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PART I

BACKGROUND

"Our business is not to speculate on what the
future may bring forth, but to be certain that
it will bring disaster unless you face the facts
and consent to do your duty." -- DEMOSTHENES,
First Philippic 50.

"Many are now of the opinion that no two things

are more discordant and incongruous than a civil

and a military life. 'But if we consider the

nature of government, we shall find a very strict

and intimate relation between these two conditions;
and that they are not only compatible and consistent
with each other, but necessarily connected and united
together." -- MACHIAVELLI, The Art of War.

"War is nothing else than a continuation of political
transactions intermingled with different means. We
say intermingled with different means in order to
state at the same time that these political trans-
actions are not stopped by the war itself, are not
changed into something totally different but sub-
stantially continue, whatever the means applied may
be...How could it be otherwise? Do the political
relations between different peoples and governments
ever cease when the exchange of diplomatic notes has
ceased? 1Is not war only a different method of ex-~
pressing their thoughts, different in writing and in
language? War admittedly has its own grammar but

not its own logic.” == VON CLAUSEWITZ, On War.
"Speak softly and carry a big stick." - T. ROOSEVELT.
"How many divisions has the Pope!" - STALIN.

"War is the highest form of struggle for resolving
contradictions, when they have developed to a certain
stage, between classes, nations, states, or political
groups...Every Communist must grasp the truth, 'Polit-
ical power grows out of the barrel of a gun.'" -

MAO TSE-TUNG, Selected Works, Volumes I and II.

se ese o e 3 os s & @ o0 o coo oo
e o ¢ o ® o @ [ * o o o o * o o
e o e e e o 0 [ eee . . ¢ e @
* @ oo o e o . ¢ o [ [ *® o
[ 2 o 0 . o L] o 1e o ¢ o o e e

e eseo & 090 o 0o e - . L see e



se 89 ¢ wad ® o L ... : .O. .': ..:
L] [
.. . . . . . o [ L] e & o

[} .8 o oe o L ]

*

: s Thes apove fedark} ary’ recdlied onlye .tB demonstrate how
difficuit ds the tatk 5F thHoLL*20€h &&htuYy individuals who have
devoted a good deal of their lives to arms control and disarmament.
For in addition to the considerable material benefits flowing to
individuals and nations from the development and manufacture of
weapons, there is obviously a large body of intellectual opinion
that views their possession in adequate gquantity and quality as
an indispensable element to successful diplomacy. If one postu-
lates potential peaceful technological "spin-off" as well, the
post World War II growth in arms transfers and associated manu-
facturing data is less surprising--if not less ominous-particularly
in the light of the near tripling of UN member states since 1945.

Without denying for a moment the absolute legal right of
the United States Government to decline to permit the export of
weapons or weapons data--either by sale, loan, or_grant--to
nations that officially request them, a policy of total prohibition
could have undesirable political or arms proliferation consequences.
Even if the contemporary world were not enriched already with the
eloquent principles of the United Nations Charter, it would remain
self-evident that all states of the international community have
the elemental right to defend themselves against unjust aggression
or the real threat thereof. If the leaders of a state perceive
a threat to be real, and if the state because of its size or
traditionally peaceful behavior does not itself possess the physical
means to deter an aggressor or associated pressures, its leaders
have not only the right but also the obligation to protect their
people by seeking help from whatever sources appear appropriate.
If, under such circumstances, the United States Government were
approached officially to sell a reasonable quantity of not overly
sophisticated defensive weapons and if, because of a policy of
total prohibition of arms export, our reply were automatically
negative many such nations not yet under external hegemony would
be forced to buy elsewhere or to develop an indigenous arms pro-
duction capability, most likely in association with other states.
In the event of the latter decision, the temptation would be
enormous to promote exports aggressively from the newly established
local production facilities in order (a) to reduce unit costs to
the minimum for indigenous consumption, and (b) to enable maximum
investment recoupment for return to that part of the national
budget whence the scarce investment resource came.

If the foregoing analysis is accurate, the exercise of our
right to embargo all arms and arms data, regardless of the justi-
fications accompanying the purchasing state's request, would seem
to be self-defeating, if not actually harmful to us, from several
viewpoints. It is because of these preliminary conclusions that
I decided to examine the question more thoroughly since the entire
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subject appears to bosinextyieably celatddstd US! tdreilyt policy
goals from Woodrow Wilson's era down to the present time. First,
a bit of history.

*I wish to emphasize that the subject of this paper is defense
articles and information, not combat personnel. Even the use
of US military personnel in equipment, familiarization roles,
to the extent that it does not take place on United States
territory, (or over it), is completely outside the scope of
this study.
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THE INTERESTING PAST

Although it was touch and go for many months, Wilhelm II's
arrogance toward the United States finally managed to surpass that
of England and the neutral convinctions of President Wilson began
rapidly to dissolve early in 1917. "The eight months following
settlement of the SUSSEX crisis were the most satisfactory period
of the war in German-American relations. The Germans were on
their good behavior. German submarines continued to prey upon
Allied commerce but acted within the rules of law and humanity.

At the same time, the Allies, especially the British, wer
exasperatingly uncooperative." 1/ .

This situation changed when, after the failure in December
1916 of German peace overtures, Ambassador von Bernstorff informed
Washington of his government's decision to resume unrestricted
submarine warfare beginning February 1, 1917¢ the famous Zimmermann
Note to the German minister in Mexico surfaced (thanks to British
Intelligence) on February 24! and three American merchant ships
were torpedoed on March 18. The abdication of Tsar Nicholas
three days earlier in favor of the Prince Lvov provisional govern-
ment, composed mainly of Constitutional Democrats, wrapped things
up. Now all our potential allies were "good guys" (democratic
regimes), and President Wilson felt justified in calling a special
session of Congress on April .2 to urge it to "'declare the recent
course of the Imperial German Government to be in fact nothing
less than war against the government and people of the United
States.' He reviewed the long controversy with 'this natural
foe to liberty' and explained that the conflict had narrowed
down to a life-and-death struggle between the forces of democracy
and autocracy. The world had to be 'made safe for democracy'
and it was America's duty to dedicate her blood and might to the
task. 'God helping her, she can do no other.'" That did it, of
course, and two days later both the Senate and the House passed
state-of~-war resolutions by lopsided majorities, enabling Wilson
to proclaim war on April 4. 2/ Just a few weeks later, Congress
started lending money to the Allies at 5 percent interest. 3/

But the purchase of US weapons, raw materials, and food had
begun much earlier. "...large quantities of American securities
held abroad were sold in New York in order to finance purchases
of American war materials by the Allied governments. By the fall
of 1915 those governments found it necessary to float a bond issue
of $500,000,000 in the United States through the agency of J. P.
Morgan and Company, and such borrowings continued until the United
States entered the war. The role of lender was then assumed by
the United States Government, which advanced to friendly govern-
ments over seven billion dollars before the armistice of November
11, 1918, and three and one-quarter billions in subsequent months."

4/
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Consequently, the Urritted States evolved f¥om a nedsdtwo

billion dollar debtor position in 1914 to a net creditor, on both
public and private account, of well over twenty billion dollars. 5/
Settling these war debts, and the Allies” insistence on tying their
repayment to the German War Reparations question, involves issues
that go beyond the scope of this paper. Suffice to say that a very
large part of the twenty billion dollars were used to purchase arms
and associated data from the United States. Inescapable then to
conclude that the world was made safe for democracy partly by God's
preference for this form of government and partly by the sale of
US-made weapons. Surprisingly, the Honorable Gerald Nye, and many
of his Senate colleagues, were to draw somewhat different conclusions
from their committee's sensational public hearings in 1934-35.

In March 1934 FORTUNE magazine published a lengthy article,
"Arms and the Men" which had a considerable impact on segments of
US opinion by describing in detail the World War I activities of
Bethlehem, Dupont, Colt, and others in this country, but awarding
first prize in munitions machinations to British, German, and French
armament firms "...their mines, their smelters, their banks, their
holding companies, their ability to supply everything you need
for a war from cannons to the casus belli..."” Perhaps by coincidence,
Senator Nye's committee "was organized for the purpose of investi-
gating the operations of manufacturers of, and dealings in, arms
and munitions of war...the committee convinced itself and a large
share of the public that a hidden reason for American entry into
the war in 1917 had been to protect its trade in munitions with
the Allies and the loans made to those same Allies by American
bankers..." If the activities of bankers, munitions makers, and
citizens traveling in war zones dragged the country into war in
1917 against its own best interests, such activities should be
prohibited in connection with future wars...All in all, as the
average American saw it, the United States had participated in
World War I for altruistic reasons and at great cost. Then its
former associates had used the war and the peace settlement for
their own selfish advantage, had repudiated the ideals for which
America had fought, and had shown neither gratitude for American
aid nor a disposition to pay their just debts...it was a wide-
spread and popular view, in Congress no less than with the general
public. It pointed unmistakably to the conclusion: OQur entry
into World war I was a grave mistake; we must never repeat it." 6/
Much the same argument was put forth later by LaFollette, Norris,
and Read in the Senate and Kitchin, LaFollette, and Jeanette Rankin
(the first woman to sit in Congress) in the House; as well as by
the liberal apologist William Allen White; the dean of reform
historians, Charles Beard; and the irrepressible union leader,
Mike Quinn, 7/ during the Neutrality Act debates preceding World
War II.

The intensity of the altruism versus greed disputes between
educated and apparently honest men with respect to US motives in
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enterfng'Wofld War T an& tﬁe comlng motlvational struggles about
entering World War II made. some observers wonder whether the
redoubtable H. L. Mencken was jesting when he described democracy
as "the worship of jackels by jackasses," flayed all reformers
and their "bilge of idealism,” lauded "free competition...to the
utmost limit," advocated wars and aristocracy, and labeled the
American people "the most timorous, sniveling, poltroonish,
ignominious, mob of serfs and goose-steppers ever gathered under
one flag in Christendom." 8/

-

The altruistic interpretation proponents lost. FORTUNE and
Nye had had their effect, and the First Neutrality Act became
law on August 31, 1935 even though President Hoover joined
President Roosevelt and Secretary Hull in urging Congress to
adopt a more flexible arms export control bill that had been
drafted by the State Department.  In spite of Italy's actions in
Africa and Hitler's in the Rhineland, Congress passed the Second
Neutrality Act on February 29, 1936--an extension of the First Act
but stronger in that the President was now directed to embargo
all "arms, ammunition, and implements of war" to any belligerent,
both attacker and attacked! The trend was not affected by General
Franco's attack on the Spanish Government in July 1936. Instead
Congress passed the Third Neutrality Act (like the others a joint
resolution) which was signed into law on May 1, 1937 by a reluctant
President. Among other modifications to the previous Acts, US
citizens were now forbidden to travel on belligerent ships instead
of being merely warned that such travel was at their own risk. 9/

"The United States was now fortified, or so it seemed, against
being drawn into any 'foreign war' through such violations of
'freedom of the seas' as had inveolved it in 1812 and 1917...But
if the new neutrality had its merit from the point of view of the
United States alone, from a broader view it did a disservice to
the cause of peace. It was notice to well armed dictators like
Hitler and Mussolini that if they chose to attack their democratic
neighbors, the latter could get no aid from the United States,
either in direct war material or in loans of money or credit...the
American Congress was so intent upon keeping America out of the
war that it deliberately passed legislation which, by encouraglng
aggression, made that war more probable."” 10/

Although a number of influential Americans vainly attempted
to convice Congress that the Axis Powers were playing with a
fire whose sparks must some day blow in our direction, it was
not until September 1939 that Hitler's invasion of Poland provided
President Roosevelt with the opportunity he had been seeking. He
called Congress into special session on September 21 and asked
for legislation to permit the sale of arms to the Allies. On
November 4, 1939 the Fourth Neutrality Act became law and thereby
the embargo on weapons and ammunition was repealed, enabling sales
to belligerents of goods of all kinds on a cash and carry basis.
In fact this legislation applied only to Britain and France since
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they were the only’Eh;ppqan.bglglyq;ents°whoocouid-"carny away".
To the United Kingdom this was a godsen sinde most’ Of *the
British army's equipment was to be abandoned in just a few months
on the shores of Dunkirk.

As events in Western Europe accelerated, President Roosevelt,
speaking at Charlottesville, Virginia on June 10, 1940 declared,
"In our American unity, we will pursue two obvious and simultaneous
courses: we will extend to the opponents of force the material
resources of this nation, and at the same time we will harness and
speed up the use of those resources...in the Americas." 11/ Next
came the September deal by which the President, without asking
Congress' consent, traded fifty US Navy destroyers for a 99 year
lease on some British islands near our shores. Although Roosevelt
modestly proclaimed his move "The most important action in the re-
inforcement of our national defense that has been taken since the
Louisiana Purchase", Churchill was to write later in THEIR FINEST
HOUR (1949) the transfer was "a decidedly unneutral act by the
United States" which could "according to all standards of history,
have justified the German Government in declaring war."

iy v

But Hitler was in no such mood. He apparently felt that Kaiser
Wilhelm had thrown away Germany's certainty of winning World War
I by his impulsiveness with respect to the US and that his submarine
policy had eventually forced the United States to enter the war
on the side of the Allies. So that not even the December 29, 1940
fireside chat forseeing America as the "arsenal of democracy" or
the consequent lend/lease legislation of March 1941, "An Act to
Promote the Defense of the United States”, with its initial
appropriation of $1,300,000,000, provoked a significant Nazi re-
action. Although "from the very outset of hostilities in 1939,
while remaining legally neutral, we took the side of Great Britain
and France against Germany...and took measures--such as lend-lease
the destroyer deal, the defense of Iceland, the order to the Navy
to 'shoot on sight'--that were incompatible with the status of a
neutral", 12/ it took Japan's attack in December 1941 to lead
finally to a state of war between ourselves and Hitler's Reich.
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THINGS WOULD NEVER BE THE SAME AGAIN

Remembering the bitterness of the war debt problem after
World War I, President Roosevelt came up with the ingenious idea
of lending goods instead of money to get away, he told the press,
"from that silly, foolish old dollar sign..." 13/; and as a result
the original $1.3 billion appropriation for lend-lease in March
1941 was to ease up to just over $50 billion by war's end, with
$11 billion of that amount going to our Soviet comrades. The
power which Congress handed over to the Executive on March 11,
1941 by Public Law 11 (the "lend/lease" bill) was extraordinary
by almost any standards (certainly in the light of today's
executive/legislative struggle) as can be judged from some of its
provisions:

"Section 3(a) Notwithstanding the provisions of any
other law, the President may, when he deems it in
the interest of national defense, authorize the
Secretary of War or the Secretary of the Navy, or
the head of any other department or agency of the
Government".

"Section 3(a) (1) To manufacture in arsenals, factories,
and shipyards under their jurisdiction, or otherwise
procure...any defense article for the government of
any country whose defense the President deems vital

to the defense of the United States...”

"Section 3(a) (4) To communicate to any such government
any defense information pertaining to any defense
article furnished to such government under paragraph
(2) of this subsection".

"Section -3(b) The terms and conditions...may be pay-
ment or repayment in kind or property, or any other
direct or indirect benefit which the President deems
satisfactory."”

"Section 5(b) The President shall transmit to the
Congress a report of operations under this Act except
such information as he deems incompatible with the
public interest to disclose". (Underscoring mine).

"Section 8 The Secretary of War and the Secretary of
the Navy are hereby authorized to purchase or other-
wise acquire arms, ammunition, and implements of war
produced within the jurisdiction of any country to
which Section 3 is applicable, whenever the President
deems it to be necessary in the interests of the United
states..." (The writer presumes the foregoing to be
the precedent for the famous "Off-Shore Procurement"
program so liberally used during the post World War II
period).
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As legislatiwer bplanle echecks® go, tthisgewaseprett
stuff for the Executive. .Whéﬁ: %or B&aﬁgle? Ege éegggns attacked
the Soviet Union on June 21, 1941, the President decided to make
the USSR a beneficiary of lend-lease. Churchill was later to write
in THE GRAND ALLIANCE about the Atlantic Charter secretly agreed
to in August 1941 "...The fact alone of the United States, still
technically neutral, joining with a belligerent Power in making
such a declaration was astonishing. The inclusion in it of
reference to 'the final destruction of the Nazi tyranny'...amounted
to a challenge which in ordinary times would have implied warlike
action..." 14/ 1Indeed, one is compelled to think about Tonkin
Gulf when one remembers the September 4, 1941 USS GREER incident,
a destroyer trailing a German submarine and signaling its position
to a British plane. The German sub missed with two torpedoes,
but a week later the President, without describing the circumstances
of the incident, denounced the German attack as "piracy". As a
result of this, and later actual sinkings of US Navy ships doing
convoy duty for vessels carrying US-made arms to Britain, the
President regquested Congress in October 1941 to allow American
merchant ships to be armed, and in spite of samplings like the
American Institute of Public Opinion Poll on November 5, 1941 that
showed a 63 percent "No" versus a 26 percent "Yes" on going to
war against Germany, Congress obliged. The President signed the
legislation, which also repealed the "cash-and-carry"” and combat
area provisions of the 1939 Act,into law on November 17, 1941.
"American merchant ships were now free to arm themselves and to
sail anywhere on the globe, carrying, if their owners wished,
arms, ammunition, and implements of war for the British, the
Russians, and the Chinese." - 15/ (With respect to China, it should
not be forgotten that all Chinese seaports were in the hands of
the Japanese, and US-made arms and ammunition had to proceed to
Chiang Kai-shek's forces by the "Burma Road"--closed by the
Japanese army early in 1942--or "over the hump" from India in
cargo planes tiny by comparison with those that were available in
the Viet Nam war. In this connection, Herbert Feis in his THE
CHINA TRIANGLE: THE AMERICAN EFFORT IN CHINA FROM PEARL HARBOR TO
THE MARSHALL MISSION (Princeton University Press, 1953) maintains
on page 196 that the US "approach to Japan by way of the Philippines
and the Marianas was deemphasizing the importance of the war in
China, and there was a consequent tapering off in the effort to
build up Chiang's military power. This change in policy had its
bearing on Chiang's later defeat by the Communists.” 16/ 1In the
fall of 1944 the "Stilwell Trail" was finally able to connect
India to Yunnan by overland means).

The Arsenal of Democracy delivered its knockout punches in
August 1945 when President Truman decided to save a million lives
with two atomic bombs. The Sun God of Japan capitulated un-~
conditionally, we all heaved a sigh of relief, and the largest
military force in America's history quickly went home. Like most
of his colleagues, the writer was overjoyed when it was announced
that Congress had directed the discharge of all non-regulars by
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Augus® 205 19460 ¢ Hut PeorePresident Bmumameand his congressional
allies did not have the luck of President Wilson--the government
of Russia was no longer the sweet democracy that Secretary Lansing
had welcomed in March 1917. 1Indeed, if President Roosevelt had
ever thought we were going to make the world safe for democracy a
second time, he wisely did not publicize it. Nor did Stalin. By
1947 the still enormous Red Army was already a serious threat to
the democracies of Western Europe (the few in Eastern Europe were
already gone). From the moment that US-made defense articles be-
gan to flow to Greece and Turkey as the result of Harry Truman's
March 1947 Doctrine that "...it must be the policy of the United
States to support free peoples who are resisting attempted sub-
jugation by armed minorities or by outside pressures”" until the
American Ambassador was airlifted out of Saigon in April 1975,
five US Presidents were locked in struggle with the largest
totalitarian states on earth, albeit both "people's democracies".
To NATO, Korea, and Southeast Asia US-made arms once again became
vital.

So~called "do nothing" Congressmen like Senator Robert Taft
"while supporting Truman's decision to respond by force in Korea,
gave it as his opinion (on June 28, 1950) that there was 'no legal
authority' for what Truman had done. He added that he would vote
for a joint resolution authorizin% American intervention. Acheson
thought this was 'typical senatorial legalistic ground'. On June
29 Truman decided to make a commitment of ground forces south of
the combat zone. On June 30 he decided to increase that commit-
ment...On July 3 Acheson recommended that Truman not ask for a
resolution but instead rely on his constitutional powers as
President and Commander in Chief." 17/ Another "do-nothing”,
Senator Bricker, tried unsuccessfully from 1952 to 1954 to get his
colleagues to empower Congress "to regulate all executive and
other agreements with any foreign power or international organ-
ization". 18/ So, from the early days when Senator Taft had
argued that Roosevelt had "no legal or constitutional right to
send American troops to Iceland" which might "nullify for all
time the constitutional authority distinctly reserved to Congress
to declare war" (only one senator supported Taft's protest.) 19/;
through the Great Debate on Korea where Acheson replied: -

"Not only has the President the authority to use the
Armed Forces in carrying out the broad foreign policy
of the United States and implementing treaties, but
it is equally clear that this authority may not be
interferred with by the Congress in the exercise of
powers which it has under the Constitution.”

and Senators Douglas, Fulbright, Lehman, and Morse agreed by insist-
ing that if the President thought the defense of America required
the sending of troops to Europe, "he has the power and duty to do
so" (Fulbright) and "a discretionary power which I believe is in-
herent in the President of the United States in the field of foreign
policy." (Wayne Morse); 20/; to the Tonkin Gulf Resolution; to the
War Powers Act of 1974; the President's authority to use force

(or transfer weapons) has been a tough act to follow.
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THE WAY THINGS LOOK NOW

According to the Department of Defense figures as of February
1975 (extracted from the FY 1974 JOURNAL), worldwide Military
Assistance (i.e., grant aid including MAP, MASF, and Excess Defense
Articles) between FY 1950 and FY 1974, inclusive, total $60.3
billion.* Prior to MAP cut-off for developed countries, the big
recipients of grant aid were France, Italy, Taiwan, Belgium, the
Netherlands, Korea, Turkey, and the United Kingdom (see Chart C).
Later, of course, the scene shifted to Southeast Asia, with Viet
Nam getting the lion's share (see Charts C, D and E).

As many are aware, current Military Assistance grant (MAP)
levels of appropriation have dropped continuously over recent
years {(excluding the aid to Viet Nam which was funded for three or
four years out of the now defunct Military Assistance Service
Funded (MASF) account which was created to prevent the Viet Nam
tail from wagging the remaining MAP dog), so that the current NOA
level of $450 million, which does not include Israeli monies, is
the worldwide remains of the once giant Mutual Security Act
(succeeded by the Foreign Assistance Act in 1961) which accorded
to France alone a total of well over $4 billion in grant military
assistance.

US Government to foreign government sales (FMS) over the FY
1950 through FY 1974 period total rather less, $29.3 billion (see
Chart A), while US company direct to foreign government sales
deliveries total for the period FY 1960 through FY 1973 an
additional $3.7 billion (see Chart B). These data, unlike the
others, are for deliveries, not "orders", since DOD must rely on
US port-of-exit customs declarations values and the State Depart-
ment's Office of Munition Control export license values for any
kind of accurate tally. Naturally, US weapons firms' total sales
are usually higher since such dollar figures represent “"orders"
rather than "deliveries" (i.e., exports). Thus State Department-
licensed commercial sales to foreign governments must always be
"behind the curve" actually, in addition to which the continual
semantics problem of what is a "weapon" (e.g., dual-purpose end
items and spare parts sold by commercial firms directly to foreign
governments) further complicates the problem of getting precise
"commercial" totals).

With respect to military equipment sales, either FMS or
commercial, the Department of State has for years had the last
word. Executive Order 11501 of December 22, 1969 specifically

" For comparison, grant economic assistance worldwide during
FY47 to FY74, inclusive totalled $104.9 billion.
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stages, jh Secthidn®y,"Npthiny Joi €his,e¥deal shall be construed as
modifying in any way the responsibility conferred on the Secretary
of State by Section 2(b) of the Act (P.L. 90-629, the Foreign
Military Sales Act) for the continuous supervision and general
direction of sales under the Act (ibid.), including, but not limited
to, determining whether a sale should be negotiated, concluded, or
terminated and the amount thereof.” With respect to so-called
commercial sales (i.e., US industry direct to foreign governments),
the State Department's Office of Munitions Control licenses for
export all articles or related data listed in its publication
International Trade in Arms Regulations (ITAR) or withholds said
licenses when the State Department deems it appropriate.

As a matter of general interest, Congress has imposed an
increasing number of restraints over recent years in the Foreign
Military Sales Act. The FY 1974 law placed an annual ceiling of
$150 million on FMS sales to Latin American nations; $40 million
to African nations; limited US Government-guaranteed FMS credits
(loans) to an aggregate of $730 million ($350 million in NOA and
the remainder in carry-over from previous years); and provided
that any individual FMS sale totalling more than $25 million would
have to be reported to the Congress before it can be considered
consummated. (Senator Gaylord Nelson is currently preparing to
introduce an amendment which would further require that the Congress
actually vote passage of each such individual sale, in lieu of the
present 20 day turn-down authority._ 1Israel is, of course, a
special case in all these matters and her needs are judged
differently both quantitatively and qualitatively.
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THE COMPLICATED FUTURE

Even if Greece and Turkey were the closest of friends, even
if india and Pakistan had never spoken a cross word, even if Israel
and the surrounding Arab states lived side-by-side peacefully, the
provisioning of US-made arms abroad would provoke debate for other
reasons. Let us consider two: competition and cooperation, taking
first a rather difficult case, from the US point of view, the arming
of Iran. .

The Shah, like DeGaulle, appears to respect history. Neverthe-
less, Persepolis means for him not only the triumphs and tribulations
of Persia past, but also symbolizes continuity and renewal. He
seems to be thinking not only of potentially belligerent neighbors
when he purchases vast amounts of advanced US military equipment,
but also (and perhaps more importantly) of using this type of
bifurcated technology as a basis for his country's great leap for-
ward. Aircraft, electronic, and ship assembly programs, however
rudimentary their beginning, are one way of introducing a developing
nation to the wonders of modern times. And as the artisans of the
ancient crafts, and their children, graduate from the simplicities
of the pure assembly process to the intricacies of manufacturing
operations involved in the production of a transistorized radio
receiver or an F-5 interceptor, a pool of skills gradually comes
into being which can be directed later to other needs of the economy.
Thus the Shah builds the two kinds of power which he believes his
country needs: military and industrial. So long as his oil supply
is abundant, the formula does not appear unreasonable. After all,
Germany, Italy, Holland, Belgium, and Japan did much the same thing
when they formed their F-104 Starfighter co-production programs
with Lockheed and GE in the early 60's. 1In fact, the four NATO
countries went so far (at that time) as to produce under Litton
license the so-called "G" model, which incorporated an inertially
guided and computer-controlled weapons delivery system that could
be used, if necessary, with a particular "Mark" of the US atomic
bomb. In the case of the Federal Republic, the skills transfer
was so successful that, given an economy such as hers, the German
Air Force has had great difficulty in retaining trained technicians,
which partly explains the high accident rate of the German 104's
versus the other consortium members. But the GAF's loss has been
Lufthansa, Siemens, AEG, MBB, and probably even Daimler-Benz's
gain. The same thing has certainly happened in the other countries,
including Japan. Small wonder then, that the Shah should have
reflected over his St. Moritz aperitif on his daily conversations
with various and sundry industrial giants.

The Israeli story is so well-known that I will only mention
the fact that much of the know~-how and sales competition of such
firms as IEI, Tadiron, and IAI in today's electronics and aviation
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markads Jdidssrestilia dfom USemidd tmry saguipment and US-company
licensed production and know-how transfers to the young state.
Again, the Shah could see both military power and jobs tied in-
extricably together. -

Turkey, on the other hand, strikes me as taking the wrong
path by undertaking military equipment co-production. Even a
short tourist visit to that historically rich land caused me to
wonder if enough thought was being given to the development of
unique but still largely buried treasures like Ephesus. The
tourist's currency buys foreign needs as well as any other local
source of wealth, and for a relatively small state capital
investment could provide an enormous breadth of jobs, so many of
them appropriate for Turkey's labor force as it now exists.
Tourism has done well in Switzerland, Austria, Italy, Greece,
Spain, and now again in Egypt--to name just a few--so that under-
taking F-104's co-production with Italy or trying to compete with
the Ruhr or Japan in steel seems a doubtful direction to follow.
However, not being an economist, I could well be wrong.

The pidce de résistance currently in the arena of military
equipment cooperation 1is, of course, the replacement of the above-
mentioned F-104 aircraft produced and flown in so many allied
countries, but now approaching structural fatigue and in some ways
functional obsolescence. If the US succeeds with the General
Dynamics/Pratt and Whitney F-16, recently chosen as the USAF's
Lightweight Fighter (LWF) after a nine-month fly-off competition,
American industry and labor stand to benefit by sub-systems sales
abroad of approximately 40 percent of the estimated $15 billion
worldwide market. (Past purchasers of French equipment such as
Australia, Switzerland, and Belgium would undoubtably be drawn
into the consortium orbit by the declining unit production costs,
the generous production distribution arrangements (so-called
"offset"), the profitable "learning curve" potential of such a
large pool of common airframes, engines, avionics, and weaponry,
the advanced technology involved in the F-100 engine (two of these
are used in the larger F-15 which recently broke so many world
records), the wide use of boron composites and compounds for much
of the lightweight but enormously strong structure, and the lower
than 1 thrust to weight ratio of this single engine, all-purpose
fighter).

At the time of this writing, the Dutch Cabinet announced for
the F-16 thus putting great pressure on neighboring Belgium to
drop her government's natural predisposition for French products.
(Privately owned SABENA recently infuriated both the Belgian and
French Governments by purchasing Boeing 737's instead of the new
Dassault MERCURE). If Belgium announces for the F-16 also, the
ball game for the MIRAGE F-1 and the Swedish WIGGEN is over, since
both Norway and Denmark have gone on record for the US aircraft,
but their formal announcement is a function of their later budgetary
cycle. Thus if the four-nation Mini-group goes F-16, Germany, Italy,
the United Kingdom and perhaps even France will eventually join. The
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centripetal forcesS«Sfexapldilydrdpding®leatriitdy cyries,spew
technology, "life-of-type" mass procurement savings, and wartime
logistics commonality would, it seems to the writer, be irresist-
ible. And--to express a personal opinion--if the US Navy were
obliged by the Secretary of Defense or the Congress to go F-16
also (thus giving a programmed US buy of 1,500 aircraft of the
same make), the worldwide attraction of the F-16 as the LWF would
be assured. If France threw in the towel on their F-1 (M-53),
and if the Toulouse area et. al. got an attractive piece of the
"action" who can now forsee what consequences such a development
might have for strengthening NATO politically as well as militarily.
But that kind of speculation I must leave to the State Department's
policy planners.

My discussions in Washington with staffers on the Hill and
officials of the AFL/CIO took place during the calamitous days
immediately preceding the closing of our embassy in Saigon and
the trauma in neighboring Cambodia. Consequently, there was not
much rhetoric about the Arsenal of Democracy, which did not surprise
me. But I was surprised--in particular in the light of the require-
ments of the Jackson-Nunn statute--at the relatively low level of
importance accorded during the discussions to the purely economic
value of US weapons sales. True, Mr. Ernest Lee, Director of
International Affairs of the AFL/CIO Washington Headquarters, was
far from unaware of the labor-hour issue and in discussing the
situation in that context only was certainly not opposed to sales
of US-made military equipment, assuming of course the US Government
approved. Lee's problem was with deals that in fact exported US
jobs through "know-how” and data sales--along with capital transfers
--to provide foreign countries with a production capacity which had
been bought and paid for by the US taxpayer during the RDT&E stage.
Although he understood clearly the frequent foreign political
imperative to show how "buying foreign" resulted in some indigenous
jobs increase, particularly in large programs like the F-104
replacement competition with France and Sweden, he felt strongly
that union membership had no effective voice in the trade-off
process and was therefore at the mercy of industry management
(seeking to maximize profit) and/or federal bureaucracy with its
own fish to fry, be they of diplomatic or military species, Lee
felt that the Transfer of Technology Act of 1974 was a step in the
right direction, but that much remains to be done in the Executive
Branch-in the area of international economic policy.

Both John Brady of the House Foreign Affairs staff and Norville
Jones of the Senate Foreign Relations staff agreed with Ernest Lee
that the sale (or grant) of US military articles is not, per se,
immoral. The transfer develops a moral, or ethical, element from
the larger context of the alledged need. Both men were worried
about the Persian Gulf situation and felt that their concern
reflected the views of the majority of their respective committees
in this regard. With the exception of Greece and Turkey, both
men saw no difficulties with supplying NATO nations nor with provid-
ing Israel with sufficient materiel to maintain a balance of power
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been thoroughly confirmed by the May 21, 1975 letter, signed by
75 US Senators, to the President which, among other sentences
contained according to The Washington Post issue of May 22 (page
A27), the statement, "Withholding military equipment from Israel
would be dangerous, discouraging accommodation by Israel's
neighbors and encouraging a resort to force..." Just how much
arms transfers end up being political footballs seems, to the
writer, to be illustrated by the fact that the alledged "hawk",
Senator Stennis, would not sign the letter, while alleged "doves"
such as Senators Kennedy and Church apparently did).

In any event, editors both here and in Europe seem to have
concluded that the public is interested in the general subject.
TIME did a major story on arms transfers on March 3, 1975;

BUSINESS WEEK, surprisingly, also did so on the very same date;

The New York Times on April 14, 1975; The Washington Post on
numerous dates; no fewer than seven numbers of PARIS MATCH have
contained articles on the subject in the past six months; and even
tiny, neutral Austria's DIE PRESSE carried a long East/West balance
sheet on February 27, 1975. Needless to say, Germany's DER SPIEGEL
and Britain's ECONOMIST have also maintained the pace with articles
too numerous to list.
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What does it *f11°fdan? %iVeh °tBe t&&hnblbgy exX?fodlon since
the beginning of the Industrial Revolution, it would seem that by
now wars between so-called nation-states would have been priced
out of the marketplace. Although the appeal of the steam engine,
the radio, the telephone, the phonograph, the airplane, the auto,
television, and even satellites has presumably been to make the
"good life" nearer (i.e., cheaper) for all, that attractive out-
come has not applied to machines of war. Beginning arbitrarily
in 1866 with the importance to the Prussians of the breech-loading
rifle against the Austrian front-loader at Koeniggreatz, to the
superiority of the Krupp artillery to that of Schneider-Crevsot
in 1870~-71, to the submarine and torpedo in World War I, to the
tank, airplane, and the atom bomb in World War I1I, one thing has
necome clear. Where nothing less than victory is acceptable, wars
between industrially advanced states depend not only on superior
zactics, logistics (and luck), but also on the best available
weaponry. The "French 75" could no more stop German TIGER tanks
than the heroic cavalry charges of the Poles; the first salvo of
the BISMARCK (luck?) sank the pride of the British Navy, HMS HOOD
(built in 1922); and the thousands of unstoppable B-29's that
rained fire on Japan were only the prelude to Hiroshima and Nagasaki.

Just as War Bonds were later renamed Defense Bonds, so our
post Viet Nam military thinking will now center more on defense,
i.e., deterrence. But since our military defeat (and the rest of
of NATO) by the USSR presumably continues to be unthinkable, the
"price of eternal vigilance" still rises exponentially because,
unlike TV's and cars, the second or third best will not do. For
us that means’ the expense of TRIDENT, nuclear carriers approaching
100,000 tons, F-14's, F-15's, FP-16's, perhaps B-1l's, improved
MINUTEMEN in harder sites or in a mobile configuration, satellites
of all kinds, and presumably even improved H-Bombs and eventually
laser communications and weaponry. The end obviously is not in
sight, for us or the USSR.

For France, the U.K., Germany, China, India, Israel, Iran,
Sweden and a few others, the second best has also not been good
enough, for their own reasons, which they have found sufficient.
I must therefore conclude that arms development and manufacturing
will continue to grow until:

1. only the largest and wealthiest states can
maintain a creditable deterrent, either as
individual entities or as collective groupings
of common culture with consequent de facto and
relatively unchallenged hegemony over "their"
region of the earth; or
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such a worldwide balance of power fails
because, for example, the democratic govern-
peats &AanRQt centinue o dednspire” their
citizens tq°*mgkd thp eer Jrdater sacrifices
forced ontthesedtizens Pf fofalitarian states,
ine ae dyamise seehmedogicaleages with the con-
sequence either of the Armageddon or of the
"preventive" war or the more likely "Better Red
than dead" option; or
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3. there develops a world without frontiers populated
and somehow governed largely by people whose
principal offensive weapon is love and whose
principal defensive weapon is patience. (A variation
of the UN dream).

Although the last alternative is clearly the most sensible of
the three, it would appear to require some kind of miracle, even to
get under way. The first alternative requires not only genuine
sacrifice and collective security, at least for the democracies to
tear the rising cost of "deterrence", but also posits a political
world structure which somehow remains forever relatively static--
an improbability in an age of accelerating technologies, inter-
national competition, conflicting ideologies, and steady-state
lusting for power. Thus, alternative 2 appears the grim liklihood--
either the Armageddon smash of "preventive" war or the more likely
slow erosion of free peoples' understanding of what freedom really
involves combined with their inability to image what its dis-
appearance really implies. Arms sales would then finally end since
only opposing totalitarian blocks would remain.

Preventing my scenario from becoming reality will most likely
be the responsibility of the American people. Whether a leader
will appear to convince them of this liklihood and of its primordial
importance to humanity will be the great question of the future.
In the interim, our Government will probably continue to pursue an
arms sales policy based on case~by-case analysis, hopefully within
the context of a sound, overall foreign policy.
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FOREIGN MILITARY SALES ORDERS

VALUE N THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS

CHART A

f FY 1950- FY 1950~
| _ea eew o Be10sa ¢ Fees jom 1966 P FY 1967 9 Fy Mes [*A Tos9 FY 1972 | FY 1973 | FY 1974 | FY 1974
v » A
Bridice oo ofs1eeerd) zswoss [ 167 768 | Somp 1298 000 @9 |19 5] 3211 119 |3 065 703 {8 262 579 |29 290 31
LR (]
ig.&m S ol seuss sr1zofe 7zm| e sEnt e o %6556 | 16 328 928 | 149 8os
Y4l eee o Z2e8d %3 | o 078 | engsme 32769 [* 8 1 n7802f 27383 ( 3sore | 1130 670
Austria Mz2| 62| 2167] 2181| ‘eoat| 118 2405 | 2658 “ao086 | a6 6o
Belgium 78 746 6 518 6 310 15 412 2203 9 754 4728 6 214 $ 896 147 18)
Bolivia ™ 28 132 $ 17 3 ] 42 155 1172
Brazil g an 23 625 223 26 452 4 265 n M 089 17 276 58 739 219 166/
Burma 1 508 5 0 it 100 2 26 1 2 631
Canads esia6] 42402 7isz| aan3| wame| s 52| 9128 | 93920 | 1 126 18
Chile 15 992 218 1088 | 560 4117 1 6 6 185 15 012 68 194 127 665
China (Taivan) 216] Vol aoes| wM7| ess0] 397 78430 | 202166 | 88264 | 572 228
Colombia 10 181 150 496 %0 56 14 5 466 1293 1 085 21 293
Costa Rica 902 - . - - - 3 - - 935
Cuba 4 510 - - - - - - - - - - 4 510
Denmark 3 05 8 206 7338 9 0% 9126 10 378 6 933 15 996 14 512 1174 20 863 145 240
Dominican Repubdlic 1 494 ns 266 1 * - - k)] 16 ] 32 2 034
Ecuador 2683 - ne | 1e0 i 2 35 ‘ - - 4 650
£gypt 356 2 * - - - - - - - - 358
£ Salvador 877 18 3 s sl $ - n . 70 39 1 945
Ethiopia 663 . 330 12 4 7 6 - 10 - 469 120
Firland - . 1 1 1 . - 1 6 - 12 7
France | nwsz| aa 728 | 24| 3420| tosd| 7sm2| see3| 21092] 380
Germany 2 %3 309 498 166 872 190 167 149 533 592 368 242 404 179 409 942 076 218 770 218 612 | 5 473 492
Gnana - 1 . - - H 61 » - - 187 251
Greece 1279 709 LH 7 958 15 334 1" 2 29 187 24 758 181 926 §7 087 434 926 764 845
Guatemala 980 “4 546 1ot kit 153 464 8 126 2 3709 989 18 174,
Haiti 224 - - - - - - - - - 288 s12
Honduras 100 13 4 [ 59 - - - 27 § 468 702 7 288
Iceland 14 - - - - - - * 436 47 - 498
Indta 28| 161 | 19| 1sm 3| 200 6| 155 . 28 | 62 947
indochina 8 542 - - - - - - - - - - 8 542
Indonesia 622 - 1 1 24 - * 18 . 1 148 963
Iran 285 68 957 124 158 147 953 69 365 235 879 N3 39 613 528 022 {2 108 787 |3 794 369 ! 7 sag 574
i Irag 1 919 10 783 7 % - * - - - - - 13 182
{reland * - - - * 1 . n 2 1 7 475
isrel 712 12| 9| 75196| 24| e 790 | woemn | 9 7i2| 197 114 {2 117 623 3 675 887
Italy 193 483 41 554 37 68 27 101 364 37 &7 37 49 24 928 81 064 9 a2 45 051 72 048
Jamafca - 1 1 3 3 hd 8 9 3 7 43 7
Japan 119 164 16 784 16 74 10 146 20 278 51 899 21 533 11 286 47 057 52 055 §7 72§ 424 617
J‘:rdm 22% 39 653 1627 82 3N 13419 29 %7 26 419 19 547 9213 50 916 253 894
nya - - - - - » - - - - - Y
Korea 286 - - 9 1 504 3 38 - 480 9 081 1297 81 424 97 449
Kuwa it T - - - - - - - * 53 18 154 18 207
Lebanon 3 1 67 2238 “° 55 1 875 187 29% 5137 9 700 19 635
Liberia 1146 ” - - - - - - - 1 38 548 3 240
Libys 687 52 st 1ssaf 23] 1em| se | zem 74 | o0
L a6 466 a5 % ] 13 100 93 2% &7 2 2 806
Malaysta 30 17 563 509 1 608 1323 837 e 40 124 1 432 1 248 48 963
Mali - - - - - o4 1] - 48 - - 137
Maxico 9 893 573 101 202 99 12 437 175 894 al 13 792
’bro?co 60 - & 040 69?7 96N 7 2437 2 3}? 7 833 2 Gg © 8 30? 47 9;5
Netherlands 45 498 18 681 2419 % 057 6 426 4 864 7 608 7837 380 35 460 17 600 219 606
New Zeeland was7 | 22213] s2e) oasa| 1ien| aoo066| sea2| 7S | aise| 3108| assz| 119se
Nicaragua 2 016 2 a 103 H 9 674 92 134 133 3 365
Niger - - - - - - - - - - 8 8
Nigerta 13§ - § 10 - 2 - - 2 409 687 4 476 7 924
rway 12609 21262| 12913 s seer3| anr| o9ms| e | 29| wass| somr | 28 30
Pekistan 331 139 1147 5 SN 14 968 22 42 4 692 22 532 “M9 2019 7 895 136 345
Panema .n - - - - 3 4 9 6 1 618 1 887 3 550
Pareguey 2 ] - - 1 - . - - 7 12 a7
p A} 37| 204 3IM| 122 w | 21| 152 90| 20880 43620 10612
Phi}ippines 4 249 %0 % » g i 3{ 1107 = 08| sor| 13947
1 s az 15 " m so0| 17| 1is| 32 ssa] 2813 16 068
Swdl:nhh 87 026 8 M3 8 652 48 462 4 645 4 220 14 854 95 8 342 298 83 984 587 698 1286"2
- - - - - - - - [1 - -
Singapore - - - 1 L)) 196 247 1 988 5 908 7 60t 12 078 31 089
South Africa 3 082 . 56 1 1 4 1 1 2 1 - 3 149
in 5 003 28 813 22 6% 122 92 8 207 14 o712 25 940 10 687 24 819 57 020 147 796 568 435
5ri Lanka 3 . . - - 1 - - H - - 4
27 56 0 us m| soo 108 265 o3| 1sml 1er9| soes| 4939
Switzerland 4 %0 o] 1 “ % | 1966 a3 S5 | 1eos| 3289) 83| 122385
s - - p . - 2 : 2 ? N
Thatlend 129 ” 1 0 | ss] 2110 al wom| el 19| e
rinidad/Tobago : < . . . - : . ° .
Tunista 284 n - - - - - - - 21 737 5 791
oy 422 129 804 " 139 2 2 524 1154 5 452 212 435 17 143 243 219
United Kingdom 492 818 158 707 849 573 40 758 16 260 17 512 63 205 46 825 125 778 10 997 45 079 | 1 971 267
Ureguay 2 305 - % 30 0 26 M| | 1 1s12( 1186 9 39
Venezuela 70 641 §{ - 10 529 1 9 788 1138 11 m 16717 42 761 24 662 4317 179 192
Yietmn ] - - - - 2 - - 1188 4 1167
Yemen - - - - - - - - - - 264 2634
Y tavia 10 547 2 158 k2 ) 214 mn 41 12 106 n? 4 12 363
re - - 1142 16 e . [ ] 16 928 286 ns 1339 20 856
Internationsl 8
tions 143 679 3 80 18 6% 23 4% 17 NS 9 235 37 045 17 365 39 150 94191 16 839 421 139

NOTE: Totals muy not add due to rownding.

* Less tham

$500.
o/ Includes §1.5 billion for which payment was weived pursuant to the FY 1974 Emergency Secerity Assistance lejfstatton.

sedeoe

[ A X XX

(XX R X X




CHART B
COMMERCIAL SALES DELIVERIES

VALUE IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS DATA NOT AVAILABLE FOR FY 1974
FY 1960 FY 1960
FY 1963 FY 1964 | FY 1968 | FY 1966 | FY 1967 | FY 1968 | FY 1969 | FY 1970 | FY {971 FY 1972 | FY 1973 | Fy 973
vorldwide 246 417 | 208 641 | 185758 | 196 421 | 237 950 | 257 122 | 260 819 | 437620 | 396 840 | 423 579 | 362 025 b1 673 192
. XX 4 [ [ ee 40 o oes ¢ Ppos P48
Algeria 124 - - - - 2 - - 70
Argentine 2 | Sl B, of|® | o PoanPd 30l s b 2eed Q13 | s | 020
Aystralfa &/ 823 ° 4 I P .m . 1 3. 1 b 189, o 14 453 § 916 39 147
it s 769 etk B qnf )% 18| % Posg o skhel oM P iNple2E | i) kM
u
bty ? S e, ;ao ¢ T ¥ e b o'k 233 4 p AR
grazi) 2 632 995 465 1459 § 425 4539 6 630 6 N3 5 810 579 724 35 N
Burma 668 i 9 862 s n 261 266 ne 108 3 565
Cameroon - . - . - - - - 2 i 3 189
& 70 1 36 “ 524 10 219 18 861 11 608 2wom 54 987 11 370 76 403 82 076 382 045
Chile 900 1 0% N0 120 408 mn 233 3 851 359 548 11 087
China (Tatwan) 802 175 635 674 668 y 228 1899 2 837 18 5 392 6 001 28 058
Colombia 14 488 80 301 1817 124 2 095 7 682 765 221 580 16 754
| Costa Rica - - - - . - - - 210 4 54 05
i Cuba 239 - - - - - - - - 239
Denmark 3/ M 3698 1164 m 1§77 951 147 3 066 3494 3679 3354 28 562
Dominican Republic 65 250 - 53 - - - - 3 10 437
Ecuador 14 23 - n 1 m 265 137 700 86 26 3281
E?ypt “4 288 - 203 451 25 463 64 106 * - 2 044
£l Salvador - 26 - - 7 855 982 482 9% 125 218 2494
Ethiopia - - 2 - » 38 21 - - 103 107 131
Finiand 126 m m 133 92 20 3% 195 149 7 468 2 029
France af 61 168 2 032 24192 23 28) 30 648 18133 17 180 16 950 10 9N 14 48 7 297 246 200
Germany 287 626 40128 15 846 § 338 16 651 10 091 12 ne 22 450 30 883 915 35 562 $02 205
Ghars - - - - - 50 79 - 28 b 12 169
Greece 673 1 5% 108 293 3004 179 1 062 3425 3398 130 1338 17 960
Guatemala k-4 - 59 76 109 354 179 145 86 $06 142 1983
Guyana . - - - 193 135 - - 5 4 13 410
Haiti - - - - - - - - 80 7’ 69 224
Honduras 151 - - 34 - - 45 - 56 88 15 389
India 4222 530 »9 1774 2 628 912 1 382 557 149 2 050 2 15 925
Indonesia 6 495 920 5014 16 23 2730 760 233 a2 51 68 16 822
lran 342 384 57 8 122 202 5147 10 084 [ X1 27 059 38975 | 19421 116 424
lraq 607 240 9 633 843 mn 192 529 a7 - - 5 80!
{reland - - - - - - 266 - 108 192 21 584
Israel 3 032 2 628 1972 137 4 5718 10 47 11 708 37 198 26 526 63 068 21 555 184 046
Italy 45 314 17 22% 10 128 8 528 10 983 3% 074 385 307 52 459 35 404 24 362 663 | 298 454
Jamatca » - - - - - - 160 18 48 758
Japan &3 167 31 83 9 508 18 320 6 442 30 250 39 552 62 481 71 843 20 823 39 728 | 436 764
Jordan - - 295 125 487 216 189 1120 1 61 57 7 4 088
Khmer Republic 62 - - - - 74 265 49 - 2 454
Kenya - - - 90 k] 229 86 2 647
Kores m - E - 1612 586 1 %07 1 083 299 635 7 8 851
it 4 - - - 43 - - 223 * 5 813
Laos - - - - o3 98 85 - - 1 1 410
Lebanon - - - 684 32 - 788 279 2 3 3 04 4 952
Liberta - - - 52 - - - 269 §5 251 3
Libya 427 - 56 3 2 M4 16 20 101 37 487 48 31 935
Malaysia 1 062 2 892 280 30 80t 10 804 546 1 203 2 393 2 48 24 977
Maxtco 248 - 1% » 527 501 160 7 634 49 241 5197
43 - 2 - 54 64 370 625 251
Netherlands af 2 221 19 186 7 0% 46 461 8 014 3 28 287 1Mm 4 484 4m 5 68 151 120
New Zealand €7 288 o4 9 na - §93 592 2 513
Nicaragua - 3 2% 152 164 169 128 & 249 22 212 1599
Nigerta 215 - - - 33 122 1249 2 3 1 693 6 530
Norway 936 804 4 860 920 1082 459 1 88t 21 084 9 099 2 593 163 45 301
y . - . - 43 - 31 7 65 741
Pakistan 1160 1 632 187 2512 760 t 470 139 1776 4 254 1 402 1162 19 323
Paname 108 - - - 150 0 - 1% 267 3N 1 664 2723
Paraguay - - - 20 23 - 58 - 45 108 96 347
Pery 2418 1% » 3 507 1 098 663 582 15% 6 146 604 34 171y
Philippines - 50 90 149 Eoid 53 513 73 187 21337
Portugal y 94 2123 - 42 59 m 907 608 574 842 188 8 419
Saudi ArabTa 902 L) 856 " %02 33 580 3 48 6 283 173 8 200 6 0 5 649 126 129
Senega? 123 . - - - - - - - * 1 124
Singapore 168 . - ] 1146 945 1m 4169 | 13633 4392 4033 30 220
South Africa 23 092 16N 1927 129 18 3 59 4 249 2 844 2916 3 356 47 800
Spain '_:‘. 1619 1618 ] 600 7 407 464 13 768 13 5% 12 408 7 904 385 67 465
La - - 24 - 109 n 229 a - n 478
Sudan b - k)l - 19506 - - m - - d 2104
Swaden 13 092 " 9 845 [ X113 9 556 3 863 5 9 9 516 9 37 693 9 037 94 582
Switzerland 2 5 653 248 17 838 2 16 646 6 255 6 475 6 748 § 656 1851 75 438
Syrfa - - - “% » 142 ns 851 k.l - 25 1 845
Tanzanta - - - - n 57 183 39 218 31 1259
Thatland 1 062 1682 90 ™ 1282 6 188 410 3298 3 422 2992 1319 26 133
Togo 32 - - - - - - - - - -
Tunisfa - - - - 0 L 83 - - - - 194
Turkey 4209 388 19 n2 [ 318 :g 3 :2 3 ;?s 1793 1 063 19 578
- - - - 9
Unitad Kingdom o/ 10 880 (1)) 2 47 10 266 10 46 15 015 "o 10 019 " 261 34 948 40 a2 157 457
Uruguay - - - - - 403 27 1 1176
Yenezuela 6 378 1 882 436 951 L ne o 1 550 16 927 4123 3120 37 439
Yietnam 88 L] 1 2% 2 508 160 299 785 $74 0 9 433
Tavia 1162 % - ™ w 354 352 81 164 685 7 3 462
re - - - 57 o4 me 90 3o 87 2 19 n 332
X : : : = - - - - 9 3 7 DS? 4
Tat'1 - - - - - - - - - 16 57
Y trtes : : : - © 55 3 16 06
NOTE: 1. Totals may not add due to rounding.
. ta shown for FY 1960 FY 1971 are taken from Shipper‘s Export Declaratioms evuﬂu,.:ll 1tems exported which were mot
mh:u: ‘:-“ t‘l-s- -ﬂiw{“mn-nta a‘l;-! :'B‘. F:!: ’;!;::. at szo.mg ;:. nv: au"d:mnd o mm country and {nternationa)
afza tary establ tshments. POPrasen! value rts countriet and International
znlnuou against licenses 1ssued by the Office of Munitions Comtrol, Department ovns‘=h. -
yxuﬂua s to overseas tarritories.
Less than X
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MILITARY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

VALUE IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS

CHART ¢

NOTE: Totals may not add due to roundi

ng.
4/ A1} comntry dats for the fiscal yurs prior to FY 1973 include Supply Operations costs.

Ganersl, fRegional and Other Costs

o® oo *
s & @ s &
® & & *

a & 0o *

L I . w
L X ] oee [

oc ses e M2 FY 1950~
* > * FY, 869 FY 1971 1972 | FY 1973 | FY Y974a/] FY 19744/
L4 LA d
”]m [ ] §93 427] 788 6141 37 455 062
e
AngOn‘sul\ [ X 4 27 1 4 764
Argentina s 45 777
Austria 22 2 28|
Belgium -] - -| 1237 60
Bolivia 2 561 3 940 2704
8razil 17 30l ns m
Burma 3 430 - -
Cameroon | -3 -
Chile 8 806; 93 9
China (Taiwan) 85 918 29 9 28 698 2
lombia N 446 5 58
(osta Rica 222 -
Cuba - - -
Uahmy . - 4
Derma S 044 -|
Do-lniun Republ ¢ 2 851 765
Ecuador 2 4% -
£] Salvador 753 564
Ethiopla 14 244/ 1 308
Finland 10 154
France - 14
Germany - -
Ghana ! 43]
Greece 75 813 -1
Guatemala 1 280| 690)
ines ki g -
Haiti ! o
Honduras 9 557} 561
Indla 7 024 8 204
indochina - - 12 Hl;
indonesia -
Iran 82 M)OL -
Iraq 191 -
italy - -l 2
ivory Coast - -

! Jamatca 5401 -
Japan 16N -
Jordan 42 35 852
Kheser Repudblic - 373 96
Korea 77 5100 3
Laos
Lebanon 13
Liberia
Libya e
Luxembourg -
Malaysia 173
Mati -
Mexico 3
Morocco 6

)] 2
Netherlands -1
Nicaragua an
Kger o
Nigeria -
Norway
Pakistan 2264
Panama 4aMn
Paraguay 83

-

Philippines 136
Por 1 802
Savdt :rlbh 184
7

in 2 376
Sri Lanka -

n -

yria i
Thatland 29 622
Tunisia 1 22
Turke, 63331 3
United Kingdom -1
Upper Volta -
Uruguay 761
Yenezuela 92}
Vietnam -t
Y -
Yugoslavia |
laire 3n
General, Regtonal

& Other Costs 122 938] 3 497

SoB 000
(A XX K]
*

[ XX XX ]
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For FY 1973 and FY 1974, these costs are included in
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CHART D
[ X [ X X ° s oe o [ o o [ X ] 0 0 *3 oo
[ N ] o [} o (4 o o e o
o o e @
EXCESS D£FEN&E ARIICLEQ ﬁ!OGRaM ACQU6IT|021 GOST e
L]
.0 [ X X » VALSESNITHAUSANDS B RDOLLANS o 080
FY 1950~ FY 1950-
FY 1964 FY 1965 FY 1966 FY 1967 FY 1968 FY 1969 FY 1970 Feam FY 1972 FY 1973 FY 1974 | FY 1974
Wor | dwide 2 514 g68] 221 609] 201 364] 96 78| 646 534 8| 476 584 325] 419 707| 95 766] 6 539 174
Argentina 1 230 2 052 28 489 233 «! 2 2 140 - - 4 376
Austria 8 155 - - - - - - - - - - 8 155
Selgtum 21 326 - - - - bt - - - - - 21 226
Bolivia 2 301 571 264 318 09, 207 k] 140 2 620 909 908 9 491
Brazil 73 953 2 251 5 065 1 508 N3 - - - - - -l 8308
Surms 68 “E 5 198, 65 252, & - - - . - - 12 244
- - - - - - - - - . a
Chile 22 968 603 262 185 14 - - - - - - 24 002
China (Tatwan) 403 956 7 695 e 6 089/ 40 496 65 710 203 569, 62 193 80 066 65 889 - 946 781
Colombia 11 869 703 2093 380; »7 509/ 1162 873 - - - 17 986
Costa Rics 112 - 2 - - - - - - - - 14
Cuba 5 516 - - - - - - - - - - $ 516
Oenmark 20 935 - - - - ! - - - - - 20 935
Dominican Republic 2 404, m 62 58 82 29 23 iHi] 220 286 - 3 889
Ecuador § 743, 177 509 x4 135 23 764 6 - - - 10 357
£1 Salvador 537! 66 130 10/ 55 7 35 96 - - 54 990
Ethiopta 15 220 181 1738 [ 782 V 385 1378 1 506 2 666 684 29 760
France 289 943 - - - - - - - - - - 289 843
Garmany na! - - ol - - - - - - 718
Greece 120 08¢ 22 194 27 oM 2 576 2 4y 68 254, 49 537 85 619 37 807 15 043 -1 45170
Guatamsla 2 33 k] 198 132 rn 232 17¢ m” 632 403 1483 768
Guinea - 50 - - - - - - - - - 50
Haitd 195 - - - - - - - - - - 195
Honduras 699 83 37 [ 185 80, %6 348 - - 60 1923
Indta 21 459 521 8 - - - - - - - - 22 008
Indochina 21 882 - - - - - - - - - - 2] 882
Indonasta 6 195 - - - 170 $07 2 657 2 529 1 050 1728 2 053 886
lran 56 115 522 2 497 18 9 592 - - - - - 61 629
Iraq 3 42 - - - - - - - - - - 3 M2
taly 24 637 - - - - - - - - - -l 21463
Jamaica 4 - - - - - - - - . -
Japan 174 978 - - - - - - - - - -1 174 978
Jordan’ 2 587 5 48 3098 1 550 - - - 13% 6 101 19 295 s 44637
Khmer Republic 12 879 - - - - - 48| 26 106f 159371 21 657 7333] 84 4l0
Kores 3 246 745 11 610 5% 8 M §1 375 123 968 M 822 137 6%0 227 817 29 ¢81 19 620 930 177
Laos 31 265 10 88 8 748 1859 4 262 ¢ a72 8 048 9 748 479 14 303 430 101 238
Lebanon 00 - - - - - - 9 - - - 309
Liberia 132 1 9 % 1 1 49 130 4 1 - 382
Libya 119 a7 283 1% 204 - - - - - - 2192
L 178 - - - - - - - - - - 178,
Mali 2 5 193 - - - - - - - - 200
Mexico - 80 - - - - - - - - - - 50
Morocco 2528 1 &8z 6 801 208 63 453 - - - - - 1 932
Nepal - - - 1 - - - - - - - 1
Natherlands 44 002 - - - - - - - - - - a4 002
Nicaragua 474 183 b 1 10 H 342 758 51 2 007 936 4792
43 519 207 -4 3 - - - - - - - 44 051
Pakistan 24 821 2 000 s - - - - - - - - 26 826
Paname 12 6 6 3 7 8 9 622 152 186 467 1 660
Paraguay 920 18 507 Eod 3% 20 149 2 888 1 889 1569 1294 9 621
Pery 18 664 523 359 $84 14 - - - - - - 20 2N
Phi) {ppines 56 608 765 120 3672 164 1 880 3 ¢os 2 327 284 15 560 Z 423 92 118
1 19 742 - 2 805 4] 1 1323 194 9 45 15 - 23 943
Saudi Arabia 178 - - - - - - 4 - - - 1765
Senege) 17 7 9 - - - - - - - - 33
Spatn 37 849 n 4 4 ” 2 m - 18 446 2 252 15130 2338 - 82 907
Sri Lanka - - - - - - - - - - 2
Thatland ¢/ 88 232 4859 4 883 4455 $ 093 10 087 17 116 20 895 1m 375 20 635 4 543} 162 173
Tunista 57 - 25 3% 453 627 M0 367 246 58 - 6 854
urkey 107 613 51 100 » 1N 40 901 79 168 80 %6t 98 8 107 736 105 739 128 206 37 283 862 693
United Kingdom 72 950 - - - - - - - - - - 72 950
Uruguay 6783 F5] w 168 189 "0 21% 1588 3 955 2 232 2 459 20 586
Yenezuels 34 - - - - - - - - - - 324
Vietnam 119 260 84 8§33 40 762 %N 278 462 283 199 99 817 37 572 47 617 74 826 8 488 1 089 748
Yugoslavia 27 5271 - - - - - - - - - - 27 s27
Zaire 3 840 4 <14 n o a8 162 % - - - s 202
General, Regiomal
- = s 4 4 6 599 2z -1 288 364

WOTE: Touhnymm‘ubmul

1ng.
a/ For Korea, fxcess Defense Articles include MASF from FY 1966 thwough FY 1976 and in addition, for FY 1971
under Section 3, P.L. 91-652.

b/ For Laos, FY 1968
For Thatiand, FY 1968

FY 192

'4 duta represent WASF
sent MASF only.

only.

FY 1972 data repre:
For Vietnam, FY 1966 data include both MAP and MASF. FY 1967 through FY 1974 data represent MASF only.

‘.0

and FY 1972, data include transfers
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LSTANCE -,SBRVICE FUNDED (MASF)
VALUE IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS
FY 1985- FY 1955-
FY194 | Frioes) FYises | Frise7 | FY 1968 | Frioss | fragro | Frien | raerz | rvaora | evoveme | Fy 1974
Wor! deide - -] 6166751 823 134] 1 242 088} 1 726 233| 1 879 796| 2 320 155} 2 671] 3809 6831 1 013 428 16 277 833
Korea - -l %83 99373 N00s2| 294282 18 6| s ees| 135 075) 165 e =11 168 761
Laos - - 87401 s01es| 80703| 92476] 136 646| 195 089f 279 937! 369 15| 75 o161 288 798
Philippines - - 1708 2 944 1 700 2 286 960 - - - - 9 598
Thailand - <1 enel aas| es4720| e a3l 7928 99763 - -1 503 319
Yietram - of 551 279 647 437) 964 093] 1 250 768] | 469 021 | 1 899 952] 2 331 916] 3 274 579 937 s12h3 327 37




