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FOREWORD

House of Representatives, 
Committee on International Relations,

W ashington, D.C., December 19,1975.
This report has been submitted to the Committee on International 

Relations by Hon. Pierre S. du Pont IV, who conducted a special 
study mission to examine U.S. arms sales to the Persian Gulf, during 
May 1975. . . ,. , ,

The observations and findings in this report are those of the study 
mission and do not necessarily reflect the views of the membership 
of the full Committee on International Relations.

Thomas E. Morgan, Chairman.
(in)





LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

Dear Mr. Chairman : There is transmitted herewith a report of a 
special study mission conducted between May 22 and May 31, 1975 
by the undersigned, a member of the Committee on International 
Relations.

The purpose of the mission was to gather information on U.S. arms 
sales to Iran, Kuwait, and Saudi Arabia. U.S. arms sales to the 
nations of the Persian Gulf have greatly increased since 1973. In fis­
cal year 1975, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, and Iran placed orders for over 
$4.3 billion in American defense equipment and services. These bur­
geoning arms sales to the Persian Gulf have generated a growing 
concern in Congress. Congressional concern has focused not only on 
the volume of the arms sales but also on the apparent lack of a U.S. 
policy regulating arms sales.

The study mission was timed to precede a series of hearings on 
U.S. arms sales to the Persian Gulf held by the Special Subcommittee 
on Investigations of which I am a member. In preparation for these 
hearings, I found it to be very useful to discuss the issues involved in 
arms sales with officials in each of the three countries I visited. Talks 
with members of the government and military in Iran, Kuwait, and 
Saudi Arabia enabled me to approach the arms transfer question from 
a variety of perspectives.

I am particularly grateful for the meetings which were arranged 
for me with distinguished ministers and military officers in all of the 
countries that I visited. These meetings were frank, informative, and 
extremely helpful. I would like to extend my thanks and apprecia­
tion for the assistance, cooperation, and hospitality extended to me 
in Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, and Iran.

I would also like to thank State Department officials and members 
of U.S. diplomatic missions in Kuwait, Iran, and Saudi Arabia for 
their aid in planning and preparing for this study mission and for 
their invaluable expertise, generous support, and warm hospitality 
during the trip. Ambassador James Akins in Saudi Arabia, Charge 
Jack Miklos in Iran, and Charge Frank Mau in Kuwait contributed 
greatlv in time and knowledge to the success of my study mission.

I hope that this report will be helpful to members of the Com­
mittee on International Relations and the Congress in their delibera­
tions on U.S. arms sales policy in the Persian Gulf.

Pierre S. du Pont IV.
December 19,1975.

(V)
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UNITED STATES ARMS SALES TO THE PERSIAN GULF

RECOMMENDATIONS

U.S. arms sales to the Persian Gulf countries are, and should re­
main, an instrument of American foreign policy m that.region* How

considers arms sales on a case-by-case basis. As a result of inadequate 
procedures for considering an overall sales policy, the saW UA 
arms has escalated to the point that gulf states are annually 
over $4 billion in arms or, in other words, over 45 percent of annual 
W In^nllutog that the United States should continue to sell military 
hardware to the Persian Gulf, however, I would like to make the fol- 
lowing recommendations:

1. The United States should formulate a comprehensive arms 
sales policy. This policy should take into consideration whether or 
not the sale of sophisticated weaponry is m the security interests 
of the United States. (Pp. 30-32.)

2. The U.S. Congress should not impose a moratorium on U.S. 
arms sales to the gulf countries. Although a unilateral mora­
torium might at least temporarily end U.S. arms sales to the 
Persian Gulf, it would not limit the sale of arms to the gu f _y 
other arms suppliers. In the long term, therefore, there is little 
evidence that a moratorium would substantially lessen arms p 
curement in this region.

In addition, a U.S. arms moratorium would damage American 
relations with the countries of this area who depend upon the 
United States for military counsel, assistance, and training, m au­
dition to hardware. These countries would interpret a U.S. mora­
torium as evidence of a reckless disregard for their legitimate d 
fense needs. A U.S. arms moratorium, therefore, would undermine 
the good relations in the Persian Gulf this country now enjoys. 
(Pp. 28-29.)

3. The United States, as the major arms supplier to the region, 
should initiate talks with the Soviet Union, France, Great Britain, 
and the other major arms suppliers to the Persian Gulf, in an 
effort to reach an arms limitation agreement for the gult region. 
In these discussions, this country should attempt to promote an 
acceptance of a general restriction on the quantity and the soph­
istication of the arms sold to the gulf. (P. 29.)

(1)
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amoJ^liKf1^^8^168 shoaId enc<>urage regional security pacts 
the region (Pp £11^” alternatlve to a spiraling arms race in 

tionsh?™^ Sh°Uld attempt t0 avoid sole-source rela-
AnAmori^ tary Procurement with Persian Gulf countries. 
An American monopoly of the arms market in a nation creates a 
cXtr^nefenl”™^^^ and training for that 
to 5™ d ?hls dependency relationship presupposes a 
kad ?o a (Teener^ that.countr^ security, which could 
ieau to a deeper American involvement in the area should mili. 
inr„ c° occur- The United States should employ self-restraint 
store of'elc^ eS ^*1? Gulf countries, keeping its 

are of each national market at less than 50 percent. (Pp.16-21.) 
6. The United States should attempt to maintain cordial rola 

tionsh.ps Wlth all gulf countries including Ttese to wHch n does
The United S‘a‘c® should avo’d any involve® 

ment in regional disagreements and conflicts. (P. 30.)
J. The United States should stress development of its non

United States andtS? Pr?™°‘e »°od relations between the 

Mm'si'X'”SSf SiSS'"""* W •> Involving ihe



INTRODUCTION
The U.S. arms trade with foreign nations is not a new development. 

Particularly in wartime but also in times of peace, the U.S. Govern­
ment has supplied military hardware to foreign governments as part 
of a policy of bolstering the defenses of nations friendly to this 
country. .

In recent years, however, the U.S. worldwide arms trade has 
increased tremendously:

U.S. arms exports1
[Millions of dollars]

1963_______________________ 1.198 1969
1964 _______________________  1,124 1970
1965 _______________________  1,490 1971
1966 _______________________  1. 887 1972
1967 _______________________  2, 232 1973
1968 _______________________ 2, 685

3,497
3,117 
3,378 
4,102
5, 018

1 Includes foreign military sales deliveries, commercial sales, and military aid grants.
Source: World Military Expenditures and Arms Trade, 1963-1973, U.S. Arms Con­

trol and Disarmament Agency, 1975.

In 1974 and 1975, foreign military sales orders totaled $10.8 billion 
and $9.5 billion, indicating an ever-expanding U.S. worldwide arms 
trade in the future.

The character of the U.S. worldwide arms trade has changed in 
two important ways in the past several years. The terms of the trade 
are becoming increasingly oriented toward sales and some credits 
rather than toward grants. As the chart on the following page shows, 
while the level of military assistance grants has declined steadily over 
the past 10 years, the level of foreign military salps deliveries has risen.

(3)
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The character of the U.S. worldwide arms trade has changed in anothei^significant respect. Prior to 1973, the ^"e 
arms sold on a government-to-government basis by the United states 
went into the arsenals of Western European nations 
bers of NATO and, therefore, allied militarily with the United states 
In the last several years, however, the percentage of the, 
total of US foreign military sales deliveries which went to NAIO 
countries has declined and the Pontage dellv^ 
Gulf countries, Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Kuwait, has increased sig
nificantly.

NATO countries--------- ------- 
Iran, Kuwait, and Saudi Arabia.

FOREIGN MILITARY SALES DELIVERIES 

[Percentage of worldwide total]

Fiscal year—________________________
1970 1971 1972 1973 ~1974

44 43 io 94 24
10 7 18 24 24

Source: Foreign Military Sales and Military Assistance Facts, Department of Defense.

Looking at arms sales orders alone, these Persian Gulf countries m 
fiscal year 1975, ordered $4.3 billion which is over 45 percent of the 
worldwide orders of U.S. arms during that year. This high P^‘- 
age of arms orders emanating from the Persian.Gulf reflecte tb® 
increase in foreign military sales orders which Iran, Saudi Arabia, 
and Kuwait have placed in the United States:

FMS CASH ORDERS 

[In millions of dollars]

Fiscal years— _______________

1972 1973 1974 1975

528 2,109 3,917
30

2,539

2, 568
37011 dll------------------------- ■ ________ (') (*) 1,374r\uwdii---—----------------- ----------- -

QanHi Arabia _____________ \...............  342 84
OdUUl niduia.--------------------------

........................ 870 2,193 6,486 4, 312

i Less than 5100,000.
Source: Defense Security Assistance Agency.

U.S. commercial sales to Persian Gulf nations have also become more
significant:

COMMERCIAL SALES: DELIVERIES

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal year (actual)

1974 1975

Iran.-..........  
Kuwait......... 

Saudi Arabia.

Total.

35,322
106 

18,031

100,000 
1,000 

10,000

53,459 111,000

Source- “Foreign Military Sales and Military Assistance Program," Congressional Presentation Document, fiscal years 

1976 and 197T, Nov. 5,1975, Department of Defense.
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rne loreign aid bill, these countries are now no longer denpndont American military assistance? Oil revenues ™av“Cdt^^ 
tries from congressionally imposed restraints on the value and amount 
°f “ms they may purchase from the United States. Unt

UnIted ®tates has not been the only nation to trade arms for 
thn^t^tW -ln '7 paSt several years. France, Great Britain and 
the Pe°X Gulf h®® dCTel°ping ^wing arms markets in

billion 
billion 
million

billion 
billion

Chart III.—Arms deliveries to Persian Gulf countries,1 1970-75
United Kingdom... 
France _ $1. 83
U.S.S.R.__  1.67600 g

Total____________ _____
United States. 4.1

7. 94
1 Iran, Iraq, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, U.A.E., Bahrain, 

ource : Defense Monitor, volume 4, No. 3. May 1975.

Britah^XF^ theS6 dat?.shows ‘hat the United States, Great 
of the Xfre^X?^ agamst each other lor one share 
the oth™ portion it the it Union enjoys a practical monopoly in 
tt A S P -fnv ' area, Iraq relies almost solely upon theimpurei^rTt^ Iran p™ a W
3 Arabi! kS re'at^nshlP ,w>th the United States. But in 
pete successfully with th^W State! fras"' C°m' 
0^,1^°!°^thls tremendous escalation in the quantitv of arms 
^hea^ld The “ th“» »
or me arms sold. Ihe Saudis and the Iranians are writing orders for 
weapons of great sophistication. The Iranian concept of defence now 
e“ aXubmarine': ^W’s’ -class de“
e s, and submarines. The $4 billion shopping list the Iranians are bnngm^to the Department of Defense is Xa compilation of riW

States was 1^1973.^ Perslan Gulf nation received military grant aid from the United

Arabia does not maintain relations'2with Um Soviet T?0?011! from any arms deals [Saudi 
^“Mtary equipment from the United States en<Fth°D M?aS bou?ht almost two-thlrds 

the United Kingdom. Oman, where there is a British one-tbird from France and 
fairly heavily in the past on Great Britan for its presence, has depended
only lately to the U.S for armaments Ku^ baa turned
to purchase American weaponrv Previouslv wa,t?? until the recent past
it supplied with British akd Frencharmaments Si Tal1 ®iHtary force which 
competing actively in all of these countri^or therefo,re; the United States is
exclusive hold on the Iranian market It is striving Retaining its almost
s.ua. „.rtet wMe it „ opmlng s ,1,e 

s.ua
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and tanks; it is a demand for the very latest, most sophisticated, most 
lethal equipment the U.S. Military Establishment can produce. It is 
their desire for the most advanced levels of American equipment even 
more than the high dollar amounts involved, which poses a disturbing 
prospect for U.S. security interests now and in the future. The Shah ot 
Iran boasts that that country will be one of the five great world powers 
within two decades. The United States may, therefore, be helping to 
develop a military power with whom it will have to reckon in years to 
come—a power that occupies a strategic location on the Straits of 
Hormuz out of which pours 60 percent of the world’s oil supply. And 
Iran is only one of the nations that the United States is arming in the 
Persian Gulf. Under these circumstances, the need for a sound ap­
proach to arms sales should be obvious.



DOES THE UNITED STATES HAVE AN ARMS SALES 
POLICY?

Unfortunately, a U.S. arms sales policy has not developed as quickly 
as the sales themselves. Our policy is a nonpolicy—an ad hoc response 
to individual arms requests rather than a well-formulated plan de­
signed to protect U.S. security interests. In Iran, Saudi Arabia, and 
Kuwait, 1 encountered a shadow of a U.S. arms sales policy based on a 
dollars and cents approach, and on a sense of fear that if we do not 
sell them arms, someone else will. Pressure for an economic approach 
toward arms sales emanates from the American business communitv 
which sells to the Persian Gulf. With money in abundance in this part 
of the world, there is a heightened awareness of the ready profits to 
be made. J

Further, the dollars and cents approach can be justified in terms of 
our balance of payments: a concern that is not misplaced. The serious

°r Petr(>dollars to oil-exporting nations and its adverse effect 
’ economy should generate a serious search for markets 

Iio i Ho.weveJ’ °uAr balance-of-payments problem must not be the 
sole determinant of American foreign policy. Economics is certainly 
one factor m foreign policy considerations, but it should not be the 
only ractor.

T1 thirk the ynited should sc" a™8 just because 
everybody else does, or because if we do not do it, somebody else will, 
ennnt™ up as the basis for U-S- Policy when this
TTn£n Va f.Tr^r fi-ve the value of weapons the Soviet

*°n 1S Persian Gulf, and an even greater multiple of
sellin^arms by,Fra!lce and Great Britain. The United States, in 
selling arms, is clearly doing more than filling a vacuum
„ri " .Ulatlng an arms 88168 P°Iicy> SCT6ral fundamental questions 
diloo • x

o ^reTFaS- arms Sales t0 the Persian Gulf necessary?
gulf area ? ^ t0 °r detraCt fr°m the stability of the

3. Does the United States have any control over these arms 
once this country has sold them?

folW6 qUeSti°nS wiU be examined in the sections of the report which

(8)



ARE U.S. ARMS SALES TO THE PERSIAN GULF
necessary?

The Persian Gulf is an area which
file in the past. Relatively freeJon , th Responsibility

resents the introduction of severa^reas g y g before. The
into an area where there were onh —1 ।detens s
United States, througi i s aims ^]anCe of power equation.
more armed coefficient into the buildup in the Persian

The immediate ™et>on to such antarnsof

isSSsgS
the U.S. arms sales meet. Iran Saudi

nnp must look at Wil at tnredlb IL uArabia and Kuwait view their respective seeunty needs very dtffer-
ently.

IRAN

Tran faces possible aggressors to the north and to the west The 
Soviet Union, a traditional enemy, continues to worry Iran. No on y Fnc^ activity in the Indian Ocean but also Soviet influence 
in Afghanistan and in Iraq, neighbors of Iran, and inI^a, thenva 
of Pakistan whose security Iran considers 7}tal 
have given Iran the incentive to arm heavily. Members of the U 
Military Advisory Assistance Group in Iran, on the other hand, see 
Iran as? having no expansionist dreams. Although not all observers 
would agree, American military advisers stated that .P™ ‘d 
appreciates the fact that an Iranian move across the gulf would lead 
to conflict with the entire Arab world. . n .

Iran’s current policy is to build a credible deterrent force vis-a-vis 
the U.S.S.R. But Iran’s capacity for supporting a force strong enough 
to deter one of the world’s superpowers seems unlikely and an Iranian 
attempt to match Soviet military might would be futi e. It ismore 
likely that Iran’s military forces will never reach this level but will 
still'attain enough strength to become a regional power within the 
gulf area. The United States should encourage Iran to direct its

(9)
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KUWAIT

on ’X" ‘° ?raq> sitti^
tional boundary. Instead it’ has trip? this line as a na-
virtues of “pamArabism” La nin J tn J0™™™* Kuwait of the 
boundary of Kuwait as its own Ira? Vlews the southern
to annex Kuwait in 1961 and subseane]?^™^1^’-An ^raqi attemPt 
northern ranges have maTe 1™^ lnt° lts neighbor’s

Kuwait, therefore has pxnro? s territorial pretensions evident.
rected at Iraq. U.s’militar? a. deterrent force di­
deterrent force as one capabk o/a 2 or? d^v hold refined this 
Iraq. During this time period th* t? h?11.dln^ actK>n against“triggering force’’™ brin?^ miht^ Would a*
The question here is whether a nation o7 qWooV™? °Utside- forces of 10,000 men can build a Xd^i ^r000 People with armed Of 10 million with Xd foriL « a nation
well-equipped (Soviet) around r Iraq has extremelv Kuwait upPto a level there it P TV airforce' T° build 
quire an outlay of enormous sum? of ™n tlVeJy detfr Jraq wou,d re’ 
what a country can normallv ’ faS °ut of ProP°rtion to
Kuwait, too, isTa “untn"with snPX%pa?for a, miIitalT force- 
crease the difficulties of maintain?^ al problems which in-
ordinately high m?in£^ T?”' An
accompany any armaments nr™, ? °* tb® harsh elements, will 
might be better devoted to resourcesrather than on swhistXd* ?dustrial infrastructure 
out and would be^ncanabh of Tt™* s00n rust
The United State? would? do 1X t g the Lraqi .Air Force- 
regional agreement with Iran and Saud??????^ K*!wait,to seek a 
with Iraq rather thin tn OQn “ ,^audi Arabia and perhaps even 
Kuwaiti Government In the iwn'h6 UK arms to the
action preventedI„o takXr w’4’ Pressure and
higher, Iran and Saudi Arabia would ,Stakes are even
to extend its influence down the gulf %>?h lke y t0 a,,ow Iraq

SAUDI ARABIA

«"Jd^^
and'lra^i i3io™"lhaeS^
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was a preoccupation with U.S. invasion threats. Statements by Secre­
tary of State Kissinger and Secretary of Defense Schlesinger hinting 
obliquely then openll at a possible U.S. invasion of the eastern prov- 
ince^oil fields sent shock waves through Saudi Arabia.Pe rp 
this apparent hostility on the part of an ostensible frimd, the Saudi 
stressed that big power involvement in the area was e
interests Saudi officials eyed the presence of MIDEASih UKM 
Bahrain somewhat apprehensively and also indicated to me that th y 
nreferred that the United States not develop Diego Garcia, ine 
Saudis do not want to see the gulf come under the 
superpowers, preferring instead to develop their own miliary

officials did not indicate a readiness to aline their country deten y 
with Tran either. They intend to see Saudi Arabi develop as an mde 

PeThenSamudfea3itKgh without a history of open hostility with Iraq, 
the Soviet Union, or Iran, are arming as a nation. However, the arma­
ments program is more gradual and up to now less ambitious tto 

Sassas ftjySJSE
present, the Saudi military defense program does not seem
with the general apprehensions of a rich sta^ ^L^bty to“sc 
with systems of government opposed to its own and the abil y 
military force to achieve their goals. f-nrriptr it

The degree of threat, therefore, and the capacity for^deterrrng 
vary considerably from country to country. The United Stat^ 
ponder these two factors and their relevancy f°r
developing an arms sales policy. I am not suggesting that a country 
shouldPnot have the right to build a military force to protec.itself 
from outside threats, but I do believe the United States can he p 
friendly countries to build a viable military force without encouraging 
them to undertake an all-out arms binge. It is an
would encourage a nation to make the enormous outlay for a military 
force when it could never hope to build a credible deferent against 
the perceived enemv. It appears to me that the U.S. policy m
Kuwait to arm with sophisticated weaponry is expensive and futile 
since that small country does not possess either the human or other 
physical resources to combat Iraq. The United
in the same direction with Iran, if it encourages that nation to pur 
chase weaponry with the idea in mind that it could effectively engage 
in a conflict with the Soviet Union.
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l^P16 States should foster alternative approaches to estab 
* d«fense Perimeters. Not only in the case of the smaller states

Jait ^ut. 5S0 Wlth Iran and Saudi Arabia, the United 
States should use its influence to promote the establishment of reo-ional 
t^T±P^ haS a1^ been so™ movement in thisXel 
tion among the gulf states. The United States should encourage fur­
ther talks which might lead to security agreements that coulcf mini

°f C°nflkt “ -11 -



DO U.S. ARMS SALES ADD TO OR DETRACT FROM THE 
STABILITY OF THE GULF AREA?

Military weaponry sales which are designed to promote security 
may actually have the opposite effect and undermine security. This 
may occur in two ways: first, an arms buildup may provoke instability 
in a region by promoting an arms race which raises the level of tension 
in the area, and tension plus availability of weapons may create 
greater potential for conflicts. A nation will not go to war unless it 
has the means to fight; by supplying nations with the means to hght, 
the United States may also be creating the will to fight. Second, in­
stability may also arise in terms of internal unrest caused by a mili­
tary powerplay against civilian interests. The United States should, 
therefore, carefully scrutinze the potential for regional and national 
instability when supplying a country with arms.

The Possibility of a Gulf Arms Race

The United States is, at present, selling arms to Iran, Saudi Arabia, 
Kuwait, and Oman in the Persian Gulf. The greatest potential for 
an arms race probably exists between the larger of the two nations, 
Iran and Saudi Arabia, or between these two nations and Iraq.

Iran has been developing a defense establishment for a longer 
period and to a greater extent than either Iraq or Saudi Arabia. 
From 1950 to 1973, Iran obtained over $1.7 billion in military equip­
ment and services from the United States while Saudi Arabia, ob­
tained $324 million and Iraq, $59.8 million.3 In terms of total 
defense spending, Iran has spent annually more on defense than either 
Iraq or Saudi Arabia, particularly since 1972.

STATE AND DEFENSE BUDGETS OF GULF COUNTRIES

[In millions of dollars)

1972 1973 1974 1975

State 
budget

Of which 
budgeted 

for 
defense

State 
budget

Of which 
budgeted 

for 
defense

State 
budget

Of which 
budgeted 

for 
defense

State 
budget

Of which 
budgeted 

for 
defense

Iran_______________2,813 915 7,000 1,973 11,000 
6,444 
9,864

3,160 
1,706

803

36, 300
28,071

NA

10,160
2, 888 

NASaudi Arabia________  
Iraq_______________

.......... 2,567
.......... 1,067

641
472

3,607
4,554

1,080 
816

NA = Not available.
Source: Middle East Economic Digest Feb. 7, 1975.

In 1975, Iran spent almost 28 percent of its total budget on defense 
while Saudi Arabia devoted 10 percent of its budget to defense. Using 
the most recent figures available for Iraq, in 1974 that country spent

3 includes MAP and FMS. Iran received no MAP after 1968L SourceDepartment of 
Defense, Foreign Military Sales and Military Assistance Facts, April 1974.

(13)
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around 8 percent of its budget on defense. Defense spending in Saudi 
Arabia increased by 450 percent between 1972 and 197$ Defense 
lfl?0 percent an increaSed durin^ the same peri«d by an even larger 

incMn f°r the m°1St sophisticated of U.S. weaponry,
F~14 ’ sub™arines and ^^^e-class destroyers has 

created concern over the intended use of this equipment. Some ob 
tnVrJn866 Jncreasmg Saudi armaments procurement as a response 
to Iranian military deye opment. Although American military officials 
in Saudi Arabia stated that the Saudis do not regard Iran as threaten- 

do17orr? wer Iranian expansionist rhetoric The Shah 
insists upon calling the gulf “Persian”, and asserts that he is responsi­
ble for the protection of 60 percent of the world’s oil supply a per­
centage which includes Saudi as well as Iranian oil. Althoughwithout 
?P?arenXf®ar of direct Iranian belligerency, the Saudis fvould like 
wnnldP their °Ptlons °Pen- Their current trend toward heavier armino- 

ould seem to be at least partially in response to an Iranian buildup 
There is also an incipient arms race between the Iranians and the 

fnrXT Each ”atl.on ls the potencv and size of its own armed 
forces upon the strength of the other’s. The Iranians repeatedly used 
fhm’r estimate of Iraqi military capability as a point of reference for 
the town military needs At present, however, the Iranians have more 
military personnel and have a larger number and wider varietv of 
iK?^ <-in a l three branches of the armed forces. Althoug/the 
United States, which presently supplies no arms to Iran, has no lever- 

m?htary Purchases of that country, it should keep in
Sidl™ arms Pr“urement between Iran
ana Iraq, the United States should try to maintain its arms sales to 
Iran at a level which will make Iran comfortable about its security 
Zme Otherwk? ™ba,al?ce which Ira9 w'>ukl want to over* 
come. Otherwise, the arms race between these two nations will onlv 

dangerous and expensive levels. TheUnited States should attempt to engage the U.S.S.R. in talks aimed 
frtiendsdlng a P°SSlble arms race between their respective Persian Gulf

Arms Sales and Internal Stability/Instability

Another aspect of instability potentials furthered bv arms «ales is 

£ a^ik'X^ Ca" Pr°m°ta a"d P«b‘-1

ment to d^ d°' Jhe applicability of this argu-
ment to the oil-producing nations, however, is questionable Their

01 pr°duction has provided these nations with more revenue 
nnt h Channel \nt0 the civilian sector. These countries are 

aS many- houses’ roadways, and schools as they can 
SaudfoAnZ^ ^d P'a,?ninS ministers in both Iraq and
mpnf 1 • 1 ressed in their talks with me the enormous develop- 
S their Diransgtond hT resP('?ti™ ™'mtries. The speed and intensity 
K r plans to develop an infrastructure of transportation roads 

uildings, and factories for their nations was impressive. These indi-
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viduals did not express any concern that their countries concurrent 
military development was undermining their plans for civilian devel­
opment. In effect, these countries are actually m the unusual situation 
of being able to buy both guns and butter. . «

The danger here is that these nations may become involved in a 
military spending spiral that requires an ever larger Percentage of 
their budgets to be committed to military spending, to the point that 
future social needs may be endangered by the intention of.a, hug 
military spending program. In its recently announced budgets, for 
example, Saudi Arabia has increased the amount earmarked for de- 
fense spending from the 1974-75 figure of $2.8 billion to $6.5billion 
for the coming year. This is approximately one-fifth of thetotal 
budget, thereby increasing the absolute amount and the percentage o 
the total budget devoted to the military. tt.

As the Government adds new military programs to old ones, the costs 
of keeping a defense establishment risk consuming an ever greater 
proportion of the budget. The United States should not encourage 
constantly increasing military budgets that may stifle economic an 
social developments more critical to long-range needs of developing 
nations. Although rich, these nations will be in need of tremendous 
sums for many years in order to raise the standard of living of tneir 
^There^another important resource in the gulf countries which is 
very limited and which is, therefore, more difficult to allocate between 
military and civilian sectors: manpower. Throughout the gulf coun­
tries, members of private industry, government officials and military 
leaders all spoke of trained manpower as the most precious national 
commodity and as the least available. American military 
remarked with some frustration that the high salaries of the private 
sector lured away men to whom the U.S. military training group 
had taught invaluable skills. In Saudi Arabia an officer with the U.b. 
military training mission told me that there is no obligatory enlist­
ment period for the Saudis in the military and that they are f^ry 
free to leave when they choose. Members of the private sector remarked, 
however, upon the growing intent of the military in these countne 
to create benefits which will attract and keep good men. A continued 
military buildup could diminish economic growth through robbing 
the civilian sector of the economy of needed manpower.

There are also possibilities for political instability as well in each 
of these countries which a military buildup could aggrevate. Repre­
sentative government has developed in varying degress in gulf coun­
tries. The Kuwaiti Parliament is fairly outspoken on domestic issues 
the Iranian National Assembly is normally docile, while the baudi 
Assembly is selected, not elected, from the extensive royal family, 
reserving its criticisms for meetings of the inner councils. While to 

in«awB?SB8

st A*" 

resuits.
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in Iran is under

!be .Western eyes, these parliaments may not seem effective, they have, 
to date, satisfied their populations to a large degree. However, the 
recent influx of money and technology into the Persian Gulf is creating 
an educated and westernized middle class which feels stifled bv the 
limits set on real, political participation in their society. University 
ndn ln ^an are already a source of unrest. It is likely that the
90? y°Un? Persian (65 Percent of the population in Iran is under 

TKln a I^entiatly disruptive force while increasing in 
Although the availability of ready wealth will suffice to 

satisfy many in the gulf countries, not all of the growing middle 
T*?5 Y111 1)6 ?>ntent to remain outside the decisionmaking process, 
tten to 3id YayS T d combine with a sense of frustra­
tion to produce a volatile atmosphere.

In the event of social disturbances, it would be U.S. trained and 
MilitePrvd ff°rCeS X* W£uld U Called in to deal with the unrest.

aS e?ectlve a£aiPst internal as against external 
temn^ who possess military strength succumb to the
oTcnsTs UP°n forC^^^ing their grip in moments
or crisis. Such policies are often conducive to promoting ever greater S??6 1UtUrt Should aware of the induct rfk the 
United States may be playing in the future events of gulf countries.

IRAN

mav 6 for social instability the arms buildup
iSn with’™? ? -mpt t0 ?nvision the eventuality of an

the.Shah’ Iran111S sometlmes called a “one-bullet” na- 
ste?p h. ? 1 ?n W?Ti bU!¥ could remove not only the head of 
indL^ tX^ him. Although American officials are

pW h?k that the ™lmsters together with the Empress cou d effectively assume control of the country until the young prince 
th? Xh Ch hm there lingers the possibility that the death of
the Shah could signal chaos. The Shah has never allowed his ministers 

decisionmnking authority that would prepare them to govern. In­
experience, combined with a sudden diffusion of power, could lead to 

int0 the hands of elemente hostile to the United States. This is an unknown factor, a risk which
Y T constantly assess. At present, the Shah is still young, 

healthy, and we 1 protected. He states that he wants to include 
X? Process and that he intends to
close the disparity of wealth which is growing in Iran The 

Sh°TUld carefully watch these developments. The 
risks of arming Iran appear to be worth taking at present- 
they may not be in the future. p esenT’

SAUDI ARABIA

b«2? Sa??i Arabia aPPears politically stable. U.S. Em­
bassy officials stressed the smooth transition of power after the assas- 
KhdiT.°„d rng FaT^ 1975 10 S

™ Pl?nce Anxiety that Faisal’s death woulf
Produce turmoil came to naught. American authorities pointed to the 
ffective transfer of power and to the continuity in government domes­

tic and international policies as indicative of Saudi stability. Saudi
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Arabia is dominated by the conservative Wahhabi sect of the Muslim 

is a traditional society where family roots and ties are strong. The 
popular devotion to the monarchy as well as the Muslim antipathy to 
atheism should make Saudi Arabia the one Middle Easternsociety 
which communism finds impregnable. Yet, a few years ago, ma y 
would have made the same statement about Libya which now, under 
Colonel Qaddaffi, is moving steadily leftward. . of

In the next few years, the tremendous economic development ot 
Saudi Arabia is bound to produce stresses and strains in the social 
fabric of the country. Here, as well as m Iran, the United States migh 
be arming a nation which shows a potential for internal turmoil..

The United States has implicitly shown its preference for the ex 
ing Saudi regime not only by arming the nation, but also by its in 
vokement in an extensive training and armaments program foj the 
Saudi Arabian National Guard (SANG) The national guard abou 
35 000 men strong, is a force devoted to the protection of the royal 
family “nd its interests. Created in the early 1960’s it was instru­
mental in keeping King Faisal on the throne in
national guard are drawn exclusively from the Bedu, the nomadic 
tribesmen who have historically been the strongest ^PP,01^^-^ 
royal family. In helping to strengthen the national guard the^United 
States is committing itself to securing the position and safety ot the 
^The^S ^Government signed an agreement with the Saudi Govern- 
ment on March 19,1973, tofquip and train SANG. Under the terms of 
the agreement. the Saudis are paying all of the costs of this modern 
ization program which amount to $335 million. The standard 2 percent 
foreSt military sales surcharge covers all administrative costs and 
the salaries of the U.S. personnel involved including that of the chief 
of the project management office (PMO) which is in charge o e 

‘PrThea present United States-Saudi agreement runs through 1977. 
American military advisers, however, anticipate a renewal which 
would extend the program through 1979 During this t^e, according 
to the contract, the Saudis are to equip the national guard solely with 
American equipment, although the Saudis did break this agreemen 
once by buving some European built weapons. American officials con­
sider U.S. weapons not only to be superior to any others available, 
but indicate that a sole source policy facilitates efficiency and sta 
ardization which multisource weaponry would only confuse. Since

the Saudi National Guard in a UMted Statw-SaMi cowiinaun^ which Ig in
also coordinates its SANG Pr^am with the Army corps o^^^ Guard. The Army

Mstd'concern. This “contract was theepithlt 
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the United States is assuming the entire responsibilty for training and 
equipping the Saudi National Guard, the Saudi National Guard

T'atlOn of the UK Army’ becoming closely identified with the U.S. Government. The exclusive responsibilitv for 
assuring the success of this organization puts the United States in the 
Position of strengthening and insuring the continuation of the present 
baudi Government. r

Also, ironically, the United States through its accelerated training 
program, is promoting the demise of these verv Bedu which have been 

supporters by drawing them out of their 
tents and by introducing them into a modern military system.

Iraditionally, the irregular battalion commanders of the national 
guard have been the tribal sheikh; however, the King, who is anxious 
to provide the PMO with the best possible officer material, has given 
American advisers the power, if they can show just cause, to remove the 
PiSn replace him with a better qualified individual. The
FMO is deve oping a service record system for these Bedu soldiers 
which will help define a uniform pattern of achievement, recognition, 
and promotion and which will pipe the tribesmen into it. By educating 
and training them, by ranking them according to ability rather than 
hy status, by putting modern weapons into their hands, the United 
btates is westernizing these people and thereby undermining those 
traditional qualities which originally made them supporters of the 
monarchy. Whether or not their increased awareness of the world 
beyond their tents will expand their political horizons is not yet clear. 
Ihe adoption of M estern ideas and lifestyles, however, has weakened 
support in the past for traditional monarchies in other countries and 
it could create a similar result in Saudi Arabia.
■ Government through USMTM6 is also arming and train­
ing MODA, the Ministry of Defense and Aviation. The Saudi Govern-

.“^^he lines of authority for MODA, the regular military 
which includes the army, the air force, and the navy strictly separate 
AtTn national guard. While the national guard reports to Prince 
Abdullah bin Abd al-Aziz, MODA must account to Prince Sultan, 
Minister for Defense and Aviation, and to the Vice Minister. Prince 
qj1; 1 leaders of MODA are from a. different branch of the 
baud family than is Prince Abdullah bin Abd al-Aziz. The U.S. Gov­
ernment in compliance with Saudi policy, has installed separate mili­
tary missions to aid in the equipping and training of the national guard 
and of MODA. While the chief of the project management office re-

Army Materiel Command in the Army, the chief of 
j European Command. Although in practice the

FMO and USMTM consult in military matters, officially they are 
independent, parallel missions responsible to separate officials in 
Washington.

The Saudis have deliberately kept these forces separate in order to 
balance one against the other. Noting other developing areas of the 
world where a strong military has captured the reins of government, 
they hope to create an independent national guard sufficiently strong 
o fend off any attempted coups against the Government by the armed 

services. The Government of Saudi Arabia has particular cause for

pyiUvalont of a MAAG. The Saudis objected 
altered ” ,he U S' G""- 
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concern in this area. In September 1969 some 60 officers of the Saudi 
Armed Forces were involved in an attempted coup against the Gov­
ernment. Many of these officers were high ranking members’ of the 
Saudi Air Force. The fact that it was members of the air force who 
engineered the coup attempt indicates the risk the Saudi Government 
could run with its modernized armed forces in the future. The Saudi 
Air Force has received disproportionately in the past the best training,
equipment, and available manpower. . __

Generous benefits including good pay and extensive training abroad 
have attracted to the air force the elite of the Saudi military,)am 
elite which even includes many royal princes. Notably,)their presence 
in this branch did not prevent it from participating in the 1969 coup. 
Although SANG intervened in 1969 as it had in 1963 to prevent an 
outcome deleterious to the royal family, the guards effectiveness in 
similar situations in the future is less certain. An agreement among 
the royal princes decided that MODA would control all air units while 
SANG would remain strictly a ground force which means that the 
effective balancing role the national guard has played vis-a-vis 
MODA will diminish in the future since land units are no match tor 
ground forces backed by a sophisticated air force. .

Perhaps not deliberately, but directly, nonetheless, U.S. arms sales 
nolicv is promoting the end to the traditionally effective balance be­
tween MODA and SANG. Eventually the national guard will no 
longer be able to provide a counterweight to the armed forces. Should 
there be another coup conducted by members of the air force, their 
position relative to the national guard would be relatively much 
stronger. U.S. arms sales to Saudi Arabia, therefore, affect the internal 
mechanisms of political balance in that country, creating definite risks 
for the Saudi Government and for U.S. interests. The United State 
must consider these risks when formulating an arms sales policy and 
estimate whether or not it is prepared to take those risks.

longer be able to provide a counterweig]

KUWAIT

The threat of political instability runs particularly high in Kuwait. 
In my estimation, the U.S. arms sales policy in Kuwait contributes to 
the incipient political instability in this country.

Kuwaitis form a minority group within their own country. 1 ney 
comprise only 48 percent of the national population of 900,000. ktrm- 
gent requirements including a minimum mandatory residence of 15 
years must be met in order to obtain Kuwaiti citizenship. Kuwaiti 
citizenship implies financial benefits as well as status since noncitizens 
do not receive the healthy social welfare payments and services which 
citizens enjoy. The Kuwait Parliament, reluctant to see a dilution ot 
the Kuwaiti national character, has not been willing to relax citizen­
ship requirements in the past although it is aware that this is a 
great source of discontent among non-Kuwaitis who would like to be 
eligible for the benefits. The Government does permit non-Kuwaitis, 
however, to enter the armed services. Although all pilots are Kuwaitis, 
it is Iraqis and third country nationals who repair the aircraft, there 
is a real danger in integrating into its armed services those very people 
a government will not allow to integrate into its society. Disenfran­
chised, economically disadvantaged, and, therefore, frequently discon-
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■■■■ 
may’ “ fact- fswas®3

« rne stability, both intranational and international of that retri™

EBEB ?FWthe p^XmS XX

O rpt overall level of (J .b. arms sales.
enjoys. perCentage of each national defense market the United States 
to selPe sophlstication ot the weaponry the United States is prepared

.a United States is now annually selling over S4 billion 
Z ) Of aXmV° nations in the Persian Gulf Appropriate 
and thVAml the Defense Department,
ana tne Arms Control and Disarmament Agency should im­
mediately undertake serious consideration of the possibilities

than 49 pUt of the

beat of th^Persiln^tlf^ummers is^nbtSabfe^hen^I w^ The

the temperature was already reaching 126’ F The at/he end of May-
mountains conveniently near Tehran for a cool ent °Vjan' fortunately, has
two or three months to Taif the mountain H?! Thp Sa,’dls return f°r
no cool retreat. The Kuwaiti government the^fnr^ haplessly, affords
mountain hideaway in Lebanon W^en I a’ked n ^ snmmpr months at its
effect of arming a countr^X'se government1 in ?'lwa?t what wo’”d be ^e
year, the non-plussed rely was : “It’s too wtAS? eVery
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Tn other words if Saudi Arabia orders $2 billion m military equip- 
ment and services’ in fiscal year 1976 from foreign governments Am^^^ 
X defense industries and the U.S. Government should ^111» Saudi 
Arabia no more than $0.98 billion in arms and serv es in fiscal year 
1976. This is still an enormous sum, permitting the U.S defense 
establishment to compete actively for the arms market, whileitd 
courages an American monopoly of the mill 'ary , , maior
nation. The United States remains only one supplier, a t
one rather than the supplier. No country becomes totally dependent 
unon ?he United Statesor its defense needs as it does when a sole-

of any one regime
the United States to maintain its neutrality inpealing with the 
riety of countries and regimes which exist in the> gult- conhisti_ 

Tho United States should also set limits on the levels ot the . opnisi



DOES THE UNITED STATES HAVE ANY CONTROL OVER 
™ESE WEAPONS ONCE THIS COUNTRY HAS SOLD 
1 HEM i

Un^fM! a™!! in arI?s ?aIes which is confronting the 
d States is the ability—or the lack of it—to control arms once

U S W>d ‘h™-One aspect of this issue of control is the
for weSrv it °f Spare parts and ammunition
tfonZK’ ln the.Past should the purchasing na-
of control invo^?^ law or principle. Another aspect of this issue 
by the pt^n^^ ThVStS

‘° a nati°n ™ad

the TTnitpH Qfoi-no ■ pb o n parts and ammunition, therefore made weapons^se Shi °^Ontr01 °™r AnSS
control. S difficult to estimate the extent of this
transferrfog^riiSn'Xlo^ a purchasing nation from 
*^a^

agreed ^otlXnafeTS^' "Ration shall have 
o^nt Ked tO j‘ °r to
notfouseoVp^^

than those for which furnished PUrp^^President has fi^Xnob" Unl<5SS the C°nSent of the 

terms of Sfc^Tf th^X^ obligated under the
offending nation: terminate all military sales to the

ariid^/efensTseX^ Uses de^se
substantial violation of anv c.°Pntry under this Act, in immediately ineligible* fo/ CrOn °u thliS Act’ sha11 be 
guarantees. g further cash sales, credits, or

American we^ons b^prlhTbi^ unauthorized transfers of

(22)
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than U S arms. The probability of an illegal transfer of U.S. arma 
ments therefore, could easily increase as this country corners an ever 
larger share in the military hardware market of any one nation.

Although the U.S. arms transfer prohibition undoubtedly has some 
restraining effect on foreign governments, I am doubtful that this 
pSS will prevent aU t^nsfers. The U-S. Government should 
realize that a government which sees its security threatened > 
security of a fnendly nation threatened, might be P™£P^^ 
risk of U.S. wrath and transfer whatever weapons it felt the situation 
required American or otherwise. The United States would then - 
front the situation where, in order to make the threat ^he
have to proceed to an automatic cutoff of arms mt inn of the 
United States may lose not only the goodwill and 
“offender” which it has been attempting to win, but also bases an 
other military advantages of the offending country which 
onlv the U S lack of sympathy but also the American paternalistic retribution. Alienation of a heretofore friend may be the major result

The 'safeguard against transfers is a prudent selection of U.S. 
arms ^ient^This country should avoid sellingweaponry to nations 
which have special incentives to transfer arms. Again, I would refer 
^Kuwat^has a large Palestinian population which, in the past, has 
successfully urged the Government to contribute generous monetary 
aid to Palitinian groups and arms to Arab confrontation state. T 
Kuwaiti National Assembly has been highly cntica ofthe UK Middle 
East policy. The potential for a transfer of UK,arms by Kuwait W 
one of the Arab confrontation states should Middle East hostilities 
resume therefore, looms as a considerable danger. . ..

Public pressure upon the Government to transfer armsb mclutog 
U.S. arms, would probably be very strong. The larger,the share of the 
Kuwaiti military market the United States enjoys, the 
will be that the Kuwaitis will have French or British 
instead of U.S. arms. If the most modern, most sophisticated equip 
ment in Kuwait is American made, there is a greater probability that 
the Kuwaiti Government will transfer U.S. arms to a confrontatio 
^Xn^^ possibility of tn^f- would also be 
less should U.S. defense industries agree to establish coproductio

states”?
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^cilitics in the Persian Gulf. Coproduction, or the manufacture of 
military equipment by a U.S. firm in conjunction with a foreign ?ovZU it Ste tejSU.it RtesSSFwtafes cuaiiy establishing military equipment coproduction facilities with “P'T and American know-how and teEE Co? 
production is a phenomenon that is likely, therefore to occur ma few 
years when the general skill level of the work force h^ris?n tS 
country, therefore, should develop a policy in thU aX Wore co 

begins to “spring up” here and there aXSThS? Co' 
PttKluction removes some of the advantages of anus saS fo te™, 

SSRWMsSe Althonizhtho^ f coproduction m other industries does not.

would XwauTarms3

ons to Oma^X^tWC “ haVe tr°°pS suPPlied with U.S. weap-
in the Dhofar Pr^ “ “S St™ggk against the

, There are no legal restrictions on the use of American weanons hv 
triesPZd“o& ks "ati°nal b--d "heZlPf Xny ^^ahs wUh Ar^anthe nation invXed win h,°ping that^rsrsrar^ p yment of
the end use of the weapon ry'S soM to thT^TfZJn^

tejSU.it
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conflicts exist in Oman or in the Middle East, there will be opportu­
nities for gulf countries to deploy U.S. weapons throughout the

Whether or not legal restrictions on the end use of weapons exist, the 
U.S. Government has little real ability to exercise control over Ameri­
can weapons once it has sold them. Should a country decide to transfer 
American weaponry, the United States can do little to prevent it. Only 
after a transfer has occurred, can the United States then move to pro­
hibit future transfers by terminating its arms sales to the violating 
nation. This is not an effective control of U.S. weaponry sold abroad. 
Nor can this country actually prohibit the use of American weapons by 
the purchasing nation beyond its own boundaries. In formulating an 
arms sales policy, therefore, this country should take into account the 
lack of effective U.S. control over armaments once this country has sold 
them. _ .

The Advantages of Selling Arms

Up to this point, I have mainly discussed the problems and destabi­
lizing factors involved in U.S. arms sales. Not all the factors involved 
in these arms sales to the Persian Gulf are negative, however. Arms 
sales bring several advantages to this country They aid the U.b. 
balance of payments. They also expand U.S. influence within 
a nation and promote friendly ties with this country. In addition to 
this, they promote the security of nations whose security is important 
to the United States. By selling arms to certain nations the United 
States can build the defenses of these nations to levels where they are 
able to insure their own security. In this way, they do not have to re y 
on the direct intervention by the United States for their protection.

There is no doubt that U.S. arms sales to the Persian Gulf improves 
the U.S. balance of payments. Since 1973, this country has sold more 
than $12 billion in defense hardware and services to the oil-producing 
nations in the Persian Gulf. This has contributed considerably to off­
setting the serious drain of petrodollars to this area.

U.S. arms sales frequently also have a ripple effect m that they 
promote American technology and products in general. Throughout 
Iran and Saudi Arabia I encountered officals who expressed ^mira­
tion for the “Made in America” label. Frequently, they remarked that 
they not only preferred the product itself but that they also preferred 
to deal with the American businessman rather than with his European 
or Oriental counterpart. American marketing techniques are impres­
sive because they are efficient, direct, and they are not imbued with the 
paternalism characteristic of the attitudes and methods of *0™®! 
colonialists. American businessmen stressed the importance of United 
States involvement in all of the varied aspects of the Persian Gulf 
market. Not only do American jet fighters build up a reservoir of re­
spect for U.S. products, but they also create the need for American 
spare parts, for American training, and frequently for American 
built air strips, hangars, and control instruments. Many of the com­
panies which produce military equipment are also involved in tne 
production of nonmilitary goods. Relationships established during the 
sale of helicopters or tanks often lead to building business contacts 
and good relations which give an advantage to the company when it is
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To aband“

petro-ielRBa^

^eHsgs not only
United a ™nimal need for

vxVt” vn such as th«
BllSliBli 

the United Stat^andV ?™S ‘V S”1* ““"tries holds benefits for

nation while they wovidp U.S balance of payments and job sit­
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The Possibility for an Arms Sales Limitation Agreement

In moving toward the formulation of an arms sales policy, a dis­
cussion of not only the complexities and the pros and cons of arms 
sales is necessary but also a look at possible alternatives for regulating 
the arms flow to the Persian Gulf is needed.

A U.S. arms sales policy for the Persian Gulf could encompass an 
arms limitation agreement with other major suppliers to the area or it 
could even impose a unilateral moratorium on the shipment of all U.b. 
military weaponry to the gulf.

Formal restrictions of the flow of arms to the Middle East have ex­
isted in the past and could serve as possible models for an agreement in 
the neighboring Persian Gulf region. In the 1950 Tripartite Declara­
tion, Britain, France, and the United States established the Near East 
Arms Coordinating Committee which successfully regulated the sup­
ply of military weaponry to Israel and the Arab states until 1954. In 
1955, the demise of the Committee occurred when the Soviet Union, 
which was not a party to the Declaration, began to supply Syria and 
Egypt with military weaponry.

Subsequent Soviet attempts in 1956 and 1957 to resurrect; an up­
dated variation of an arms limitation agreement in the Middle East 
met with U.S. State Department suspicion and opposition. Since the 
1967 war, however, the United States has made some feeble, unheeded 
calls for arms restraints in the Middle East. Resolutions urging a ban 
on arms shipments to the area have also come out of the Security Coun­
cil and the General Assembly of the United Nations on several occa­
sions since 1948. . , ,

Previous attempts at arms limitation, which were mostly aimed at 
the adjoining Middle East area, were either unsuccessful, broke down 
after some positive results, or were too slight to have any effect at all.

Any attempt today to construct an arms limitation agreement in the 
Persian Gulf would have to take into account several ac­
tors. Present efforts at arms control such as the SALT and the MBr K 
negotiations have involved a very limited number of countries, the 
United States and the U.S.S.R., and have been in good part concerned 
with nuclear weaponry. Despite the specificity of the weaponry in­
volved and the small number of participants engaged in the talks, ne­
gotiations are arduous, slowly yielding minimal results.

Were there to be arms limitation talks in the Persian Gulf, the hrst 
important decisions to be made would necessarily revolve around which 
countries would engage in the talks. Iran would undoubtedly want as­
surances that her participation would mean not only that Iraq but 
Afghanistan and India as well would join any negotiations. On the 
other side of the gulf, the Saudis would hesitate to consider arms limi­
tations without Israel and several of the radical Arab states becoming 
involved. This vast area and multitude of states required for effective 
participation would make the mere convocation of arms talks difficult. 
The area involved also represents a huge market for military weap­
onry, thereby diminishing the incentive of supplier nations to encour­
age arms agreements that would cut into important revenue..

Arms agreements or externally imposed national arms limits would 
have to take into account diverse factors that do not always equate 
easily such as size of population, extent of land area, wealth, and the
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educational level of the work force. How would negotiations decide 
what level of arms would be appropriate for a nation like Israel whose 
21/2 million people are educated and technically proficient compared 
with a nation like Iran whose 30 million inhabitants are 
only beginning to acquire the skills necessary for military 
effectiveness? J

-Despite the complexities arms limitations might involve in the area 
01 the Persian Gulf, a strong desire to limit military weaponry might 
suffice to overcome difficult obstacles. However, this desire is lacking 
m the nations of this region. Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Kuwait are 

beginning their armaments programs and are not yet ready to 
call them to a halt. U.S. officials expect a continuation of the current 
high level of arms sales orders from this area over the next few years. 
1 he military authorities with whom I spoke in the countries I visited 
gave every indication that they intend to pursue a policy of building 
a strong defense establishment during the course of the rest of the 
decade. These nations regard suggestions of arms limitations as an­
other manifestation of big power paternalism. They resent other 

1 to direct their budgetary priorities towardnations admonishing them ~...................pnuuues towa 
civilian spending, regarding these as internal decisions. In the opinion 
of the arms recipient nations, they themselves are best qualified to 
evaluate their national security needs and to meet these needs through 
legitimate defense expenditures........................................................... to

controls appear not only paternalistic 
discriminatory as welt These controls hit hardest 

naS* A iS-d? not possess their own armaments factories while 
he I™ the U-S.S.R. to supply themselves with an 

Ob,™H d ?f rms. ^rough indigenous defense industries.
Observing the thriving East-West arms race, many of these nations 
transfer Un!te£ States-Soviet attempts to limit foreign arms 
transfers as extremely hypocritical; they also see it as giving an un- 
^th onTS’X *°Se natl°nS vhich have special defenS agreements 
2^.*^ “ i P0^ °r have an ImPortant backlog of military 
equipment acquired over the years. 6 J
ar^^^p8^8^ unilaterally shut off the flow of
Xn GU’f’ Jtt ch was an °Ption °Pen t0 this nation* countries received U.S. arms under military assistance and 

?UWait’ and Saudi Arabia are now buying 
S’™ w wlth cash and expect to be treated as good paying cus- 

can reached withouttheir 
d Par^C'Pation which, at this time, seems unlikely. A U.S.

of «m°? °?n a™S- transfers would cut out only onecould fdf US T™8 ? V0,d Which other nations' in good part, 
to thi/iL£^ a moratorium on its arms sales
countries . /IU • ■ S° U-S- relations with these
to TranTn^ « decision would appear arbitrary and unreasonable

i t0 $ d! 4rabla which would consider such an arms shut- 
off as endangering their national security. They would categorize the 
SfSnd ^uId hesitate turn
"L™® f f for counsel and assistance. Therefore, a unilaterally im- 
LrsloTXXw^f W°U1? !^ieVe no Productive goals. It would th! « 1? th arms lnt0 thls area though it would antagonize
the gulf countries who would regard this action as arbitrary andheed- 
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less of their legitimate defense needs. An arms sales moratorium would 
irreparably damage the friendly relations the United States presently 
enioys with Persian Gulf countries.

Faced with the probable ineffectiveness of a unilateral U.S.. arms 
moratorium in controlling the flow of arms to the Persian Gulf and 
with the opposition of the gulf nations themselves to arms lotions 
agreements, the United States should attempt to initiate talks among 
the maior arms suppliers to the region m ^“P* to 
limitation agreement. The major arms suppliers, including the Soviet 
Union, France, Great Britain as well as the United States should, in 
these talks, assess the effects of their combined arms transfers to this 
region and should consider ways and methods to reduce and control 
these arms transfers. Although the likelihood that such talks would 
produce a meaningful agreement might appear to be slight, the United 
States, as the number one arms supplier to the Persian Gulf, should 
undertake the responsibility of convening a multilateral arms limita­
tion conference and of working toward an effective agreement.



ARMS SALES POLICY
th^nS S f168® and opportunities in mind, I believe
qtpnPtnw? ?^te® should follow several guidelines in taking positive 
steps toward formulating an arms sales policy 6 1
thf Stat<Km“st define its own legitimate concerns in
the area of the Persian Gulf and decide whether or not the arms 
of rsp.™Arabia, Iran, Kuwait, and other future purchasers 
of U.S. arms is in the interest of the United States.

U.S. interests in the Persian Gulf involve insuring U.S. access to 
onlv^rtT?^ PIe imP°rtance of these interests can

7 th-e futUre aS country becomes increasingly de­
pendent upon foreign sources of oil to meet its energy needs Ind as 
U.S. investments in the gulf nations grow.

States can protect these interests by maintaining a 
military presence in the area such as that of MIDEASTFOR at 
Bahram in the gulf or the projected naval facility at Diego Garcia 
• diffi Indian Ocean. An effective U.S. military presence in the gulf 

tO "P6?^ however. Also, it is questionable 
MIDP^t™^ Bahrain will continue to permit- is s «£ - - a-* 

«“ ;r“ "■ -v*«■ »» 
^2^ than a d'o Ct- ^'S' Presence in the gulf, therefore, the United 
Uniter! by nations friendly to the
mhsidl th th® “htaty capability to protect the area from
of th«uSS"? a”5 lnsure‘ts stability. If stability is the goal 

carefully afoid

Second, the United States should carefully consider whether or not 
United %^eS T ^"buting to the stability of the gulf area. The 
Snna? St teS Sb°ulAd not’ through its arms sales, contribute to a re- 
gional arms race. Along these lines, the United States should nav 
particular attention to the nascent race it may be fostering between 
Saudi Arabia and Iran and between Iran and Iraq. Instead of en- 
couragmg an arms race in the area, the United States should'encourage 
these nations to conciliate their differences and to form regional de­
fense pacts to decrease the likelihood of hostility and out^de inter- 
ference It should not increase the polarization of the gulf by infor- 
It shou ^'aknWlth the position of anv one natio^in the area. 
It should also attempt to remain on cordial terms with all onilf

1.ncludlIJ^hose t0 whom it does not sell arms and which apSr 
threatening to U.S. arms recipients. The United States should aTfar 
thePgulfb e’ mainUin a neutrabty in its relations with the nations of 

. The U.S. government should also carefully analyze the notential fnr 
internal political instability in the gulf nations 7nd^

(30)
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ESSsSsSSS 
Esssifisass 
prevention against transfers is h ability of these nations

offensive missile systems to other governments. Some of thesemiss 
svstems such as the Lance or the Pershing are capable of d^ering 
tactical nuclear weapons. Although the United States may not furnish

interested in building the security of other
those nations weapons that are obviously offensive. Other aHnammre, 
such as the B-l bomber, which are also clearly offensive in nature, 
should not find their way into the arsenals of other n? 
the level of sophistication of the weaponry soldI toforeign govern 
monts iq a nossible focus for arms limitation talks. Inere are iew 
nations that are capable of supplying the most “P1’1^ from “he 
onry: in some cases, weapons would only be availsHe to 
United States or the Soviet Union. The UnitedStateshouldtake 
immediate steps to initiate such arms sales limitation talks within 
Soviet Union, France, Great Britain, and all other major suppliers of 

advantages of coproduction before entering rntc.any.such agreements 
with Persian Gulf nations. Coproduction would make U ^prohibdion

ing and equipping of a foreign military force means in terms of a 
US commitment to that nation. The presence of a U.S. military 
trainin- mission in a country implies an American interest in the 
preset the current regime and in the strengthening of that 
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nation’s petition vis-a-vis its neighbors. When the American training 
mission exists as only one of several which possibly include French 
or British military teams, the United States shares in the responsibil­
ity for the military development of a country. When, however, the 
United States attempts to establish a sole source relationship with 
a country as it has by contract with Saudi Arabia in the National 
truard training program, this country is making a foreign military 
force its own creation. Although there is no formal military alliance 
binding the United States to this other country, the American role in 
its military development creates ties that could lead to increasingly 
deeper involvement. 6 J

American firms, competitive and enterprising, with merchandise 
generally considered far superioi to that, of France or Great Britain, 
fares extremely well in the world military markets. The Persian Gulf 
once the domain of British influence has sparked the appetite of 
American arms companies who are annually increasing the percentage 
of the market American firms control. The U.S. Government should 
monitor their progress, seeking to avoid monopolization of any one 
national market. Sole source relationships imply a dependency-com- 
imtment relationship this country should seek to avoid in the Per­
sian Gulf.



CONCLUSION

The United States and the Persian Gulf nations have legitimate 
reasons to engage in the transfer of arms. However, these reasons seem 
inadequateTexplain the $4.3 billion annual level of U.S. arms sales 
orders to this area. The United States should initiate a policy of re 
straint in its arms sales in terms of absolute amounts, levels of SOP^1^’ 
cation of the weapons, and the percentage of each national market 1 
controls. It should also take the lead in formulating an:agreement with 
other arms merchant nations to limit future sales to the gulf and to 
encourage regional defense agreements.

(33)
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