystal clear when they are compared with the international
rivals. For example, whereas the sum of defence research expenditure of all the
EDA members were approximately €8.8 billion in 2014, the US has spent more
than €50 billion on military R&D in the mid-2010s. China is also believed to
have allocated roughly €20 billion to the defence R&D in those years. Even
Russia by itself has spent €3-4 billion on annual average for innovation in
military technology around 2014.5% The huge gap between the USA and EU on
defence R&D was not a new phenomenon indeed.®®® Nevertheless, it is an
alarming situation that the prominent arms exporters within the EU have recently
started to lag behind the other rivals in the imperialist hierarchy in terms of
defence research spending. If the current low level of the European defence R&D
is persisted fifteen years, the once-desired dream of “separate and separable
Europe” will end up with a “dependent and subcontracted Europe” at least in the

defence-technological manner.5%
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The EU and especially its core capitalist countries have been aware of the above-
mentioned trend. The fragmentation of the European DIB had to be reversed
before it is too late. Also, the past reform attempts in this field like OCCAR have
not apparently improved the conditions of the EU’s defence sector by the mid-
2010s.5%8 Therefore, a new series of EU-wide plans and actions were prepared in
the 2011-2019 period although they have not created a comprehensive change so
far. Unlike the previous decades, the EU Commission, the supra-governmental
body of the EU, has taken a more assertive role. The process that started with the
PASR in 2004 was sustained by the Commission and led to the initiation of the
European Defence Action Plan (EDAP) in 2016.%%° The most salient outcome of
the EDAP was the establishment of European Defence Fund (EDF) in 2017,
which would allegedly allow the EU budget to directly fund the defence R&D
and procurement.®2° The Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO), which was
activated in 2017 although it was already written in the Lisbon Treaty (2009), has
been also believed to promote the intra-EU defence cooperation.5'* Moreover, the
preparatory action plan was just a precursor for the Commission’s long-term
designs. The main goal of the Commission -with contributions by the EDA- was
to create an extensive European Defence Research policy (EDRP) which would
take place between 2021 and 2027.52
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The second important problem that the European DIB has faced in the 2011-2019
period is the Brexit. By the 2010s, the UK has been one of the five EU members
that comprises the 80% of the EU’s military procurement expenditure.®®® In
addition, the UK’s spending on the defence R&D was the highest among the EU
members in 2016, accounting for the 43% of the EU total. France’s share was
41% in the same year.5* On one hand these statistics indicate how hierarchical
the EU is in terms of military expenditures; on the other, they highlight the
pivotal role of the UK in that hierarchy. Hence, it is likely that the Brexit would
hit a major blow to the efforts of creating a large defence market and efficient
cost sharing in in R&D within the EU.5%°

Among the European second tier arms exporters, France took the lead,
accounting for the 7% of the international arms supplies in the 2010s. This is not
a surprise since France historically has one of the most export-oriented DIBs in
the world. Especially if compared with Germany, France traditionally represents
the more permissive arms export culture within the EU.5® On the other hand,
rather than a permissive attitude, France has adopted an aggressive arms export
policy by the mid-2010s during the presidency of Frangois Hollande. During the
incumbency of the social democratic leader, various major weapon systems that
were produced for the national procurement were also put on the arms trade
market, and exports to the Middle East was promoted. Hence, France could boost
its foreign arms sales by 27% in 2013-2017 period vis-a-vis the former five-year

period.5” The high level of French arms exports continued in Macron’s tenure
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either. Thus, France has marked the most successful five years between 2015 and

2019 in terms of arms exports since the end of the Cold War .58

Germany had had a considerable market share in the international arms exports
between 2003 and 2010, but it lost half of its market share in the 2011-2019
period. This was the greatest proportional fall among the top six arms exporters
of the world and probably caused by the long-term impact of the 2008 economic
crisis. The fall was quite significant particularly in the first half of the 2010s.
Besides, the regions receiving the German conventional weapons have indicated
a change in recent years. For example, between 2013 and 2017, Germany has
delivered most of its arms exports to the other European importers while the
Middle East has been its second largest arms export market and Asia has been the
third.®'® However, Asia and Oceania region has taken the lead in the 2015-2019
period, receiving 30% of the exported German arms.®?° This trend deserves to be
followed for the coming years, since it may point out whether or not a shift in

Germany’s imperialistic policies in the Far East.

Although the UK has constantly subsidised its arms exports,®?! it could become
only the sixth largest arms exporter in the world in the 2011-2019 period. The
decrease in its arms sales to its traditional customers such as Saudi Arabia, India
and the USA might be the primary reason behind the UK’s shrinking share in the
international arms export market.%22 One thing should also be noted that these old

arms clients of the UK have not reduce their arms imports, meaning that the UK
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has been losing the competition in the international market. This fact might
deteriorate following the Brexit, but it is too early to comment on the effect of the

Brexit on the UK’s arms exports.

China’s share in the international market of arms exports nearly doubled in the
2010s, making it the fifth largest arms supplier of the last decade. There are two
main reasons that enable this rise. First, China’s efforts to advance its own
defence-industrial capabilities have boosted its arms exports in the course of time.
The vast and long-term domestic military modernization programmes have
improved the arms technology of China and expanded its DIB since the
beginning of the century.®?® The military technology transfers from Russia -legal
or through reverse engineering- contributed to this process as well. The
acquisition of dual-use technology from the Western markets can also be said to
promote the development of the Chinese defence industry. Russia has supplied
almost the 80% of the total arms imports of China in the entire post-Cold War
era.52* Indeed, the Sino-Russian partnership in the defence sector can be defined
as an efficient symbiotic relationship in which both country gained economically
and strategically.%%> Without any doubt, there is an obvious possibility that the
increasing assertiveness of both country in the global political economy might
transform into an imperialistic rivalry in the future. Besides, in micro dimension,
the fast development of the Chinese DIB would probably start to challenge
Russia in different ways soon. The enhanced defence-industrial capabilities of
China would firstly decrease the Chinese arms purchases from Russia, and then,
compete with Russian arms companies for the export markets.5?® However, this

scenario -especially its second phase- needs more time to come true. Russia
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estimates that the defence-technological gap between the two countries would not

disappear quickly, particularly in key areas like the jet engines.%?

The apparent Chinese investment in national defence is enormous indeed, but the
experts think that it might be even 50% larger than it seems on the official data.%28
Besides, the recent estimations about the scale of the largest Chinese defence
companies which are completely state-owned have shown how big the Chinese
arms production capacity is. For ex ample, if the top four Chinese arms firms
were included in the SIPRI’s top 100 list in 2018, they all would rank among the
top twenty, while three of them would take place in the top ten. Moreover, AVIC,
the largest Chinese arms-producing firm, would be the sixth in the list.%%° In fact,
it can be briefly said that China is only second to the USA among the countries
that produce major weapon systems.®® Furthermore, Chinese DIB has advanced
to the level that it can produce even the most complex weapon platforms. For
instance, China started the building of its first domestic aircraft carrier in 2014.53!
Set aside the symbolic and military-strategic meaning of a nationally developed
aircraft carrier within the context of imperialism, this sort of huge projects
effectively promotes the military-technological learning and industrial expansion,
leading to higher arms exports. Another military-industrial factor that indirectly
increases China’s arms exports in the 2011-2019 period is the replacement of the
old military equipment in the inventory of the PLA with the new ones. Due to the

rising domestic arms production and the ongoing military modernization, a
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considerable amount of outdated conventional arms became useless. Therefore,
those weapons began to be increasingly sold in cheap prices, particularly in the

Southeast Asian arms market.5%2

It is true that the Chinese defence industry and its innovation capacity has been
developing fast, but the development process is not exempt from contradictions,
faults and inadequacies. According to a liberal-economist mainstream view, the
problems of the Chinese DIB are many -e.g. corruption, lack of competition due
to public ownership, microeconomic problems like delays in production,
inadequacy of quality standards and others.®*®* A Realist version of the
mainstream approach, on the other hand, emphasize the current and potential
obstacles on the path of China’s defence-technological progress. The argument of
the Realist study is that the imitation of the cutting-edge military technology
through reverse-engineering or cyber theft is getting harder day by day, even for
China which is famously experienced in these endeavours.%** It is no longer
possible for China to level its military technology with the USA only by copying
the US technology since it is extremely complex.®*® Allegedly, if China wants to
challenge the military supremacy of the USA, it has to invent its own military
technology by itself, and it would simply take much time.

The second underlying reason of the rising arms exports of China in the 2011-
2019 period is the instrumentalization of the arms supplies within the wider
foreign policy of China. Arms transfers had been effectively used as diplomatic
tools by China much before; however, they gained a clearer character in the post-

2010 years. “The Belt and Road Initiative”, which was first announced in 2013,
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became a cornerstone not only for the Chinese arms exports but also for the
whole world politics to a certain extent.%% The target regions of the initiative
were South Asia, Central Asia and Africa. China’s arms export to the countries in
these regions would underpin the inter-regional development strategy. Whether or
not the Belt and Road Initiative is an imperialistic project based on the export of
capital is beyond the scope of this thesis, but it is evident that the Chinese arms
supplies to the relevant regions have served to China’s seek for energy and raw
material resources as well as new trade markets.®*” In consequence, arms exports
of China rose 38% from the 2008-2012 period to 2013-2017. While Asia and
Oceania region received the 72% of the aggregate Chinese arms exports, Africa
imported the 21%.5%® During the 2013-2017 period, Chinese major weapon
deliveries to Africa increased more than fifty per cent.5%° In the years following
the Belt and Road Initiative, China also augmented its arms supplies which are in
the form of military aid. Though not very high, African, Asian and even South
American countries received or were officially offered to get China’s military aid
since the mid-2010s.%4° The number of China’s arms clients has also increased in
recent years. Whereas Russia has transferred major weapon systems to forty-
seven countries between 2015 and 2019, China’s customers were fifty-three in
the same period.%* Lastly, to present a comparison between China’s arms trade
volumes in the early and recent years within the 21% century can explicitly

display its sectoral and global ascent. From the 1999-2003 period to the 2014-

836 Luo, “Intrastate Dynamics,” 51.

837 1bid., 54.

638 Wezeman et al., “Trends in International Arms Transfers, 2017,” 5.

839 1bid., 7.

640 Wezeman, “Arms Transfers as Military Aid,” 384-385.

641 Wezeman et al., “Trends in International Arms Transfers, 2019,” 4-5.

160



2018, arms exports of China have increased 208% whereas its arms imports have
dropped 50%.54? Consequently, the developing DIB of China and the “Belt and
Road” effect have bolstered China’s arms exports; in return, arms exports

dialectically promoted these developments as well.

The third tier arms exporting countries have supplied the 21% of the international
arms supplies between 2011 and 2019 -the same portion with the 2003-2010
period. Despite solid political-economic barriers, some states newly entered the
world arms trade market, and some other consolidated their place in the
market.5*® Considerable military R&D activities conducted by the less-
experienced arms exporters such as Australia, Japan, the ROK, Canada and
Turkey indicates that the market share of the third tier category is unlikely to

shrink soon.54

With higher volumes of arms exports, Spain, Italy and Israel formed the upper
class within the third tier category. On the other hand, Netherlands, Ukraine and
the Republic of Korea took place in the medium strata of the third tier group
whereas Sweden, Switzerland, Canada and Turkey can be called as the smallest
or emerging arms exporters of the 2010s. Among all the third tier states, the
growth rates of the arms exports of the three countries draw attention. The first of
them is Spain. Spain was the eleventh largest arms exporter in the 2003-2010
period, but it managed to be seventh largest exporter in the post-2010 years.54°
Because Spain was one of the countries of which economy was severely affected
by the 2008 economic crisis, its rise in the list of top arms suppliers has been

extra remarkable. In fact, Spain’s increasing arms exports might be a result of the
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post-2008 efforts to decrease the defence spending. In other words, Spain might
reduce the budget for military procurement; therefore, the domestic defence

industry might focus on foreign arms sales.

The other fast-rising arms exporters are Turkey and the Republic of Korea. In
2018, the ROK had three and Turkey had two defence firms in the top 100 arms-
producing and military service companies in the world.®*® While the ROK started
to supply military equipment to the European market in the mid-2010s, Turkey
began to deliver weapon platforms to the Middle Eastern customers in those
years.%*” Hence, the volume of ROK’s arms exports became 143% higher in the
second half of the 2010s than the first half.®*® Turkey, on the other hand,
augmented its foreign arms sales 170% in the 2014-2018 period with comparison
to the former five years.®*® Although it is difficult for Turkey to sustain high
growth rate in the long-run, the arms sale contracts recently signed with Pakistan
can maintain Turkey’s rise in arms exports in the short term.®*® Moreover, just
like the Israeli weapon systems did in Palestine, the potential “success” of
Turkish conventional arms in the military operations on the lands of Syria and
Libya can bring a new momentum to the marketing of the Turkish weapons.
Another interesting point regarding the Turkish defence industry is the salient
increase in the military expenditure of Turkey. Turkey’s military spending has

increased more than eighty-five per cent since 2010.%%! Hereby, it is not difficult
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to estimate that Turkey has fostered military R&D in line with the general growth

of its military budget, which would eventually attract potential arms importers.

Despite not being even among the third tier arms exporters, some countries have
a big potential to be a substantial actor in international arms sales. Japan is the
best example to these countries. As of late 2010s, Japan has exported almost no
major weapon systems because of the domestic socio-political and economic
pressures.®2 However, the national arms export ban, which is a voluntary self-
restraint mechanism, was abandoned in 2014.%® Although new principles were
adopted to restrict the arms exports, they ultimately created more permissive
conditions. Moreover, though in small amounts, Japan has initiated arms transfers
in the form of military aid to the Southeast Asian states by the mid-2010s, with
the aim of overcoming the Chinese influence in the region.®®* Besides, India,
Australia and some ASEAN states are informally candidate countries to receive
Japanese conventional arms as part of wider cooperation in the near future.®> In
consequence, given the intensifying imperialistic competition in the East Asia,

Japan is likely to start the export of lethal military equipment by the 2020s.
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Figure 4.5 The Top 10 Arms Importers, 2011-2019 (in SIPRI TV, $ billions)
Source: Author’s Own Drawing (The data are taken from the SIPRI Arms Transfers Database)

As it can be seen in the Figure 4.5, all the top ten arms importers are either from
Asia and Oceania or from the Middle East and North Africa between 2011 and
2019. To begin with Asia and Oceania region, the coastline from Pakistan to
Japan is like a belt of top arms-importing states. On this belt, no matter how
much populated or geographically big, India’s arms import volume is
extraordinarily high. India is the largest arms importing country not only in the
2011-2019 period. Indeed, India is the leading arms recipient country in the entire
post-Cold War era.®*® India’s major arms supplier has been historically Russia,
but this fact may change in the long run due to the post-2010 strategic partnership
between the USA and India. The USA’s arms exports to India increased 557% in
the 2013-2017 period with comparison to the former five years.®*” In the last
decade, France and Israel have also emerged as arms suppliers to India. Hence,

Russia’s arms exports constituted the 56% of the India’s total arms imports in the
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2015-2019 period, while the same ratio was 72% between 2010 and 2014.%°8 The
rising US arms deliveries to India following the strategic partnership talks can be
read as the USA’s imperialistic efforts to diminish the export revenues and
political influence of Russia in the region, and to militarily strengthen India
against China.

The second largest Asian arms importer after the global economic crisis has been
China. Because China has successfully developed its domestic DIB to a certain
level since the early-2000s, it has deliberately reduced foreign arms purchases
throughout the 2010s.5%° Rather than buying expensive complete weapon
systems, China has often preferred to purchase the key components of the
military equipment, e.g. the aircraft engines.®®® In this sense, China is still
dependent on arms imports for some particular defence technologies.®! Given the
rapid escalation of inter-imperialist rivalries in the post 9/11 era, China may not
wait to domestically develop those key technologies, thus sustain its considerable

amount of arms imports.

In addition to those Asian countries that are seen in the figure above, Vietnam,
Indonesia, Singapore and Japan are also among the twenty largest arms
purchasers in the world.®®2 The arms imports of these four countries cannot be
ignored from the aspect of inter-imperialist rivalry. For example, Vietnam’s
acquisition of modern naval major weapons from abroad has brought it the

capability to interfere with the lucrative navigation activities of other states in the
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region.®®® Besides, the volumes of some traditionally prominent arms importers
have recently shown an increasing trend. For instance, Japan’s foreign arms
purchases has increased more than 70% in the second half of the 2010s vis-a-vis
the first half.%®* Japan has built a strong domestic DIB since the beginning of the
century, thus it has significantly lowered its reliance on foreign military
equipment. Notwithstanding, it has risen its arms imports up as an extra effort.
This fact might give a hint about the intensification of the inter-imperialist

competition in the East Asia.

Beside Asia and Oceania, the MENA was the second region to which weapon
systems were transferred most in the 2010s. The uneven development of
capitalism and the imperialistic plans in the region have weakened the national
authorities, paving the way for the rise of the radical Islamist terrorist
organizations like the ISIS. Not only ISIS but also other religious-extremist
groups acquired certain major weapons somehow. For instance, some sort of
conventional arms produced by the Central European countries were detected in
the hands of illegal armed forces during the Syrian Civil War. The route of the
major weapons from the Central Europe to Syria was probably passing through
Saudi Arabia.%® Yet, it is a well-known fact that the Central European arms are
not the only Western military equipment that is obtained by the terrorist groups in
the MENA.

In addition to the proliferation of terrorist organizations that can conduct large
scale armed operations like the ISIS, the inter-state rivalries in the MENA,
especially in the Mashreq, have also triggered the arms transfers to the region.
The arms exports to the region has doubled from the 2008-2012 period to the
2013-2017. Between the same periods, due to its assault on Yemen and sub-
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imperialist regional competition with Iran, Saudi Arabia’s arms purchases
increased 225%, corresponding to the nearly one-third of the regional total. Iran,
on the other hand, accounted for only the one per cent of the Mashreq’s arms
imports.%%® Other prominent arms recipients in the Middle East are Egypt, the
UAE, Irag, Qatar and Turkey. Among these, Turkey has been developing a
relatively strong domestic DIB in the 2010s. Otherwise, the Turkish arms
purchases would have been much higher, given the Turkish cross-border military
operations in Syria and Libya. Moreover, Turkey’s import of S-400 air defence
systems from Russia in 2019 led the USA to block the sale of F-35 combat
aircrafts to Turkey which is one of the joint producers of the F-35 jets. Thus, the

Turkish arms imports are unlikely to rise in the short term.%¢7

Unlike the 1990s and 2000s, there has been no European and North American
countries among the top ten arms importers in the 2011-2019 period. In fact, the
USA is historically the only North American country that has a possibility to
enter the top ten list. Even the eminent imperialist powers sometimes buy
conventional weapons from their regional collaborators in order to set or
consolidate political ties with them.%%® Moreover, the scope and sophistication of
the domestic DIB may also impel the core-capitalist states to import certain types
of weapon platforms.®®® Hence, the USA might have purchased weapon systems
to a degree that it would enter the top ten, as it did in the former decades.
However, due to the long-term effects of the 2008 economic crisis, the USA had
to reduce the spending on military procurement at least during the incumbency of

Obama. This fact led to a decrease in the profits of the domestic arms
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monopolies. Under these circumstances, the Obama administration could not

import more weapon systems.

The 2008 global financial crisis affected the European arms imports in the long
run, as well. The delivery of major weapons to Europe diminished 13% between
the five-year periods of 2009-2013 and 2014-2018.57° Actually, the annexation of
Crimea by Russia prompted many European states to buy aggregately almost
four-hundred fighter jets which would be delivered in the next decade by the
USA.51 These massive aircraft orders also indicate that the big majority of the
EU members would likely remain loyal arms customers of the USA in the near
future, despite the efforts of the core-EU countries to form an intra-Union
common defence market.5? Indeed, while the share of the USA in the arms
transfers to Europe between 2015 and 2019 was approximately 40%, Germany’s

share -the second biggest portion- was only 14%.57
4.4 Conclusion

The volume of the international arms trade has gradually increased since 2003,
though at times there were reverse cases. There are both micro and macro factors
that gave way to this rise. In terms of micro factors, the needs of the defence
capital and the conditions of the national DIBs set the basis of the increasing arms
trade. After a process of concentration (monopolization) due to the diminishing
demand in major conventional weapons in the 1990s, particularly the large
Western defence capital entered the 2000s with a search for new markets. The
national procurement expenditures were not sufficient for those arms monopolies

and the export revenues were a good option to tolerate the losses emerging in the
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national market. Moreover, the international cooperation between defence
companies intensified in the 2000s and 2010s as a result of corporate efforts to
decrease the production costs. The nation states also encouraged these defence-
industrial collaborations with mostly political-strategic considerations. Hence, the
defence capital started to internationalize even more and led to an international
diffusion of defence-technological and manufacturing capabilities. This fact
resulted in a significant growth of the share of the third tier arms exporters in the
world market. The state-owned DIBs like those of Russia and China contributed
to the increase in the arms trade as well. The export revenues helped the Russian
defence industry recover from the post-Soviet defence-industrial crisis; in return,
the re-developing Russian DIB boosted arms exports. Thus, Russia’s arms
exports took off in the 2000s and remained stably high in the 2010s. The Chinese
defence industry embarked on a long-term modernization and marked a progress
in the arms production capacity as well as dual-use technologies in the 2000s.
These efforts reflected on the Chinese arms deliveries in the following decade,

making China one of the fastest-growing arms exporters.

Certain macro factors have also bolstered the global arms trade after 2002. The
9/11 terrorist attacks in the USA and the subsequent US military interventions in
Afghanistan and Iraq in the name of “Global War on Terror” can be taken as the
most prominent macro factors. Indeed, these events triggered a rapid increase in
the international arms transfers under the USA’s leadership in the early 2000s.
However, these events cannot explain the all the upward trend in global arms
trade. As discussed in the Chapter IV, neither the types of traded weapons nor the
profile of the major arms importers is usually compatible with the anti-terrorism
campaign. Furthermore, the world military expenditures have already started to
increase before the 9/11 attacks and other US interventions. Rather than the “War
on Terror”, these indicators point to the exacerbating global and regional
imperialist competition. The decline of the US hegemony, the massive economic
growth of China, the rising military assertiveness of Russia, the severe political-
economic dissidence within the EU and a salient increase in the need of energy
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resources, raw materials and new markets of the developing countries have taken
place almost simultaneously throughout the last twenty years. Under these
circumstances, the economic, political and strategical importance of the arms
trade multiplied. Besides, the potentially restraining factors did not reduce the
volume of the international arms trade effectively. Even the impact of a
devastating global economic crisis of 2008 did not totally prevent the rise of it.
While the financial crisis decelerated the arms trade in the late 2000s and early
2010s, an upward trend started to be observed in the mid-2010s again.
Apparently, the long-awaited ATT did not create a notable change for the recent
growth trend at all.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

The trade of major conventional weapons between states is a multidimensional,
multi-agential, geographical and historical practice. It is multidimensional
because economic, political and military considerations are always at the
forefront in the making of international arms trade. The economic dimension of
the arms trade covers both micro-economic and macro-economic elements. The
potential technological spin-offs and lower production costs per unit by virtue of
the additional demand created by arms exports are good examples of
microeconomic effects of the arms trade. Arms trade activities may also affect
employment in the defence industry and national balance of trade which are
macroeconomic elements. The political dimension of the arms trade is mainly
consisted of domestic and foreign policy domains. In terms of domestic politics,
while the arms imports can be used in the rhetoric of national security, arms
exports can be a subject of political bargain between the arms lobbies and
governments. On the other hand, probably the most highlighted aspect of the
arms transfers is their use as diplomatic tools in international affairs. International
arms trade practises can pave the way for or consolidate alliances and
partnerships; in contrast, they can trigger or intensify the adversarial relations.
The military dimension of the global arms trade is equally important with other
dimensions. By delivering or receiving high-tech lethal weapon platforms, states
may enhance deterrence or power projection capacities, thus may alter the

strategic conditions in different regions of the world.
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The international arms trade has also a multi-agential feature. The mainstream
literature -particularly the branch which adopts the Realist IR Theory- tends to
describe the international arms trade as a merely inter-governmental activity since
it takes the nation state as a unique and unitary actor in international affairs.
However, evident class interests -e.g. that of the arms-industrial bourgeoisie- are
embedded in the decision making of the arms transfers. In fact, given the post-
Cold War escalation of the rivalries within the capitalist-imperialist hierarchy, the
eminent defence companies are mostly considered as “too strategic to fail” by
their respective national political-military bureaucracies. Therefore, it can be
argued that the class dimension of the international arms trade became even more

important in the post-Cold War globalized capitalism.

The international arms trade has a significant geographical dimension. Thanks to
the rapid advancement of transportation technologies in the 20™ century,
intercontinental transfers of major weapons have become possible. This fact has
facilitated the leading imperialist countries to interfere in distant parts of the
world through arms exports. Moreover, various dynamics of the international
arms trade cause an uneven distribution of lethal weapon systems across the
globe, making certain regions the centres of over armament. For instance, the
South and East Asia and the MENA has been the epicentres of both international

arms imports and inter-imperialist rivalries.

Lastly, the global arms trade is a set of historical practises. International arms
trade activities gain different characteristics in different time periods. The
international arms transfers in the entire post-World War |l era can be studied in
two distinct historical episodes as the Cold War and the post-Cold War periods.
As it was done in this thesis, these two broad periods can also be subdivided in
compliance with the changing nature of the international arms deliveries in time.
Because the historical conditions of these periods are substantially different from
each other, it is possible to detect essential economic, political, strategic,

geographic and agential discrepancies among those periods. Also, the duration
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that passes between the order and delivery of international weapons transfers,

which may last up to ten years, is another temporal feature of the arms trade.

The international arms transfers were one of the key practices of the Cold War.
From the beginning to the end of the Cold War, the two leaderships of the
socialist and capitalist social systems, respectively the USSR and the USA, had
been the leading arms suppliers of their own blocs. Yet, it is important to note
that the Cold War international arms transfers cannot be reduced to a field of
competition between only the USA and the USSR. The separate intra-bloc
organizations that control both intra-bloc and extra-bloc arms transfers indicate
an institutional rupture between the rival social systems. Moreover, rather than
merely serving to the national interests of the USA and the USSR, the
international arms transfers during the Cold War underpinned the efforts to
consolidate the intra-bloc ties, to block the expansion of the rival system towards
the Third World, and to incorporate the Third World countries into one of the
systems. Another point that should be emphasized related to the international
arms transfers in the Cold War is the slow but significant transformation of the
arms deliveries from the form of military aid to arms trade. The softening of the
inter-systemic rivalry during the Détente period and the seek for armament in the
oil-exporting countries have paved the way for an increase in the foreign arms
sales since the mid-1970s. In addition, the ailing socialist economies which are
governed by the revisionist administrations and the aggressive neoliberal
restructuring in the capitalist world by the 1980s have entailed a further
commercialization in the international arms transfers. After 1991, the inter-
systemic character of the international arms transfers melted into air and the
major weapons became much more quickly commaodified as a result of the new
intra-systemic rules of the global capitalism. Hence, it can be argued that the
concept of international arms transfers became largely synonymous with

international arms trade in the post-Cold War era.

A sharp fall in the volume of the global arms trade followed the end of the Cold
War. The national military expenditures were dramatically dropping in the 1990s.
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Furthermore, the predominance of the US hegemony was repressing the
hazardous inter-capitalist rivalries. Hence, despite a few years of increase in the
late 1990s, the international arms trade had had an overwhelming downward
trend until 2002. Both the contraction of the domestic procurement and the
international trade of conventional major weapons generated a structural crisis for
the domestic defence industries which are organized according to the high
demand conditions of the Cold War. In order to overcome the crisis, a process of
privatization started in many national DIBs under neoliberal restructuring-
especially in the DIBs of the core-capitalist countries. Those already-private and
newly-privatized defence companies sought to minimize the costs and maximize
the profits. While some of them quitted the defence market or shrank their arms
business, some of them grew even larger through merger and acquisitions. This
process can be called the concentration of the defence capital. The concentration
process was implemented also in some defence industries which are based on
public or public-private joint ownership, e.g. respectively Russia and France. As
a result, giant arms monopolies started to occur within the global capitalism in the
1990s. Nevertheless, the national procurement budgets and the arms trade market
was still insufficient for these monopolies. In order for more efficient operations,
they resorted to international mergers and acquisitions as well as joint arms
production projects. Hence, starting from the 1990s, the production and trade of
weapon systems exceeded the national borders and the pre-1991 blocs. However,
this fact has been mistakenly interpreted to a large extent by the mainstream
literature in a way that the defence sector has gained a transnational character.
The defence capital still enjoys the economic subsidies and political back-up of
the state in the international market. Moreover, the post-Cold War cross-border
joint projects and the proprietary transactions in the arms business reflects
nothing but a widely-spread international subcontracting network in which prime
contractors still rely on their nation states. Therefore, it may be more accurate to
describe the increasing arms-industrial cooperation in the global market as an
extending subcontracting network which exist within imperialistic competition.

All in all, the international arms trade was exposed to a rooted structural
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transformation in the 1990s and gradually declined until 2002. Actually, the fall
in the international arms trade was expected to continue in the 2000s since the
full-scale inter-systemic competition had been terminated. Notwithstanding, these
expectations proved wrong since they disregarded two key elements: the needs of
the internationalized large arms-industrial capital and the return of the intra-

systemic international competition.

The world has experienced an incremental rise of international arms trade since
2003 up until today. The reasons behind this rise have not been directly and
elaborately studied in the relevant literature so far. Yet, the global war on terror
which followed the 9/11 attacks is the most prominent argument that the
mainstream literature mentioned to explain the upward trend. According to this
argument, the USA and its allies have bolstered arms transfers to the countries
that cooperate in anti-terrorism campaign. Besides, the mainstream literature has
occasionally emphasized different factors that promote or allow to increase the
arms trade. In the broadest terms, these are the globalization of the defence
industry and military technology, the weaknesses of the international arms
control mechanisms, the effect of the widespread corruption in the arms business
and the oppressive-militarist regimes in the less developed countries. However,
the mainstream explanation of the rising arms trade has certain shortcomings. For
example, some types of delivered weapons and some important arms recipient
states have nothing to do with the struggle against terrorism. In fact, the 9/11
attacks only gave a legitimate excuse for the ready-to-jump arms transfers.
Moreover, the “war on terror” argument neglects the role of Russia and China in
the increasing arms trade. Furthermore, the other implied factors, i.e. the
mismanagement problems in the production and circulation of arms, are not new
to the international arms market; therefore, they cannot effectively explain the

post-2002 rise of inter-state arms transfers.

It is also difficult to speak of an established critical literature that examine the
increase in the international arms trade. However, there are remarkable critical

studies that focuses on the political economy of defence industry, military
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expenditures, and arms control efforts. These studies present a more
comprehensive framework by scrutinizing the class dimension and the
imperialistic nature of the defence-related economic and political structures.
Unlike the mainstream literature that mainly adopts a problem-solving approach,
the critical literature is conducive to a social systemic analysis of the international
arms trade. Largely inspired by the critical literature, the underlying reasons of
the incremental rise in the arms transfers can be separated into two main sections
as the micro and macro factors. The micro factors comprise the conditions and
developments in the defence sector. In micro terms, the large arms-industrial
bourgeoisie sought to increase their revenues through foreign arms sales after the
market concentration of the 1990s. In macro terms, the recovery of Russia from
the dissolution crisis of the USSR and the fast economic-political rise of China
started to exacerbate the intra-systemic competition. In this regard, both micro
and macro factors revived the international arms trade after 2002. Subsequently,
the 2008 economic crisis severely damaged the world economy in general and the
defence industries in particular, thus the global arms trade mostly stagnated
during the late 2000s and early 2010s. Later on, the volume of the global arms
trade began to re-increase in the mid-2010s and held on to a high annual average.

Consequently, it can be concluded that the gradual rise of the international arms
trade after 2002 is driven by the systemic features of the post-Cold War global
capitalism. The intra-systemic arms control attempts like the ATT are far from
being effective in restraining and reducing the international arms trade. Rather,
such limited problem-solving attempts have served to the legitimation of the arms
trade between the liberal states, thus indirectly to the legitimation of the
established hierarchical military order in the world. Given the growth of the
defence-industrial capital and the intensifying intra-systemic competition, the
volume of the global arms trade tends to increase in the long run, although the
Covid-19 pandemic may trigger an economic crisis culminating in the shrinkage

of the world military spending in the early 2020s. Yet, it is also possible that the

176



potential economic crisis may deepen the intra-systemic competition further,

which can entail a rapid escalation of the imperialistic arms trade practises.

The modest contributions of this thesis to the academic research on the
international arms trade is as follows. First, this thesis historicizes the period from
1950 to 2019 the international transfers of conventional major weapons and
offers a trend-based historical periodization as the Cold War international arms
transfers (1950-1991) within which the last two decades are characterized with
rise of arms transfers that fallowed by the decline of arms transfers in the early
post-Cold War years (1992-2002), and the final period as the rise of arms trade
from 2003 to 2019. Second, by indicating the peculiarities of both inter-systemic
and intra-systemic practises of international arms transfers, this thesis presents
hints about the differences between the Cold War international relations and the
post-Cold War international relations. Lastly, by scrutinizing the rise of the
global arms trade, this thesis points out that the intra-systemic competition is
increasing, which may lead the world peace to face great dangers in the coming

period.
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APPENDIECES

APPENDIX A: TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

Bu yiiksek lisans tezinin arastirma sorusu, 2003 yilindan 2019’a kadar kiiresel
silah ticareti hacminde asamali bir artisin neden gergeklestigidir. Diger bir deyisle
bu tez, kiiresel silah ticaretinin 2002’den sonraki biiylimesinin nedenlerini
arastirmaktadir. Kisa ve 0z olarak ortaya konan bu sorunsal, arastirma nesnesinin
askeri, ekonomik, siyasi, cografik ve tarihsellik gibi bircok boyuta sahip olmasi

yiizinden genis bir kapsama sahiptir.

Uluslararas1 silah ticareti, ekonomik, askeri ve siyasi alanlarin kesistigi
kavsaklardan biridir. ilk olarak, kapitalist iiretim tarzinin kiiresel seviyesi goz
oniine alindiginda silahlarin ne iiretimi ne de ticareti kapitalizmin kar
mantigindan  bagimsiz olarak analiz edilemez. Nitekim, silah-sanayi
burjuvazisinin elde ettigi karlar bugilin azimsanamayacak seviyededir ve bu
durum silah sektdriinii cazip bir ekonomik sektor haline getirmektedir. Ikincisi,
silahlar bir meta olarak tasarlandiktan, iiretildikten ve satildiktan sonra
devletleraras1 diizlemde askeri-stratejik planlarin 6nemli bir parcasi haline
gelirler. Modern silah teknolojisinin durmadan gelismesi devletlerin stratejik
hesaplarmin siirekli gdzden gegirilmesini zorunlu kilmaktadir. Ugiinciisii,
uluslararasi silah transferleri yadsmmamaz sekilde politiktir. Siyasi aktorlerin
ideolojiden bagimsiz olmayan politik kararlari, silah transferlerini yerli {iretimi
yonlendirmek, {irlinli pazarlamak, sézlesmeyi miizakere etmek, belli bir aliciya
ambargo uygulamak gibi ¢esitli sekillerde acikca etkiler. Ozetle, uluslararasi silah

ticareti bu {i¢ alanin (ekonomik, askeri, politik) kesisim noktalarindan biridir ve
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ayn1 zamanda karmagik fakat dinamik ve aydinlatici bir ¢alisma konusudur. Bu
saptamanin 1s18inda, bdylesine karmasik ve dinamik bir sosyal fenomen
Emperyalizm Teorilerinin sundugu agiklama biitlinselligi ve giiclinden

yararlanilarak analiz edilebilir.

Karmagik ve dinamik yapisindan bahsettikten sonra bu tezde, uluslararasi silah
ticareti olgusunun analitik olarak kategorize edilmesine g¢alisilmaktadir. Sosyal
bilimler icerisinde disiplinlerarast bir arastirma konusu olarak uluslararasi silah
ticareti, silahlarin iiretimi, teknolojisi ve dolasimi gibi farkli alt basliklardan
olusmaktadir. Bu tezin konusu, uluslararasi silah ticareti ve transferleri alanina
girmektedir. Bu tezde, uluslararasi silah ticareti ekonomik, askeri ve politik
kazanimlar veya kayiplar karsiliginda devletler tarafindan biiyiik konvansiyonel
silahlarin yasal olarak satilmasi veya satin alinmasi anlamini tagir. Ote yandan,
uluslararas1 silah transferleri -ticaretten farkli olarak- herhangi bir parasal
karsiligi olmadan, silah sistemlerinin uluslararasi yasal teslimatlarmma denk
diismektedir (sozgelimi askeri yardimlar). Kisacasi, silah transferleri siyasi ve
stratejik motivasyonlar tarafindan yonlendirilirken, silah ticaretinin ek olarak
ekonomik bir boyutu vardir. Bu iki terim literatiirde birbirinin yerine sikg¢a
kullanilmasina ragmen bu tezde askeri donamim materyallerinin ticareti ve

transferi arasindaki ayrim dikkate alinarak kullanilmaktadir.

Acikliga kavusturulmasi gereken ikinci bir nokta, transferi yapilan silahlarin
tirleri ile ilgilidir. Bu baglamda, ilgili literatiir keskin bir sekilde olmasa da
uluslararasi silah ticaretini (1) biiyiik silah ticareti (geleneksel silahlar veya silah
sistemleri), (2) kii¢lik ve hafif silah ticareti ve (3) “ikili-kullanim” (askeri ve sivil)
donanimlar1 olarak iice ayirmaktadir. Birlesmis Milletler Silahsizlanma Isleri
Ofisi'ne gore, biiyiik silahlar muharebe tanklari, zirhli savas araglari, biiytlik
kalibreli sistemler, savas ucaklari, helikopterler, savas gemileri ve filizelerden
olusmaktadir. SIPRI Silah Transferleri Veri Tabani temel olarak bu tiir askeri
donanim hakkinda veri iiretir, ancak kapsami askeri ucaklar, hava savunma
sistemleri, anti-denizalt1 savas silahlari, zirhli araglar, toplar, motorlar, fiizeler,

sensorler, kesif uydulari, askeri gemiler, taretler veya hava yakit ikmal sistemleri
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gibi diger nis askeri donanimlar1 da igerecek sekilde biraz daha genistir. Niikleer,
biyolojik ve kimyasal silahlarin uluslararasi ticareti kesinlikle yasaklandigindan,
engellendiginden veya gizlendiginden bu tiir silahlar bu tezin kapsami digindadir.
Bu tezin arastirma konusu geleneksel konvansiyonel silahlar olan ilk kategoriye
denk diiger. Bu nedenle, uluslararasi silah ticareti veya transferi kavramlari, tezin
geri kalaninda biiyiik konvansiyonel silahlarin uluslararasi yasal transfer veya

ticaretini ima eden bir bicimde kullanilmaktadir.

Diger bir 6nemli husus bu tezin Soguk Savasi ya lkinci Diinya Savasi'nin
getirdigi jeopolitik diizenlemelerin bir sonucu olan iki kutuplu stratejik rekabete
dayali bir iligki olarak tanimlayan ya da Soguk Savas’1 iki sliper gii¢ arasindaki
siyasi fikir, degerler ve ideoloji ayrimina dayandirarak yine iki kutuplu bir
miicadele olarak tarif eden ana akim anlatilar1 kullanmamasidir. Bunun yerine,
Soguk Savas 1991°de “reel sosyalizmin™ ¢okiisiine kadar siirmiis olan kiiresel bir

sosyal-sistemik karsitlik ve ¢atisma olarak kabul edilmektedir.

Uluslararas1 savunma sanayi ve silah ticareti ile ilgili ¢esitli akademik ve
bilgilendirici yaymlarin hacmi kiicimsenemez. Bu alandaki c¢alismalarin,
savunma endiistrisindeki teknolojik yenilikler, silah ticaretinin tarihsel gelisimi,
silah ticaretinin ekonomisi ve silahlarin diplomaside bir ara¢ olarak kullanilmasi
gibi alt bagliklara onemli katkilar sundugu rahatlikla sdylenebilir ve bu tez
esnasinda bunlardan yararlanilmistir. Yine de ilgili literatiirde daha az caligilmis
ve daha az gelismis alanlar vardir. Bunlardan birincisi, uluslararasi silah
ticaretinin genellikle tek basina bagimsiz bir aragtirma nesnesiymis gibi ele
alinmasidir. Baska bir deyisle ana akim literatiir, uluslararasi silah ticaretini
icinde bulundugu sosyo-ekonomik sistemden izole ederek analiz etmektedir.
Bunun nedeni muhtemelen uluslararasi silah ticaretinin kapitalizm i¢inde mesru
bir ekonomik sektor ve uluslararasi emperyalist hiyerarside mesru bir diplomatik
kanal olarak goriilmesidir. Oysaki, silah ticaretinin i¢inde yogruldugu kiiresel
sistem de bir degisken olarak masaya yatirilirsa insanlik silah ticaretinden
kaynaklanan sorunlari ¢6zmeye daha kolaylikla yaklasabilir. ikincisi, silah

ticareti literatiirii uluslararasi iligkilerin birgok boyutunu kapsar, ancak genellikle
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bir UI perspektifinden yoksundur. Baska bir deyisle, silah ticaretinin ekonomik
etkileri, dis politikadaki yeri, askeri karsilastirmalardaki rolii siklikla
incelenmektedir, ancak uluslararas: silah ticareti calismalarinda belirli bir Ul
Teorisi’nin agik bir sekilde uygulanmasi ¢ok nadir olarak goriilebilmektedir.
Ucgiinciisii, kiiresel silah transferleri literatiiriine yapilan Marksist katkilarin sayisi
tatmin edici degildir. Cagdas Marksizm bu c¢alisma alanini ihmal ediyor gibi
goriinse de Marksizm’in kavram seti hem ana akim hem de elestirel
degerlendirmelerin zayif yonlerini tespit etmek i¢in yararli olabilir. Dolayisiyla,

bu tez literatiirdeki yukarida belirtilen bosluklar1 dikkate almaktadir.

Bu tiir sorgulamalar bizi geleneksel silah ticareti literatiiriinde bazi1 akademik
kategoriler olusturmaya iter. Bu tezde literatiir siniflandirilirken kullanilacak
kriter Robert Cox’un “problem c¢ozme teorisi ve elestirel teori” ikilemine
dayanmaktadir. Bu tezin kapsamindaki ilk kategori problem ¢dzme yaklagiminin
izlerini agikga tastyan ana akim konumlanistir. Ana akim silah ticareti literatiiri,
icerisinde silah ticaretinin gerceklestigi hakim sosyal yapilar1 sorgulamaz; silah
ticaretini, bu yapilarin ve iliskilerin geligkilerine veya bozukluklarina odaklanarak
analiz etmez; daha ziyade, verili sosyal kosullar altinda uluslararas1 silah
transferlerinden kaynaklanan sorunlari ¢6zmenin bir yolunu arar. Ayrica, ana
akim pozisyon agirlikli olarak betimseldir. Bununla birlikte, ana akim literatiirde
problem ¢6zme yaklasitmin1i benimseyen ancak kendisini betimsel analizle
sinirlamayarak bu alanda reformlarin yapilmasi gerektigini savunan goriislerin
var oldugu da unutulmamalidir. Bu “problem ¢oziicii elestiriler”, yerlesik giic
iliskilerini ve sosyal yapilar1 ortiik bir sekilde dikkate alir, ancak analizlerini bu
iligkiler ve yapilara 6nemli bir atif olmaksizin sonuglandirir. Daha ziyade,
problem ¢6zme odakli bu reformist goriis silah transferleriyle ilgili normatif
iddialar ileri siirmektedir. Literatiirde, problem ¢6zme odakli elestiriler {ireten
realist ve liberal goriislerin &rneklerini gormek miimkiindiir. Ote yandan, ana
akim arglimanlarin tiim varyantlarindan ayr1 olarak uluslararasi silahlar
transferlerinin {izerinde yiikseldigi sosyo-ekonomik ve politik-askeri yapilari

sorgulama geregini savunan elestirel bir yaklasim da bulunmaktadir. Bu
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baglamda, akademik olarak gelismis ve yaygin olmasa da elestirel pozisyon
Cox’un Elestirel Teori yaklasgimini temsil etmektedir. Silah ticareti konusundaki
elestirel durus 6rneklerinin insanliga 6zgiirlesimci bir diisiinceyi Oneren sistem

sorgulayici caligmalarin niivelerini barindirdigi da sdylenebilir.

Metodolojik olarak bu tez, literatiir degerlendirmesinden ve nicel analizden
beslenen bir nitel analiz c¢alismasidir. Yiikselen uluslararas: silah ticaretinin
arkasindaki nedenler sorgulandigi i¢in tezin agiklayici bir bilimsel amaci vardir.
Bir diger metodolojik konu, kiiresel silah teslimatlarmin  tarihsel
donemlendirilmesidir. Uluslararasi silah transferlerinin degisen egilimleri, farkli
bir Soguk Savas dénemlendirmesini gerektirmektedir. Ornegin, iki sistemik
liderligin nispeten diisiikk ve kabul edilebilir bir silahlanma egiliminden gegtigi
1969-1979 yillar1 arasindaki Yumusama Donemi kiiresel silah ticareti ve
transferlerinde muazzam bir biiyiime donemine karsilik gelmektedir. Sonug
olarak, kiiresel yiiksek siyasette mihenk tasi olaylara dayanan donemlendirme
girigsimleri, silah transferi trendlerinin donemleriyle tam Ortiismeyebilir. Bu
nedenle 1950 ile 2019 yillart arasindaki uluslararasi silah transferlerinin analizi

SIPRI verilerine gore farkli alt donemlere ayrilmigtir.

Bir bagka 6nemli konu da uluslararasi silah transferlerine iliskin verileri sunan
kaynaklarin niteliksel ve niceliksel yeterlilik sorunudur. Bu alandaki en bilindik
veri kaynaklart SIPRI Silah Transferleri Programi, ABD Kongre Arastirma
Servisi, Norve¢ Kiigiik Silah Transferleri Girisimi, BM Uzman Panelleri ve
istisnai ulusal istihbarat raporlaridir. Konunun kritik askeri-politik niteligi
nedeniyle literatiirdeki veri kaynaklari miikkemmel bir seffaflik ve dogruluga
sahip degildir. Devletlerin silah ticareti hakkindaki resmi verileri genellikle
gizlidir veya oldukga sinirhidir. Yayinlanan ulusal raporlari bir kenara birakirsak,
ylzde yiiz glivenilir bir kaynaktan bahsetmek zordur. Bu nedenle, uluslararasi
silah ticareti hakkindaki degerlendirmelerin ¢ogu, aslinda tahminlere ve ¢oklu
hesaplamalara dayanmaktadir. Bununla birlikte bazi tahminler, SIPRI 6rneginde
oldugu gibi, profesyonelce ayrintili, tutarli ve isabetlidir. SIPRI, geleneksel

biiyiik silahlarin uluslararasi transfer hacmini 6lgmek i¢in kendi 6zgilin yontemini
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kullanmaktadir. Bu yonteme gore, belirli askeri metalarin bilinen birim iiretim
maliyetlerine ve performanslarina dayali bir dizi hesaplama yoluyla teslimati
yapilan silahlarin ve silah bilesenlerinin tahmini parasal degeri belirlenir ve bu
degere egilim gosterge degeri (trend belirten deger) denir. Bu deger uluslararasi
silah transferlerinin dogrudan mali degerini gostermez; bunun yerine uluslararasi
biliyiik silah teslimatlarindaki donemsel egilimleri ve oransal degisiklikleri
gozlemlemede kolaylik saglar. Tezin ana sorusu trend odakli oldugu igin, silah

transferlerine iliskin SIPRI verileri temel istatistik kaynagini olusturmaktadir.

Bu tez bes ana bolimden olusmaktadir. Giris boliimiinde problematik
tanimlanmustir; tezin ana sorusu formiile edilmistir; analiz ¢ercevesi belirlenmistir
ve teorik konumlamisin ipuglar1 sunulmustur. Ikinci boliimde uluslararas: silah
ticaretinin tarihsel analizine (1950-1991) gecilmistir. ikinci boliimiin sorusu,
uluslararas1 silah ticaretinin bugiinkiinden farkli bir uluslararas1 diizende, yani
Soguk Savas kosullarinda nasil sekillendigidir. Diger bir deyisle bu boliim, Soguk
Savas (1945-1990) sirasindaki silah sistemlerinin ticareti ve bu ticaretin itkileri
tizerinde durmaktadir. Bu yondeki bir ¢abanin okuyucuya kiiresel silah ticaretinin
gelisimini gostermesi beklenmektedir. Bu amagla SIPRI’nin, hakkinda veri
sundugu en eski yil olan 1950’den Soguk Savas’in bitis yil1 olan 1991°e kadar
gecen siire onar yillik periyotlara boliinerek incelenmistir. Sosyal sistemik analiz
1s1g¢inda yapilan bu inceleme sonucunda Soguk Savas donemindeki uluslararasi
silah transferlerinin nedenleri ve islevlerine gore iki ana tarihsel doneme

ayrilabildigi goriilmiistiir.

1970'lerin ortalarina kadar siiren ilk donemde, uluslararasi silah sevkiyatinin iki
temel islevi vardir. Birincisi, blok i¢i baglar1 saglamlastirmak i¢in konvansiyonel
silahlar kapitalist veya sosyalist blok iginde transfer edilmistir; ikincisi, silah
ihracatcis1 iilkeler Ugiincii Diinya'ya silah sistemleri tedarik ederek bu
cografyalarda rakip toplumsal sistemin genislemesini engellemeye ve kendi
toplumsal iligkiler agin1 yaymaya ¢alismiglardir. Bu baglamda 1970'lerin basina
kadar uluslararas: silah ticareti biiyiik dl¢lide bloklar i¢inde gergeklesmistir. Bu

nedenle, 1970'ler 6ncesi Soguk Savas doneminde, biiyiik konvansiyonel silahlarin
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biiyilk bir kismi, bloklarin somut olarak birbirine komsu oldugu Avrupa'ya
tasinmustir. Boylelikle bu yillarda Soguk Savas rekabetinde ana odagin kita
Avrupasi oldugu rahatlikla sdylenebilir. Ugiincii Diinya'nin silah alicist iilkeleri
ise bu donemde dekolonizasyon ve dekolonizasyon sonrasi kalkinma siirecinden
gecmekteydiler. Bu iilkeler, calkantili ulusal ve bolgesel siyasi durumlarina
paralel olarak mali agidan zayiftilar, ancak ayni zamanda iki farkli toplumsal
diizen arasinda bertaraf olmamak icin bloklardan yalnizca birinden askeri

materyal ithal etmeye ¢ok istekliydiler.

Soguk Savas silah transferlerinin ikinci donemi, 1970'lerin ortalarindan Soguk
Savas'in sonuna kadar devam etmistir. Uluslararasi silah transferleri bu donemde
yavag ama Onemli bir niteliksel doniisiime maruz kalmistir. Bu doniisiimde iki
onemli faktor belirleyici olmustur. Tlk faktdr, Yumusama Déneminin kendisidir.
Yumusama yillarinda, Sovyetler Birligi Komiinist Partisi kapitalizmle “baris
i¢inde bir arada yasamay1” kabullenmis ve Orta Dogu’da Radikal Islamcilik gibi
yeni siyasi akimlar ortaya ¢ikmistir. Bu nedenlerle Yumusama yillarinda, Soguk
Savasg'in “kapitalizme karst komiinizm” seklinde formiile edilebilecek temel
celigkisi zayiflamig, bu da biiyiik geleneksel silahlarin daha az politik ve daha
metalasmis nesneler olmasina yol agmistir. Soguk Savas silah transferlerinin
niteliksel doniisiimiindeki ikinci faktor, Orta Dogu ve Kuzey Afrika tilkelerinin
1973'ten sonra katlanan petrol gelirleridir. Bu gelirler kiiresel silah ticaretinin
genislemesini  kolaylastirmistir. Ugiincii Diinya devletlerinin  silahlanma
ithtiyaclart fosil enerji kaynaklarindan elde ettikleri dovizlerle dogru orantili
olarak artmistir. Bu durum ister kapitalist ister sosyalist olsun, dnde gelen silah
tedarikcilerinin istahini kabartmistir. Sonug olarak, 1970’lerin ikinci yarisindan
itibaren uluslararas: silah transferleri, 6nde gelen ihracatgilarin yeni miisteriler
aradig1 kiiresellesen bir silah pazarina doniismeye baslamistir. Unutulmamalidir
ki Soguk Savas boyunca her zaman kapitalist ve sosyalist bloklarin sinir Gtesi
silah sevkiyatlarinda sistemsel bir farklilik olmustur, ancak bu fark 1970'lerin

ortalarindan itibaren yavas yavas azalmaya baslamistir.

201



1980'lerde, uluslararast silah ticaretinin degisen dogasinda iki ekstra faktdr daha
devreye girmistir. Birincisi, ABD’nin artan agresifligine Dogu Blogu’nun
yogunlasan ekonomik sorunlarinin denk gelmesidir. BoOyle bir atmosferde
sosyalist {lilkeler, ozellikle SSCB, ekonomik ve askeri gerekgelerle diinya
pazarinda miimkiin oldugunca ¢ok sayida silah sistemi satmaya yonelmislerdir.
1980'lerde beliren ikinci ekstra faktér Bati'da neoliberalizmin ortaya ¢ikmasidir.
Neoliberal yeniden yapilanma, ekonomiye kamucu devlet miidahalesinin
karalandig1 kapitalist kampta biiyiik silahlarin iiretimini ve pazarlanmasini agikca
bir 6zel sektdr haline getirmeye baslamistir. Biitiin bunlar1 hesaba katildiginda,
kiiresel silah ticareti hacminin 1970'lerin ortalarindan bu yana ciddi bir artig
gostermesi ve 1980'lerin basinda tarihsel zirvesine ulagmasi sasirtici degildir.
Ayrica, bu donemde en ¢ok silah ithal eden bolgeler Orta Dogu ve Dogu-Giiney
Asya olmustur. Cografi dagilimdaki bu degisim, Soguk Savas rekabetinin
odaginin bu bolgelere kaydigi seklinde de yorumlanabilir.

Sonug olarak, Soguk Savas Donemi’ndeki uluslararasi silah ticaretinin sistematik
analizi iki 6nemli noktay1 acikliga kavusturmaktadir. Birincisi, uluslararasi silah
transferleri yalnizca siiper giiclerin ¢atigmasinin 6tesinde bir pratiktir. Aksine,
silah transferlerinin iki 6zel islevi vardir: sistem i¢i uyumu saglamak ve askeri,
ekonomik ve politik alanlarda rakip sistemle miicadele etmek. ikincisi, 1945 ile
1991 yillar arasindaki silah teslimatlarinin motivasyonlar1 ve iglevleri yekpare
bir zaman ¢ergevesine uymamaktadir. Kronolojik sirayla, baris i¢inde bir arada
yasama siyaseti, petrol zengini iilkelerin artan silah talebi, sosyalist blogun
biiyliyen dis ticaret ac¢1g1 ve yeni neoliberal uygulamalar yeni bir uluslararasi silah
transferi rejimi olusturmustur. Yeni rejimde, biiyiik konvansiyonel silahlar daha

da metalasmis ve giderek daha fazla sayida aliciya ihrag edilmistir.

Tezin iiglincii bolimi (1992-2002), kiiresel silah transferi hacminin 1990’larda
daha da keskinlesen diisiisiinii tartismaktadir. Soguk Savas’tan Soguk Savas
sonras1 uluslararasi diizene gegcisteki koklii degisimin savunma sanayileri ve silah
transferleri lizerindeki etkileri bu boliimde sorgulanmistir. Ayrica neoliberalizm,

kiiresel askeri harcamalar, yeni uluslararasi silah kontrol mekanizmalari, savunma
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sektoriiniin uluslararasilagmasi, sektordeki yolsuzluklar, askeri teknolojideki
yenilikler, 6nde gelen ihracat¢i ve ithalatgi tlilkelerin i¢ ve dis politika pratikleri

gibi ilgili konular da incelenmistir.

Soguk Savas boyunca insanlik, kapitalist ve sosyalist sistemler arasindaki
cekismeyi yagamustir, ancak bu ikilem Aralik 1991'de sona ermistir. Kapitalizm,
Kiiba ve Kore Demokratik Halk Cumhuriyeti gibi birkag¢ istisna iilke disinda
gercek anlamda kiiresel bir sosyal sistem haline gelmistir. Dahasi, sosyal bir
organizasyon olarak yalnizca reel sosyalizm ¢oziilmemis, aynt zamanda onun
tarihsel olarak hegemonik oOncii devleti olan SSCB de daha kiigiik pargalara
boliinmiistiir. Bunlar uluslararasi silah transferlerinde kaginilmaz olarak koklii
degisiklikler yaratmigtir. Nitekim, konvansiyonel silahlarin metalagmast ve
transfer aglarinin genislemesi gibi bu degisimin bazi habercileri 1970'lerin
ortalarindan beri gozlemlenmektedir. Ancak Soguk Savas'in sona ermesi, bu

yavas gelismeleri hizlandirarak nitel bir doniisiime sokmustur.

Sistemler aras1 ¢atismadan kiiresellesen kapitalizme geg¢is ve ABD'nin geleneksel
emperyalist hiyerarsi icindeki rakipsiz konumu, 1990'larda diinya askeri
harcamalarini azaltmistir. Boylelikle eski sosyalist savunma sanayileri de dahil
olmak iizere bircok savunma sanayi bir tiir yapisal krize girmistir. Krizdeki ulusal
savunma sanayileri i¢in yazilan neoliberal regete, 6zellestirme ve konsantrasyon
(konsolidasyon, yogunlasma, tekellesme) hamlelerinden ibarettir. Bu hamlelerin
sonucunda 6zel veya kamu-6zel ortak girisimi olan yeni dev silah tekelleri ve
oligopolleri olugsmustur. Kar amaclh isletmeler olarak bu tekeller, kapitalist
rasyonalizasyon adma miilki ve operasyonel is birligine dayali arayislara
girmiglerdir. Ote yandan, bu dev silah firmalar1 hala kendi ulus devletlerinin
slibvansiyonlarina veya koruyucu destegine ihtiya¢ duymaktadirlar. Bu nedenle,
1992-2002 yillar1 arasinda emperyalist 6zelliklere sahip bir uluslararasi -ulusotesi
degil- alt taseronluk agi olugsmaya baslamistir. Buradan hareketle bu donem,
savunma sanayi sermayesinin ulusal ve uluslararasi yeniden yapilanma yillar

olarak degerlendirilmelidir.

203



Uluslararasi silah arzinin mali hacmi, 1990'larda diisen askeri harcamalara paralel
olarak 6nemli Slgiide azalmistir. Baz1 bolgesel ¢ekismeler ve catigmalar zaman
zaman silah ticaretini kizistirsa da kapsamli bir sistemler aras1 miicadelenin sona
ermesi ve ABD'nin egemenliginde sistem i¢i rekabetin baskilanmasi uluslararasi
silah teslimatlarinin Onemini gdrece azalmistir. Ayrica, silah transferlerinin
ticarilesmesi ve cografi genislemesi Soguk Savas'in sona ermesiyle farkli bir
seviyeye ulagmustir. Hatta, askeri yardimlardaki keskin diisiis nedeniyle,
"uluslararas1 silah transferleri" terimi kavramsal degerini biiyiik oOlcilide

kaybederek yerini "uluslararasi silah ticaretine" birakmustir.

Tezin dordiincii bolimii (2003-2019), biiyiik silahlarin transferlerindeki artisi
gosteren verilerin yorumlanmasina ayrilmistir. Bu bolimde 11 Eylil’iin ve diger
faktorlerin bu yiikselis lizerindeki etkisi detaylandirilmakta; silah ticaretindeki
baslica aktdrlerin ekonomik, politik ve stratejik kosullart mercek altina alinmakta;
2002 sonras1 dénemde silah transferlerinin yogunlastigi cografyalar incelenmekte
ve 2008 kiiresel ekonomik krizinin uluslararasi silah ticaretini nasil etkiledigi

irdelenmektedir.

Uluslararas1 silah ticaretinin hacmi 2003 yilindan bu yana kademeli olarak
artmistir. Bu yiikselisin arkasinda mikro ve makro faktorlerin oldugu sdylenebilir.
Onceki on yilda ciddi bir konsolidasyona ugrayan savunma sermayesinin artan
yeni pazar ihtiyaci ve ulusal savunma sanayilerinin zorlu ekonomik kosullari, bu
donemde artan kiiresel silah ticaretinin mikro faktorleridir. 2000’lerdeki ulusal
silah alim harcamalari, tekellesip biiyliyen dev silah iireticilerine yeterli
gelmemistir. Bu ylizden, silah iireticisi sirketler ic¢in ihracat gelirleri ulusal
pazarda ortaya cikan kayiplar tolere etmek agisindan iyi bir se¢enek olmustur.
Ayrica, tiretim maliyetlerini diislirmeye yonelik cabalar sonucunda savunma
sirketleri arasindaki uluslararast is birligi 2000'li ve 2010'u yillarda
yogunlagsmistir. Ulus devletler de bu savunma sanayi is birliklerini ¢ogunlukla
politik-stratejik gerekgelerle tesvik etmislerdir. Boylece, savunma sermayesi daha
da uluslararasilasmaya baglamis ve savunma teknolojileriyle imalat

kapasitelerinin uluslararas1 yayilmasi kolaylasmistir. Bu durum, {igiincli kademe
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silah ihracat¢ilarinin diinya pazarindaki paymda onemli bir artisa yol agmustir.
Rusya ve Cin gibi devletlere ait savunma sanayileri de silah ticaretindeki artisa
katkida bulunmustur. Ihracat gelirleri, Rus savunma sanayisinin Sovyetler
Birligi’nin dagilisin1 takip eden krizden ¢ikmasma yardimci olmustur. Buna
karsilik, krizden ¢ikan Rus savunma sanayi silah ihracatin1 daha da artirmistir.
Boylece, Rusya’nin silah ihracati 2010’larda istikrarli bir sekilde yiikseklerde
seyretmistir. Cin savunma sanayi ise 2000’li yillarda uzun vadeli bir
modernizasyona girismis ve silah dretim kapasitesiyle ikili-kullanim
teknolojilerinde 6nemli bir ilerleme kaydetmistir. Bu ¢abalar, 2010’larda Cin'in
silah gonderimlerine yansimis ve Cin'i en hizli biiyliyen silah ihracatcilarindan

biri haline getirmistir.

ABD'deki 11 Eylil terérist saldirilar1 ve bunu izleyen ABD'nin Afganistan ve
Irak'a "Terore Kars1 Kiiresel Savas" adina yaptig1 askeri miidahaleler 2003’°ten
beri kademeli olarak artan kiiresel silah ticaretinin arkasindaki baslica makro
olarak diisiiniilebilir. Ger¢ekten de bu olaylar, 2000'li yillarin basinda uluslararasi
silah transferlerinde ABD liderliginde hizli bir artis1 tetiklemistir. Ancak bu
olaylar, kiiresel silah ticaretindeki tiim yiikselis egilimini agiklamaktan uzaktir.
Dordiincti boliimde tartisildigr iizere, genellikle ne ticareti yapilan silah tiirleri, ne
de baglica silah ithalat¢ilariin profilleri terérle miicadele kampanyasiyla
uyumludur. Dahasi, diinya askeri harcamalar1 11 Eyliil saldirilarindan ve diger
ABD miidahalelerinden once artmaya baslamistir. Bu gostergeler, "Terore Karsi
Savas" tan ziyade, kiiresel ve bolgesel emperyalist rekabetlerin siddetlendigine
isaret etmektedir. ABD hegemonyasinin gerilemesi, Cin'in muazzam ekonomik
bliylimesi, Rusya'nin yiikselen askeri iddiasi, AB i¢indeki siddetli siyasi-
ekonomik uzlagsmazliklar ve gelismekte olan ilkelerin enerji kaynaklarina,
hammaddelere ve yeni tiikketim pazarlarina olan ihtiyaclarinda goze garpan artis
son yirmi yilda neredeyse eszamanli olarak gerceklesmistir. Bu kosullar altinda
silah ticaretinin ekonomik, siyasi ve stratejik Onemi katlanmistir. Ayrica,
potansiyel olarak kisitlayici faktorler, uluslararasi silah ticaretinin hacmini etkili

bir sekilde azaltamamistir. Ornegin, 2008 yilindaki yikici kiiresel ekonomik
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krizin etkisi bile bahsi gegen yiikselisi tamamen engelleyememistir. Kiiresel
ekonomik kriz 2000'lerin sonu ve 2010'larin basinda silah ticaretini yavaslatirken,
2010'larn ortalarinda yeniden yiikselis egilimi gorilmektedir. Goriinlise gore,
uzun zamandir beklenen Silah Ticareti Anlagmasi da 2010’lardaki biiylime trendi

icin dikkate deger bir degisiklik yaratamamustir.

Devletler arasindaki biiyiik konvansiyonel silahlarin ticareti ¢ok boyutlu, ¢ok
aktorlii, cografi ve tarihsel bir pratiktir. Cok boyutludur ¢iinkii uluslararasi silah
ticaretinin yapiminda ekonomik, politik ve askeri hususlar daima 6n plandadir.
Silah ticaretinin ekonomik boyutu hem mikro hem de makro ekonomik unsurlari
kapsamaktadir. Silah ticaretinin siyasi boyutu da hem i¢ hem de dig politika
alanlariyla etkilesim igindedir. Uluslararasi silah transferlerinin askeri boyutu da
en az diger boyutlar kadar 6nemlidir. Devletler, yiliksek teknolojili 6liimciil silah
platformlar1 sevk veya kabul ederek askeri caydiriciliklarini veya gii¢ aktarim
kapasitelerini artirabilir, bdylece diinyanin farkli bolgelerindeki stratejik kosullar

degistirebilirler.

Uluslararas: silah ticaretinin birgok aktoriin katilimiyla yapilan bir pratik olmasi
onun 6nemli bir 6zelligidir. Ana akim literatiir -6zellikle Realist Uluslararasi
Iligkiler Teorisi’'ni benimseyen birikim- ulus devleti uluslararas: iliskilerdeki
yegane ve Uniter bir aktor olarak kabul ettigi i¢in uluslararas: silah ticaretini de
yalnizca hiikiimetler arasi bir faaliyet olarak tanimlama egilimindedir. Halbuki,
uluslararasi silah transferlerinin karar alim siireclerine bariz bigimde sinif
cikarlar1 -Ornegin silah sanayi burjuvazisinin c¢ikarlari- damga vurmaktadir.
Aslinda, Soguk Savas sonrasi kapitalist-emperyalist hiyerarsi i¢indeki rekabetin
tirmanmast goz Oniine alindiginda, 6nde gelen savunma sirketleri ¢ogunlukla
kendi ulusal siyasi-askeri biirokrasileri tarafindan "basarisiz olamayacak kadar
stratejik" olarak goriilmektedir. Bu nedenle, Soguk Savas sonrasi kiiresellesen
kapitalizmde uluslararasi silah ticaretinin sinifsal boyutunun daha da 6nemli hale

geldigi sdylenebilir.
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Uluslararasi silah ticaretinin cografi boyutu da olduk¢a dnemlidir. 20. yiizyilda
ulasim teknolojilerinin hizla gelismesi sayesinde biiyiik silahlarin kitalararasi
transferleri miimkiin hale gelmistir. Bu durum, 6nde gelen emperyalist iilkelerin
silah sevkiyati yoluyla diinyanin uzak boélgelerine miidahale etmesini
kolaylastirmistir. Dahasi, uluslararasi silah ticaretinin ¢esitli dinamikleri, 6liimciil
silah sistemlerinin diinya c¢apinda dengesiz dagilimina neden olarak, bazi
bolgeleri asir1 silahlanmanin merkezi haline getirmektedir. Ornegin, Giiney ve
Dogu Asya ile Orta Dogu ve Kuzey Afrika hem uluslararasi silah ithalatinin hem

de emperyalistler arasi rekabetin merkez iissii halindedir.

Son olarak, kiiresel silah ticareti bir dizi tarihsel pratik biitliniidiir. Uluslararas1
silah ticareti faaliyetleri, farkli zaman dilimlerinde farkli 6zellikler kazanir. Ikinci
Diinya Savagi sonrasinin tiimiinde uluslararasi silah transferleri Soguk Savas ve
Soguk Savas sonras1 donemler olarak iki ana tarihsel boliimde incelenebilir. Bu
tezde yapildigi gibi, bu iki genis donem de uluslararasi silah sevkiyatlarinin
zaman i¢inde degisen dogasina uygun olarak alt bdliimlere ayrilabilir. Bu alt
donemlerin tarihsel kosullari birbirinden 6nemli 6lgiide farkli oldugu igin, bu
donemler arasinda temel ekonomik, siyasi, stratejik, cografi ve aktorel
farkliliklar tespit etmek miimkiindiir. Ayrica on yila kadar uzayabilen siparis ile

teslimat arasinda gecen siire de silah ticaretinin bir diger zamansal 6zelligidir.

Diinya, 2003 yilindan bugiine kadar uluslararasi silah ticaretinde asamali bir artig
tecrilbe etmistir. Bu yiikselisin arkasindaki nedenler, simdiye kadar ilgili
literatiirde dogrudan ve ayrintili olarak incelenmemistir. Yine de 11 Eyliil
saldirilarin1 takip eden terore karsi kiiresel savas, ana akim literatiiriin 2002
sonras1 yiikselis egilimini agiklamak i¢in bahsettigi en onemli argiimandir. Bu
arglimana gore, ABD ve miittefikleri, terdrle miicadele kampanyasinda is birligi
yapan llkelere silah transferlerini desteklemistir. Ayrica, ana akim literatiir
zaman zaman silah ticaretini tesvik eden veya artirmaya izin veren farkli
faktorleri de vurgulamistir. En genis ifadeyle bunlar, savunma sanayisinin ve
askeri teknolojinin kiiresellesmesi, uluslararasi silah kontrol mekanizmalarinin

zayifliklar, silah sektoriindeki yaygin yolsuzluk ve az gelismis tlkelerdeki
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baskici-militarist rejimlerdir. Ancak, artan silah ticaretinin ana akim
aciklamasinin bazi eksiklikleri vardir. Ornegin, teslim edilen bazi silah tiirleri ve
bazi onemli silah alicis1 devletlerin terdrizme karsi miicadeleyle dogrudan higbir
ilgisi yoktur. Aslinda 11 Eyliil saldirilari, sicramaya hazir silah transferleri icin
sadece mesrulastirict bir bahane olmustur. Dahasi, “terére karsi savas” arglimani,
Rusya ve Cin'in artan silah ticaretindeki roliinii ihmal etmektedir. Ayrica, diger
ima edilen faktorler, yani silahlarin iiretimi ve uluslararast dolasimindaki koti

yonetim sorunlari, uluslararasi silah piyasasi i¢in yeni degildir.

Uluslararas: silah ticaretindeki artisi inceleyen oturmus bir elestirel literatiirden
de bahsetmek zordur. Bununla birlikte, savunma sanayisinin ekonomi politigi,
askeri harcamalar ve silah kontrolii mekanizmalarina odaklanan dikkat ¢ekici
bazi elestirel ¢alismalar da vardir. Bu ¢alismalar, savunma ile ilgili ekonomik ve
politik yapilarin smifsal boyutunu ve emperyalist dogasini irdeleyerek daha
kapsamli bir g¢erceve sunmaktadir. Esas olarak problem ¢ézme yaklagimini
benimseyen ana akim literatiiriin aksine elestirel literatiir, uluslararasi silah

ticaretinin toplumsal-sistemik analizine giden yolun taglarini dosemektedir.

Silah transferlerindeki asamali artisin altinda yatan nedenler mikro ve makro
faktorler olarak iki ana boliime ayrilabilir. Mikro faktorler, savunma sektoriindeki
kosullar1 ve gelismeleri igermektedir. Mikro faktorler baglaminda, biiyiik silah
sanayi burjuvazisi 1990'larin piyasa konsolidasyonunun ardindan gelirlerini dis
silah satiglar1 yoluyla artirmaya ¢aligmigtir. Makro anlamda, Rusya'nin SSCB'nin
¢oOziilme krizinden toparlanmasi ve Cin'in hizli ekonomik-politik yiikselisi, sistem
i¢i rekabeti siddetlendirmeye baslamistir. Bu baglamda hem mikro hem de makro
faktorler, 2002'den sonra uluslararasi silah ticaretini yeniden canlandirmistir.
Ardindan, 2008 ekonomik krizi genel olarak diinya ekonomisine ve ozelde
savunma sanayilerine ciddi sekilde zarar vermis, bu nedenle kiiresel silah ticareti,
2000'erin sonlarinda ve 2010’larin baslarinda ¢ogunlukla durgunlagsmistir. Daha
sonra kiiresel silah ticareti hacmi 2010'lu yillarin ortalarinda yeniden artmaya

baslamig ve yiiksek bir yillik ortalamaya ulagmistir.
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Sonu¢ olarak, wuluslararast silah ticaretinin 2002'den sonraki kademeli
yukselisinin Soguk Savas sonrasi kiiresel kapitalizmin sistemik o6zelliklerinden
kaynaklandig1 sonucuna varilabilir. Silah Ticareti Anlagsmasi gibi sistem i¢i silah
kontrol ¢abalari, uluslararasi silah ticaretini kisitlama ve azaltma konusunda etkili
olmaktan uzaktir. Aksine, bu tlir sinirli problem ¢dzme girisimleri liberal
devletler arasindaki silah ticaretinin mesrulagsmasina, dolayl olarak da diinyadaki
yerlesik hiyerarsik askeri diizenin mesrulagmasina hizmet etmektedir. Savunma
sanayi sermayesinin biiyiimesi ve yogunlasan sistem i¢i rekabet gbéz Oniine
alindiginda, kiiresel silah ticareti hacmi uzun vadede artma egilimindedir, ancak
Covid-19 salgin1 2020'lerin basinda diinya askeri harcamalarinin gegici olarak
kiigiilmesiyle sonuglanabilecek bir ekonomik krizi tetikleyebilir. Yine de
potansiyel ekonomik krizin sistem ic¢i rekabeti daha da derinlestirmesi ve
emperyalist silah ticareti pratiklerinin yogunlasmasi da orta vade i¢in olas1 bir

sonugtur.

Bu tezin uluslararasi silah ticareti konusundaki akademik arastirmalara miitevazi
katkilart su sekilde siralanabilir: Birincisi, bu tez 1950'den 2019'a kadar
geleneksel biiyiik silahlarin uluslararasi transferlerini tarihsellestirir ve Soguk
Savag Donemi uluslararasi silah transferleri (1950-1991), Soguk Savas sonrasi
erken donem silah ticareti (1992-2002) ve kiiresel silah ticaretinin yiikselis
doénemi (2003-2019) seklinde trend temelli bir tarihsel donemleme sunar. Ikincisi,
uluslararast silah transferlerinin hem sistemler arast hem de sistem igi
pratiklerinin 6zgiinliiklerini inceleyerek bu tez, Soguk Savas uluslararasi iligkileri
ile Soguk Savas sonrast uluslararasi iliskiler arasindaki farkliliklar hakkinda
ipuclar1 sunmaktadir. Son sz olarak denebilir ki kiiresel silah ticaretinin
yukselisini irdeleyen bu tez, sistem i¢i rekabetin arttifina ve bunun da
onlimiizdeki donemde diinya barisini biiyiik tehlikeye atabilecegine dikkat cekme

sorumlulugunu yerine getirmistir.
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