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ABSTRACT

The developing nations of the world spend an astoundingly high
proportion of their central government budgets on military
expenditures. These high levels of spending have led to a number of
studies which attempt to draw the link between militarization and
development but with inconclusive results thus far. Conflicting views
of the function and consequences of militarization may manifest itself
in the complexity of the problem and the value laden ideological
perspectives that the issue is apt to lend itself to. This thesis
begins with an examination of these views which leads to the
development of a model focusing on two different types of
militarization. A cross sectional path analysis, linking these and
the determinants of militarization, reveals that each has 1its own

unique influence on development.



I- THE PROBLEM

A Starting Point

It is ironic that while the human race revels in the accomplishments
of great women and men who have envisioned and fought for peace, it
has, at the same time, developed such that 1its largest economic
activity promotes its own destruction. The billions of dollars spent
on the military and weapons of destruction stand in sharp contrast to
both the amount spent on projects of peace and the poverty and hunger
that grips much of the world today. It may be true, as David K.
Whynes (1979) postulates, that every society, from the earliest of
times, found the need to possess some form of institutionalized
arrangement whereby it could defend 1itself from enemies through the

use of force. It is, however, the technigues of force implemented

today, so refined and advanced, so capable of mass obliteration and so
costly to produce and maintain, that have led some to question its
merit. VYet, as we annually award a Nobel Peace lauriet, we continue
to provide the ammunition for war, improve our means of destruction
and indeed, manifest an atmosphere that provides justification of

award for those who seek otherwise.

Militarization, hereby defined in terms of military expenditures
and arms imports, is, and always has been, connected to economic and
social conditions. This century's two world wars and the concurrent

scramble for colonial outposts are evidence of the extent of this
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connection.  Thinking even further back in history, there can be no
doubt that the expansion of the British empire, which was aided by
their military strength, helped fuel the industrial revolution which
elevated Europe to the economic power that it became. Similarly, the
subsequent loss of these colonies through independence occurred in
temporal sequence with Britain's decline as an economic and military
force and the rise of the United States. A war whereby territory can
be acquired, a concerted effort to protect one's territory and
resources, the acquisition of regional or global dominance, or any
other display of force, «carries with it economic and social
ramifications. Yet, it is not clear whether the social and economic
conditions provoked by increased militarization universally aid in the
development of society. More specifically, militarization may have a
positive influence on society if the military is the one institution
most able to provoke societal modernization or a negative influence if
the military is a mere puppet of some larger hegemonic power. A coup
d'etat may benefit society if it is seen as a liberating affair, or
the opposite if it is seen as a continuation of repression. And,
increased militarization would have a positive effect on society if
military spending in today's world is interpreted as a stimulant to
growth or rather a negative effect 1if it 1is a means of diverting

resources away from more productive uses.

As a starting point, then, it is necessary to recognize increasing
militarization as first, a paramount concern since through its
existence, and the form around which it is organized today, war and

violence have become commonplace in much of the developing world
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despite surmountable costs of maintaining a competitive military
establishment, and second, a socioeconomic determinant and an
influencing factor to the kind of world we live in. Having said this,
it is the billions of dollars being spent on militarization, and
particularly in developing nations, that clearly establishes the issue

as a legitimate matter for social science inquiry.

Militarization and the Impact of Arms

Militarization has been a topic for the social sciences for many
years. Numerous historical works have traced wars, war-like
activities and the modern build-up of forces. Vagts classic, History
of Militarism (1937), for instance, begins by describing the 'mounted
warrior' but traces the history of the military through 'the

development of militarization and mass armies'.

The societal effects of militarization and armamentation in
developing countries is a more recent concern for economists,
political scientists and sociologists. Paul Baran (1957) begins the
debate by noting that developing nations are "compelled to devote
considerable parts of their countries' national income to the building
up and maintenance of large military establishments... Indeed, in
most, 1if not all of these countries military spending is equal to or
exceeds their total productive investment!" (Baran, 1957;256). The
supposed danger of Soviet aggression serves as the justification for
this 'wholesale destruction of resources'. Baran sees this form of
spending as a "prodigious waste of the underdeveloped countries’

resources" (Baran, 1957;258).
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Later, in the early 1960's, John J. Johnson wrote about the role of
the military in underdeveloped nations (1962) and in Latin America in
particular (1964). Morris Janowitz (1964) edits and contributes to a
work describing the 'new milita:y' in developing countries and the
related prospects for societal change. Literature dealing with the
economic and developmental effects of militarization in developing
countries increases in the early 1970's with the inquiry into more
specific issues, such as the influence that military spending has on

growth and savings.

It is interesting to note, however, that although the term
‘militarization' has often been refered to, it is rarely specifically
defined. Generally, militarization refers to some type of expansion
of the military establishment and/or its related functions. Hence,
militarization can refer to the size of the armed forces, the strength
of the military in terms of destructive power, the prevalence of the
military in political society, or the prevalence of the military in
civilian society. Much of what has been written and researched in
economics has refered to military spending and the size of the
military budget. Since the military budget is influenced by the
importation of armaments from abroad, militarization can also refer to
military imports or the proportion of imports directly related to the
military. With the present world situation of ever increasing
sophistication of military goods, the cost of maintaining a
competitive military establishment with modern, up to date weapons is
extremely high compared to years past. As costs continue to rise, the

impact of military spending and arms imports in the developing world
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becomes a more crucial issue. In the present analysis, militarization
generally refers to the growth of the military budget for both
maintaining a military establishment and buying, producing and
maintaining arms. The multitudes of definitions for the term
'militarization' and the various concerns over the specific impact of
arms refered to by authors who have discussed the topic, will,

however, become apparent in the chapters to follow.

Militarization in Today's Developing World

The developing nations of the world spend an astoundingly high
proportion of their central government budgets on military
expenditures. The 1986 United Nations Arms Control and Developing
Agency reports that in 1982 $769 U.S. billion was spent on military
expenditures on a global level. Although $165 U.S. billion of this
was spent in developing nations, this represents a higher proportion
of their income directed into this activity than in the industrial
countries. In fact, the lowest income nations of the world report the
highest military burden (i.e. ratio of military expenditures to GNP)
at almost 9%. The increase in spending is equally dramatic. In the
developing nations alone, $22 U.S., billion more was spent on the
military in 1982 than in 1978. Arms imports rose from almost $20 U.S.
billion to over §$33 U.S. billion in developing countries during the
same time period, an increase of almost 61%. Consider the following;
over 90% of arms transfers go to developing nations while only 14% of
the world arms trade originates in these countries. It is easy to
pinpoint the role of the developing countries in the world arms trade:

they are the buyers. With the tremendous costs of sophisticated
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weaponry, one might conclude that the developing world is allowing the

proliferation of the arms race since they contribute so much to it.

To make a crude comparison, 92 developing nations listed in the
United Nations Arms Control and Development Agency report of 1986
spent $74.17 U.S. per person on military programs in 1982 and only
$24.25 per person on health related programs (United Nations Arms
Control and Development Agency, 1986). In fact, any comparison
between military related and health related programs, crude though
they may be, shows the irony of priorities and the great expense of
maintaining a military establishment. Military expenditures 1in 92
developing nations in 1982 averaged over $950 million US per nation,
while health expenditures averaged only $274 million US. These same
nations house an average of almost 15,000 doctors compared to an armed

forces average size of over 98,000 troops.

In the 30 lowest income nations of the world where developing
problems appear more acute, comparisons between health and the
military gain even more meaning. The lowest 30 income nations spent
an average of $9.25 US per person on the military in 1982 compared
with $3.07 on health related programs. Between 1978 and 1982 health
expenditures per capita rose 6.9% in these 30 nations. Military
expenditures rose over 55% in the same time period. The average
number of troops to doctors in these lowest 30 nations is 89,000 to
17,000 - all this in nations with an average life expectancy of 47.9
years compared to over 70 years 1in all developed nations, an average
infant mortality rate of over 127 deaths per 1,000 births compared to

less than 10 per 1,000 in developed nations and an average of 25.6% of
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the population who have access to safe water compared to nearly 100%
in all developed nations. As a final note, 30% of the least developed
countries of the world were directly at war in 1982 compared to 0% of

the developed world.

The Task

Very simply, development can refer to a process whereby nations
increase their status 1in terms of various indicators of progress.
Hence, development can refer to economic growth in terms of GNP,
growth of the education or health budget, an increase in the literacy
rate, etc. But, normally, a nation attempts to move from being
classified as 'developing' to 'developed' status where their standard
of living increases to that which is experienced in the richer nations
of the world. Considering the levels of spending quoted above,
militarization would appear to be a priority in nations where
development remains an issue and a goal. But, are the two concepts,
militarization and development, necessarily contradictory? Although
more is spent on the military than on health in developing nations,
and although more soldiers than doctors are employed 1in these
countries, does the existence of one necessarily negate the other?
Or, as the question has often been put in the literature, is there a

trade-off between gun and butter?

The high levels of military expenditures in developing nations have
led to a number of studies that attempt to establish the link between
this form of government activity and development. (See, for example;

Deger, 1986; Deger and Sen, 1983; Faini et. al., 1984; Lim, 1983;
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Nabe, 1983; The United Nations, 1986.) Yet, what has surfaced through
these efforts is a set of literature quite diversified.
Theoretically, authors have either justified, (see, for example;
Benoit, 1973; Kolodziej, 1985), or criticized, (see, for example;
Ball, 1983; Eide, 1977) these massive levels of spending.
Quantitatively, results have ranged from displaying a positive
association between militarization and development, (Benoit, 1973,
1978), to a negative relationship, (Deger, 1986; Faini et. al., 1984),
and anywhere in between. In short, the results of these studies have

been inconclusive.

This thesis represents an attempt to respond to some of the
questions posed above. The association between militarization and
development in developing countries will be analyzed on a macro level
while the contradictions that arise in existant literature will be
clarified. Although militarization may take various forms, the aspect
of militarization that will be concentrated upon is military spending
and arms imports. The task will be completed in two ways. First, a
review of previous research will sort out the differences in the
findings of these studies. This part of the thesis demonstrates the
reasons alternate views of the association appear, and critically
evaluates literature dealing with the issue 1in order to formulate a
comprehensive model to study the interaction between militarization
and development. Second, the model will be tested using appropriate
methodological techniques. In the end, it is hoped that a clearer

understanding of the relationship will surface.



II- PREVIOUS APPROACHES TO THE STUDY OF MILITARIZATION

Introduction

Literature dealing with militarization in developing countries covers
a variety of topics and perspectives. For example, Kende (1977)
reviews the extent of war and war related activities that have taken
place since the Second World War. Klare (1982), 1in analyzing the
political economy of arms sales, discusses the motivations behind the
increase in the export of arms to the developing world in recent
years.  Needler (1971) and Lovell and Kim (1971) provide opposing
views on civil war in developing countries. Wolpin (1978, 1983)
compares military versus non-military regimes in terms of economic and
social achievements. The United Nations (1978b) links disarmament and
development. The International Peace Research Association (1978),
Rosh (1986) and the United Nations (1978a) discuss militarization in
conjunction with the fulfillment of human needs. Of particular
interest for the present purpose is the body of literature which
analyzes the determinants of military spending, (Deger 1986; Deger and
Sen, 1983; Lotz, 1970; Maizels and Nissanke, 1986) and that which
discusses the socioeconomic effects of militarization and military
spending on development. It is the latter issue which has gained the
most attention. Despite the amount of research conducted in the
area, evidence, in terms of the association between spending and

development, remains inconclusive. Conflicting views of the function

- 14 -
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and conseqguences of military spending may manifest itself in the
complexity of the problem and the value laden ideological perspectives
that the issue is apt to lend itself to. Much of the debate over the
developmental effects of militarization follows from the assumptions

put forth by theories of development.

Positive Influences: The Military and Modernization Theory

Social Modernization theory and those who have espoused the views of
the paradigm, has made a significant contribution to the literature
dealing with the military and military spending, first as a basis and
justification for policy, and second, as a vehicle for criticism of
counter perspectives, such as dependency. These writers, (see, for
example; Janowitz, 1964; Levy, 1971; Pye, 1968), hold that the
military serves as the primary agent for the dissemination of social
change.  The level of bureaucratization characterized by the military
(Levy, 1971), the ease of transfering Western values through the
institution (Bienen, 1971; Levy, 1971; Pye, 1968), the ability of the
army to provoke a sense of nation building (Benoit, 1978, 1973), etc.,
are examples of the ways in which the military can play an important
role in the modernization of society. The military 1is seen to
encompass a progressive change towards a higher stage of development
since 1its modern formation supposedly mirrors that of the Western

world.

Although determining the exact roots of the modernization theory is
a complex task, there is no doubt that it is a modern outgrowth of

evolutionary theory since stages in societal growth are necessarily
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accounted for, while modern man is placed at the apex of the

evolutionary cycle. In fact, Darwin's OQrigin of Species originally

gave birth to the idea of philosophical evolution and that man
progresses to ever higher stages of development. The 1link between
Darwinism and modernization is clarified by Mazrui (1972), who claims
that in modernization Darwinism has been 'debiologized'. In short,
Mazrui argues that there has been a shift from biological to cultural
determinism. Within  the biological determinist paradigm, a
biologically inferior race could not hope to rise to the level of the
more advanced. With cultural determinism however, the thought of
‘catching up' to the more advanced societies becomes plausible. Thus,
similar to Darwinism, an evolutionary perspective of development
proclaims that there is & progression in evolution of social forms

towards greater complexity and enhanced sophistication of the system.

The modernizationist approach to development, assuming a linear
pattern to growth and human evolution, must, by definition, presume
that development takes place along prescribed routes. Rostow's Stages

of Economic Growth for example, presents not only the typical

evolutionary position but serves as a good "example of how smoothly
increased militarization fits into the modernization model. Economic
growth is divided into five stages through which every society must
pass. According to Rostow, "men must come to be valued in the society
not for their connection with clan or class or, even, their guild; but
for their individual ability to perform specific, increasingly
specialized functions." (Rostow, 1965;19) Reaching the 'take-off"

stage in Rostow's evolutionary matrix should be the goal of the



17
underdeveloped nations. This stage is characterized by increasing
industrial and manufacturing activity which proceeds hand in hand with
technological and financial development. Where traditional societies
are described as ones, "whose structure is developed within limited
functions", a modernized society is one which provides 'unequivocal

joys' (Rostow, 1965;4).

The 'take-off' stage, involving greater technological capabilities,
higher levels of bureaucratization and specialization and rational
forms of behaviour, parallels the forms of social relations typical in
the modern army and those which permeate the techniques of force
utilized in modern weaponry. As Kaldor (1976, 1978) aptly emphasizes,
the mere operation of modern weapons requires the adoption of a
western hierarchical social relational system. Weapon importation
then adds to the diffusion of the western value system. The military
is seen to encompass a progressive change towards a higher stage of
development since its modern formation supposedly mirrors that of the
Western world. Since the endogenous notion of change predicted
contact with the West functions to speed up the modernization process,
the possibilities of incorporating western technology, values, etc.
through increased militarization 1is seen to further promote the

development process.

The cold war between the USA and USSR provided further impetus to
promote military growth through the modernization perspective. Rostow
appears to make a conscious effort to display communism as the evil in
the world. He explains that, "societies in the transition from

traditional to modern status are peculiarly wvulnerable to such a
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seizure in power." (Rostow;1965, 163) The colonialist empires removed
themselves from the developing world, which left these nations in a
transition phase with no effective centralized government to provide
leadership. They were left vulnerable. To assure that communism did
not spread to these areas, he suggested partnerships with
non-communist politicians, "which will see them through into sustained
growth dn a political and social basis, which keeps open the
possibilities of progressive, democratic development." (Rostow;1965,
164) Thus he labeled communism the ‘'disease of the transition' and
arming the developing world became a critical pursuit of the

modernizers.

In positively assessing non-Western military capacity to promote
nation building programs, the Draper Report (1959) (Report of the
President's Committee to Study the U.S. Military Assistance Program)
was the first to suggest that the military in developing nations could
provide a legitimate initiation to modernization. "Armies existed,
they would not go away, and they often were the only institution
available to make head-way in economic and social development

programs" (Bienen, 1971;9).

Of the first theorists to recognize the modernizing capabilities of
'emergent’ armies was Lucien Pye. Dividing action into traditional
and rational, Pye foresaw the impact of armies in provoking societal
development toward the rational side of his behavioral dichotomy
while, at the same time, championing 'responsible change'. Indeed,
the army, being the most modern 1institution, represents the most

likely organization to provoke a state of modernization. The military
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functions as an ideal type of industrial society, bringing about
rational behaviour and are less ‘'emotional' about accepting their
subordinate position to the West. The infiltration of contemporary
technology into the military forces undertakes to create a structural
organization which was previously peculiar to the industrialized
world. Pye proclaimed that the advanced technology gives the military
a distinctive role in the modernization process. The values and
lifestyles adhered to by the military are caused, to an extent, by the
prescribed technological advancements within the military institution.
Even the impersonal organizational nature of the military, coerced by
such technological advancements, represents a move away from the
traditional elements in society. Hence, the very presence of more
modern technology within the military necessitates a change of beliefs
towards a more 'advanced' value system. In this way, army personnel
become sensitive to their own underdevelopment and aspire to transform
their society into a Western facsimile and thus play an essential role
in the process whereby, "traditional ways give way to more Westernized

ideas and practises." (Pye, 1968;388)

Halpern's (1963) theme is similar. He saw the military as forming
a ‘'new middle-class' committed to social and economic reform and
modern technology. The new values created by the military would
provide the driving force for a modernized economic and political
structure. To him, "the more the army was modernized, the more its
composition, organization, spirit, capabilities and purpose
constituted a radical criticism of the existing political system."

(Halpern,258) *

* Later, the middle-class argument was criticized by Marxists such as
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The works of Levy (1971), Lovell and Kim (1971) and Janowitz (1964)
represent perhaps the strongest statements regarding the military as
the most suited institution to foster growth and progressive change
while at the same time incorporating the primary assumptions of
diffusion and Westernization of the system. As stated by Lovell and
Kim,
"the military may be viewed as one of the key mechanisms
which a nation possesses for receiving and sometimes
amplifying, signals from its external environment- these
signals include ideas, wvalues, skills, techniques and
strategies of political change... An obvious case in point
is the great number of Asian military men who came to the
United States for instruction at various American
institutions" (Lovell and Kim, 1971;109).
They assume that the military acts as an external body which is
uncorrupt, (unlike civilian leadership), and has the ability to run

the government efficiently, and in the end will do so for the

political and economic advancement of the nation.

According to Janowitz, the training of military personal, coupled
with the contribution of the military as an economic enterprise,
create an atmosphere of modernization within the institutional
infrastructure, placing the military in a position to readily
eliminate the conventions and traditions which thwart econonmic
development. Its training functions began as a result of military
mobilization during World War II whereby developing countries, that
is, the poorer nations of the world, provided technical training and

organizational discipline. For example, "most (military personnel)

Mary Kaldor (1976) who claimed that class means little if it is not
defined in terms of its participation in the production process. "To
argue that the army is middle-class because it stands between landed
property on the one hand and the labouring classes on the other, is
tautological.. It tells us nothing about why it 1is so" (Kaldor,
1976;461)
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wvere given rudimentary training appropriate for modernization and a
minority received technical training dealing with motor vehicle
maintenance, sanitation and simple technical skills" (Janowitz,
1964;76). These skills, infiltrating the society, provided an impetus
for improved societal organization by providing a pool of trained

managers available for public or private industry.

The economic functions of the military contribute to the developing
of public works, roads, engineering projects etc., later refered to
by Benoit as the spin-off effects. Furthermore, "because its
orientation is not profoundly religious, it (the military) presses for
the elimination of religious conventions which thwart economic
development" (Janowitz, 1964;78). The military is, hence, predisposed
to deal with issues such as birth control, an essential goal since
improvements in civilian agriculture gain only moderate success 1in

countries which experience an increasing population.

Because of the training and economic functions, the military serves
as a viable agent of social change. "At a minimum, this implies that
the army becomes a device for developing a sense of identity - a
social psychological element of national unity - which is especially
crucial for a nation which has suffered because of colonialism and
which is struggling to incorporate diverse ethnic and tribal groups"

(Janowitz, 1964;80).

Marion Levy's major thesis expounded in Modernization and the

Structure of Societies presents a number of ingredients of the

modernization recipe best exemplified by the military, later
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highlighted in an essay dealing directly with the topic. Levy
concentrates on the inevitability of the modernization process. Note
the following conviction:

"Modernization is the problem par excellence for the vast
majority of the world's population. The members of
relatively nonmodernized societies are not faced with a
choice of whether to modernize or not. They will modernize
to some extent whether they like 1it or not. Leaders who
feel that total resistance is possible or that only
superficial elements of change are involved will fail
foolishly" (Levy, 1971;735).
Yet, emphasis is also placed on contact between developed and
developing worlds. Whenever contact is made between modernized and
nonmodernized societies, change takes place and the direction is

always towards the modernized society.

Contact, then, allows for the diffusion of bureaucratic and
specialized social structures and institutions which, though
inescapable, push the world toward modernity. Bureaucratic systems
involve levels of rationality essential for modern societies, and
evolve around egually significant universalestic criteria which
neglect strong religious and familial ties which endanger the
modernization process. Specialization operates to decrease
self-sufficiency while increasing interdependency which leads to a
maximized rationality in regards to the allocation of goods and

services.

Enter the military, explicitly organized around certain functions,
incorporating planning which creates an efficient organization. Here
Levy concentrates on the level of bureaucracy, the isolation within

which the military operates and the technical superiority of the
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modern weapons systems. The bureaucratic nature of the military
allows emphasis to be placed on specialization, hierarchical
organization, respect of authority and, most of all, rationality of
the system.
"The emphasis on rationality may be especially high relative
to that characteristic of the rest of society. To some
extent there is always an explicit emphasis on rationality
in the action carried out in terms of armed force
organization, no matter how traditionally oriented general
relationships may be in general in a society”,

and furthermore, "in some relatively nonmodernized societies the armed

force organization may be the major precedent for a bureaucratic or

semibureaucratic experience" (Levy, 1971;56,57).

The isolation within which military personnel find themselves,
allows a full and rapid transformation to a modernized set of values.
Hence, "armed force organizations may be modernized well in advance of
the extent of modernization elsewhere in the social contexts in which
they are found" (Levy, 1971;49). Because of isolation, the army is
modernized in lieu of negative feedback existing outside the system.
Finally, "no matter how isolated the members of the armed force
organization may be kept, the spread of the impact of modernization
beyond the membership of the armed force organization can never be

eliminated" (Levy, 1971;72).

Perhaps the most crucial connection between Levy's modernization
theme and the role of the military within that framework can be seen
in the ease with which Levy believes the army slips into the
modernization process. The military is interested in only the most

sophisticated weaponry. Hence, Levy sees the importation of modern
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techniques of destruction as a pivotal starting point to the road to
progress. Those sentiments are summed 1in the significant statements
below:

"No one contemplating an armed force organization wishes
less than the most modern weapons... When I hear those who
deal with problems of modernization in relatively
nonmodernized societies complain about the difficulty of
getting certain ideas across with regard to modern
technology, I wonder why we have not capitalized on the much
greater ease of getting across these ideas 1in the military
sphere... The easy recognition of the importance of
modernization in weaponry and logistic in general means...
that there will in general be an emphasis on  the maximum
amount of modernization as fast as possible in the
development of the new armed force... (In modernizing
nations), vested interest in the older technologies are so
hopelessly out of date as not to pose a serious barrier to
modernization" (Levy, 1971;66,67).

At this Jjuncture a neat connection can be made between Levy and
Nettl and Robertson (1968) and their notion of global equivalence.
"To a considerable extent modern aspirations (consist) of
self-conscious awareness and a willingness to adapt in terms of such
awareness both technologically as well as intellectually" (Nettl and
Robertson, 1968;44). This goal orientation involves governments of
nations striving for a state of equivalence based on information about
other nations. Nations therefore choose the aspects of modernity they
wish to emulate. For example, a developing country can choose from
the variety of sophisticated technology available. "Those countries
who concentrate on a disproportionate expenditure on military
technology will almost certainly define modernity in reference to the

armed forces of other selected nations” (Nettl and Robertson,

1968;54).
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Kennedy (1974) analyzed the impact of war on development,
concluding that conflict facilitates the freeing of resources
conducive to growth. Kennedy's logic guides him to posit a positive
role for armamentation by explicitly downplaying the necessity for
disarmament in the development process. In fact, demilitarization
would allow skilled and unskilled labour to be released into the
market, aggravating an already unfavorable employment condition.
Written in 1974, Kennedy's work is in temporal sequence with a growing
body of literature which criticized increasing levels of world
military spending. His theme therefore appears as a justification for
the new trend in militarization. Divergence from recent trends, he
claims, is a contradictory policy since it results in increased
tensions. Militarization, on the other hand, allows a nation to
develop without lawless interruption and therefore represents a key

element of growth.

Peculiarly, Kolodziej (1984) revitalizes the modernization argument
in his recent article. Recognizing certain economic growth benefits
associated with increased military spending, Kolodziej defines the
army's role as a principal vehicle for nation-building.
"Militarization and modernism, like Siamese twins sharing a common
circulatory system, are viewed as so mutually dependent that most
leaders of the developing world can hardly conceive of them as ever
being separated" (Kolodziej, 1984;26). This argument which highlights
the incentives of militarization places the effects of arms exports in
modern context. As a means of balancing payments and enhancing

technological advancement, arms production seems justified. 1Indeed,
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Kolodziej readily accepts this position and appears concerned by its
implications. Rather than condoning arms production, he merely
reports its function and concludes that there are overwhelming
incentives that tie militarization to the modernization process.

"If the upward increase in global military spending

especially on the part of developing states is any guide,

and if reference to specific case studies of behaviour of

national leaders in Israel, Brazil and India 1is any

indication, the argument that one must sacrifice welfare for

military prowess and vise versa is by no means universally

accepted. Many go beyond the guns - butter tradeoff and

argue that a nation gets more butter ‘'because' of quns"

(Kolodziej, 1984;30-31).

Perhaps the most influential of those who have expounded the
modernizing potential of militarization was Emile Benoit. Benoit's
book, published in 1973, and subsequent article, are based on a
quantitative analysis which supports the notion of military spending
as a prime force in development. The absorption of resources, claims
Benoit, are often negated by the positive effects on the economy which
include the training provided by the military, the contribution of the
military to the security needed to create a healthy economic
environment and the raising of aggregate demand which leads to the
utilization of underused resources, all of which combine to have a net
favourable effect on growth that cannot be dismissed a priori.
Military activity coerces a number of spinoffs that serve

developmental purposes even though the initial plans were not intended

as economic programs.

Yet, it 1is the hypothesized inculcation of modern attitudes and
behavioral patterns associated with increased military spending that

puts Benoit firmly within the modernization tradition. To him, the
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military induces modernizing attitudes and can therefore be credited
with breaking down traditional patterns of life which impede
development. Ways of life are modernized, "in part because the value
which justifies its activity - national security - exercises a strong
influence on most individual consciences and appears to justify
imposing difficult and often painful adjustments to the individual"
(Benoit;1978, 278). The absorption of modern attitudes includes,
"following and transmitting precise instructions; living and working
by the clock; noticing and reading signs; spending and saving money,"
etc. (Benoit:1973,17).  Since the military is assumed to be a prime
catalyst of social change, these newly absorbed values filter through
to the general population, creating a general state of modernization

and hence development.

In conclusion, as patrons of Modernization rose to the fore in the
post World War II era, so too did evolutionary theories of
militarization begin to permeate the discourse. And, as development
strategies in the West began to take the form of the Western
experience, the military was increasingly hypothesized to function in
the role of a modernizing force. Its emphasis towards rational
behavior, its commitment to technological progress and its obsession
with modernization in general would provide the impetus for change 1in
the direction of the Westernly defined conception of progress. For
Benoit, as with other proponents of the modernization viewpoint on
military spending, increased militarization truly acts as a
disseminater of western ideals, which, introduced into a society and

an economic structure, serves as a mechanism for development. The
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assumptions are clear: militarization provokes Westernization, and
Westernization represents a more 'advanced' stage in the evolutionary

cycle,

Negative Influences: The Military and Opportunity Costs

In discussing the increasing number of coups in Latin American nations
using the assumptions of the modernization theory, Lovell and Kim
empathetically alleged that such uprisings and the subsequent
militarization process and leadership successfully eliminated corrupt
and inefficient government, hence promoting the economic and social
development of previously nonmodernized cultures. It is interesting
that at the same time Needler (1971) conducted an analysis of coups in
Latin America, and with equal virility concluded that such action
generally took place as an intervention technique when progressive
social change was imminent. Surely, Allende's overthrow in Chile
provides ample justification of this view. To Needler, coups take
place in an attempt to maintain the status quo, usually by
forestalling general elections and are directed against elected heads.
Needler's study merely points to the fact that as easily as the
composite notions which form the modernization theory can be ingested
can they be contested and indeed, critics of the perspective have

leveled convincing counter arguments.

Theories of militarization which postulate military spending
results in negative effects on developing societies fall into two
general categories. First, there is the view that military spending

diverts resources away from other productive programs. This notion
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stands in opposition to Benoit for the following reason: by
preempting resources that might otherwise be invested in social and
economic programs geared towards the purchase of technical service or
increasing the foreign exchange base, military spending imposes a
substantial burden on the economy. While Benoit believed that this
diversion depended upon the extent to which a) defense absorbs
" investment and b) a decrease in investment affects output, and equated
these effects to be minimal when the eventual productivity result is
determined, the 'opportunity costs' argument suggests that both money
and manpower diversion serve to retard development. Next is the view
adopted by the neo-Marxist school, typified by Frank and the
dependency perspective, stating that militarization is merely another
form of dependence. Dependency chooses to discuss the phenomena of
militarization in terms of an international sphere of analysis. Thus,
it accounts for the global matrix and the exploitative international
relationships that cause the development of underdeveloped economic
structures. Included under this general categorization is Mary Kaldor
who views the relationship primarily in terms of the modes of
production characteristic in both peripheral and advanced economies,
and Miles Wolpin, who maintains that the problem is not one of the
military per se, but rather revolves around the capitalist world
economy in general. The present section deals with the former
argument, however, since both perspectives hold similar views some
issues are interchangeable and dealt with in both perspectives.
Opportunity costs and dependency are then not necessarily mutually

exclusive.
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The main themes of the opportunity costs argument center around
criticisms of Benoit's findings and state that military spending
causes a redirection of investment often manifest in the depletion of
resources available for other social programs. Nabe (1983), in his
analysis, found that products imported by the defence sector of
developing economies fail to contribute to the supply of goods or
services for the non-military economy. Or, as Luckham states, armies,
unlike industry, do not create surplus. "It is a serious matter to
divert resources from schools, hospitals and welfare services to guns,
tanks, jets, aircrafts and most probably can only be done by
governments which are prepared in the final analysis to repress the
discontent it brings about" (Luckham, 1978;44). The qualifications of
the arms industry cannot readily be used in the civilian sectors.
Because of this, the training of manpower does not necessarily spill
over to create new jobs outside the military market. First, skills
and infrastructure developed for the army, "may not be transfered at
all, In career armies... soldiers do not return to their villages"
(Kaldor, 1976;464). Second, military personnel are trained in capital
intensive and highly qualified occupations, which are not readily
conducive to the employment situation in underdeveloped nations. To
guote Palme, "the military employs skilled people, often in and around
large cities and ports; the people who are unemployed tend to be
unskilled workers and people living in the countryside" (Palme,
1982;19).  The capital intensive nature of the military produces less
jobs in nations where labour intensive production is necessary.
Hence, a United Nations report documents the discrepancy in real

numbers.
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"According to the U.S. government estimates... a billion
dollars of military expenditures creates 76,000 jobs. But
if the same amount 1is spent for civilian programs of the
Federal government it creates an average of over 100,000
jobs and many more than this if channelled into activities
that are particularly labour consuming... Thus the
proposition that military expenditures generates employment
at least as, if not more, effectively that non-military
expenditures is demonstrablly false. " (United Nations,
1978a;141).

Dabelko and McCormick (1977) attempted to test the impact of
military spending on government spending in areas of health and
education. These authors believe that governments must select one
option over another and therefore do so at the expense of alternate
expenditures. A high military burden (that is, a military budget that
utilizes a high proportion of the total government budget) would lead

to lower budget allocations in these alternate areas.

Dividing their sample into lower and higher income nations, the
authors found that, in general, the opportunity costs diversion
influence is greater in the lower income nations and greater in the
area of health than education. Though the results were fairly weak
and relatively inconclusive, the importance of this analysis goes
beyond the opportunity costs argument and are implicit in any analysis
of this nature. Investment into education and health can be
considered an investment into human .capital. What needs to be
established then is the subsequent societal effects of spending in
various areas such as health or education. In terms of economic
growth, the benefits of an increased military budget could be weighed
against that of education. Perhaps of greater importance is the

social effects of each expenditure. The development of human capital
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through education and health programs may certainly add to the
societal development and reach a greater majority of the population

than any benefits accrued through an increased military budget.

Deger confronts the issue of the development of human capital
through education spending in her 1986 article. The following comment
expands on the opportunity cost trade-off argument used by Dabelko and
McCormick:

"If the military is independently providing services in
these areas, there may be less need for government agencies
to spend large amounts of resources for education and so
forth. The military establishment might take on some of the
roles of civilian authority in human resource development
and ease the task of the state education sector. In the
absence of such factors, however, there may be considerable
negative effects on human capital formation due to high
defense spending, provided the major agency in LDC's
responsible for both these activities is the government.
Given the upper limit to national budgets, an increase in
military burden could be at the expense of education or
health spending and thus may also have adverse consequences
on the human capital of the nation (Deger 1985;39).
Thus, the argument goes deeper than the mere trade-off hypothesis in
that defense may influence other types of spending in a positive or
negative manner. Positive influences may appear through military
spin-offs in the mobilization of labour, or in the formation of
skilled position programs. Negative effects could be the result of
government revenue constraints, or the scarcity of labour through
military wutilization. In addition, growth in national income
influences the association since faster growing countries can better

afford to divert resources to longer term development, typically the

development of human capital.
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To sum, the opportunity costs argument states that, in general, the
military's overall contribution to employment, resource utilization
and civilian sector spinoffs remain in doubt in the 1less developed
nations and instead military spending diverts resources away from
other more productive activities. As a share of the national budget,
military expenditures often egual or exceed shares spent on forms of
health or education, "let alone the much smaller sums spent on most of
the basic needs of the poorer section of the population" (Jolly,
1978;107) and therefore these basic needs and other productive areas
suffer. Added to this is the belief stressed by the International
Peace Research Association (IPRA, 1978) that military spending hinders
the ability of a developing country to import inputs into agriculture
and other essential industries due to their overrepresented share of
military imports. Faini et al. (1984) found, in their study of the
effects of military spending, that such activity leads to decreases in
the production of agriculture. Military spending, by decreasing the
GDP share of agriculture, may decrease domestic food production, 'a
clear social welfare loss'. Such a loss is of particular importance
in developing nations that can be classified as agrarian, since a
large part of their economic activity takes place in this sector.
Hence, the following comment by Eide sums well the opportunity costs
argument:

"The present third world militarization represents a process

of waste and maldevelopment. It is wasteful 1in the sense

that the military hardware cannot be put to productive uses.

It represents a formidable waste because weapons imports

have to be paid for out of exports, largely taken from

agriculture, which should have been used to satisfy the
basic needs of the population" (Eide, 1977;99).
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Negative Influences: The Military and Dependency Theory

The dynamics behind the ideological formation of modernization are, in
general, vehemently opposed by both Frank (1969,1972,1973) and Amin
(1976), two economists writing from a dependency perspective. Frank,
for example, believes development is not a linear evolutionary
process. "It is fruitless to expect underdeveloped countries of today
to repeat the stages of economic growth passed through by modern
developed societies, whose classical capitalist development arose out
of pre-capitalist feudal society" (Frank, 1969;preface). In an
earlier essay Frank writes, "since the historical experience of the
colonial and underdeveloped countries has demonstrablly been quite
different, available theory therefore fails to reflect the past of the
underdeveloped part of the world entirely and reflects the past of the
world as a whole only in part" (Frank, 1973;94). Ahistorical laws of
development must therefore be unceremoniously rejected and be replaced
by specific historical mechanisms that structure the distinct dynamics

of the relationship between underdevelopment and the world economy.

The preceding argument leads to the assumption that all nations
must be regarded as being within a single, integrated, causal system.
As Baran (1957) once observed, the question of whether or not there
is meat in the kitchen 1is rarely decided in the kitchen.
Underdevelopment can only be understood by examining the positions of
nations in a world system within which operates an international
division of labour and specific forms of incorporation into the system
which affects the internal structures of each nation. In direct

opposition to modernization theories, Frank views the
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interrelationship of national economies, and not the nation itself, as

creating the forces that breed an underdeveloped economic structure.

Dependency theory is in direct opposition to the modernization
notion that diffusion between the developed and the underdeveloped
nations leads to development of the latter. The flow of aid,
technology, and innovation will not lead to cumulative development,
but, rather, to a further reappropriation of wealth. Historically, as
an indication of this, when the bonds between the metropolis and
satellite have loosened the peripheral nation has experienced its
greatest economic surge. "The economic depression in Spain 1in the
17th century, which reduced the shipping tonnage between the mother
country and New Spain to one-third of what it had been in the 16th
century, made possible a significant development of local

manufacturing" (Frank, 1972;24).

Frank's position contradicts modernization's emphasis on the role
of the State as a provoker of development. To Frank, the relationship
between the nation in the underdeveloped world and the advanced world
is one of dependence. The peripheral economy thus becomes exploited
by the center. Surplus is constantly being drained out of the
periphery to benefit the core. Yet, they are dependent upon the West
as an importer of their goods and a financeer of their own
manufacturing. Unlike  McClelland who wrote in 1969  that
underdevelopment is caused by a population being non-achievement
oriented, Frank believes underdevelopment is caused rather by the

nation's economic structure and its ties to the West.
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Samir Amin takes Frank's argument further by suggesting that
exchanges between the core and the periphery are unequal. The core
benefits from this relationship while the periphery is hindered by it.
Thus, aid in the form of loans or finance inevitably results in a net
outflow from the peripheral nation. Amin explains that the dependent
nature of the peripheral economy creates periods of apparent growth
where no development actually takes place. Historically speaking, the
advanced economy developed, from the start, an integrating structure.
In other words, market trading began internally, within the national
borders, 1in such a way that the sectors of the economy traded with
each other, leading to a diffusion or spreading of the progress
throughout the organism. The center nations were then economically
structured to become exclusive and expanded internally. To this day,
the bulk of the center's transactions are conducted within the system;
that 1is, the advanced nations do most of their trading amongst
themselves. In the periphery, the spread of capitalism occured
through an external market, or trading abroad. To this day, the
peripheral countries do the bulk of their transactions outside of the
system, or with the advanced countries but not amongst themselves.
Their progress is thus not diffused but transported abroad resulting
in a 'disarticulated' or deunified economic structure. For example,
"any progress in the oil industry will, for instance, be without the
slightest affect on the economy of Kuwait since nomad stockbreeding
sells nothing to and buys nothing from the oil sector" (amin,
1976;238). As Amin explains, "whereas at the center, growth is
development, that is it has an integrating effect- in the periphery

growth 1is not development, for its effect is to disarticulate.
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Strictly speaking, growth in the periphery, based on integration into
the world market, is the development of underdevelopment" (Amin,

1976;18).

In compliance with the dependency criteria outlined by Frank and
Amin, supporters of the military dependency model claim that the
military institution's prime function is to channel resources from the
periphery to the center and to promote the domination of the world by
the West. The so called Hamburg group, 1led by Albrecht et al.(1974)
are the leading proponents of this perspective. Albrecht points to
the colonialist era as initially creating a particular economic
infrastructure which resulted in a dependency for western military
goods. This dependent bond becomes essential for the West's continued
domination for three reasons. First, military links successfully aid
in repressing those who would work towards loosening the bonds and by
doing so, alter the structure of the status quo. Second, these
associations serve to expropriate wealth from the periphery both in
their purchasing of military goods and technology and in their
securing the supply of resources for the West's own expansion.
Finally, the militarization of the developing world allows for their
integration into the system of international division of labour. Thus
Albrecht states, "the role of armamentation in the process of
developing underdevelopment is underestimated" (Albrecht, 1976;178).
Or, as Lock has noted, "armaments have to be considered as a
determining factor for the continuation of uneven development and

underdevelopment” (Lock, 1980;135).



38

Albrecht et al. begin their significant 1974 article by explaining
that armaments can be credited vith providing Europe the wealth they
obtained during the epoch of industrial growth. "The ongoing transfer
of surplus product from non-white colonies required the continuous
application of force and violence in these areas in order to secure an
increasing flow of resources via Britain to benefit the white
settlements" (Albrecht et al., 1974;173). Violence and plunder of
colonial states was responsible for a destruction of social systems
that proceeded with an integration into the capitalist world market.
The legacy of imperialism succeeded in 'opening up' peripheral nations
to the trade and capital of the metropolis which secured the
domination of the latter. The military thus has global dimensions
based on the historical outgrowth of dominance and dependence that

makes irresponsible a view of the military as a pure national unit.

The historical development of dependency, through the use of force,
has guaranteed the hegemonic position of the West. "The penetration
of the present underdeveloped countries by a production sector totally
dependent on and determined by outside powers was only made possible
by the wuse of arms, sometimes for many decades" (Albrecht et al.,
1974;176). In spite of changes in form of dominance over time, the
military and arms remain necessary for the preservation of the
metropolis - periphery structure. Armaments are still used for
enforcing power, even though colonial armies have been reshaped into
national military apparatuses. Today, instead of troops landing from
the West and metropolis direct involvement, the transference of
counter-insurgency techniques, arms and military aid serve similar

purposes.
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"One important condition for the present capitalist
expansion in the periphery is the existence of huge military
apparatuses in these states, an expansion with hitherto
unknown rates of growth. The task of these forces is not
just to implement 'national' foreign policy but they are
predominantly an instrument to repress the majority of the
population, thus enabling further modification and more
sophisticated penetration by the capitalist mode of
production” (Albrecht et al., 1974;174).

The Hamburg group goes on to relate the experience of the rise of
Japan to an industrial power through the use of force in order to
exemplify their position. Here, Japan's success in two major wars
(the Japanese-Chinese was {1894-1895} and the Japanese-Russian was
{1904}) 1is termed responsible for allowing the nation's penetration
and accumulation of resources and the expansion of the Japanese
market. This was preceded by a concerted effort to substantially
upgrade the Japanese military establishment. Of note, however, is the
insistence that the example given cannot be recapitulated today by
peripheral countries due to their already subordinate integration into
the capitalist world systen. Japan's  bourgeoisie expanded
independently and without interference. When attempting to develop
their own resources, today's periphery becomes increasingly plundered,
through force, whereas Japan, untouched in their accumulation process,

was able to join in on the exploitation of others for their own

well-being.

The Hamburg group introduces an additional issue characteristic of
the dependency approach to militarization 1in the role of repression
and the viscous cycle of militarization inherent in such behaviour.
The removal of wealth made possible by armamentation leads to the

perpetration of impoverishment and pauperization for the majority in
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dependent nations. Such conditions demand increasing military
resistance against 'the rising tide of social conflict' initiated by
those who come to realize their subordinate position. Arms and
training to fight or subvert general uprises absorb more available
resources, leading to more unrest, etc. The important element for the
metropolis and the elites in a given society is to preserve their
position,  justifying the increase in military spending. Hence,
Albrecht et al. predict a considerable expansion in systems and
technologies suitable for the subversion of the masses and effective
control of the state. 1In the end only a change in the existing social
systems and class relations can fundamentally alter the process of
militarization in peripheral regions since the type of integration
into the capitalist world system historically produced necessitates

the use of force for its maintenance.

A 1978 publication by the IPRA echos many of the themes laid out by
the Hamburg group. Here, the hierarchical nature of global military
structures is accentuated to the point of noting the subregions of
hegemony that have more recently come to the fore. Brazil, India and
Israel, for example, are countries whose military institutions have
been formed and trained by industrial nations in order to serve the
purpese of regional policing to favour the strategic interests of the
advanced world. International history has seen the super powers
forming the apex of the hierarchy while the subordinate and dependent
peripheral armies function to serve the needs of the core.
Repression, again, 1is often paramount to benefit the elites who wish

to maintain a division of labour that guarantees cheap and profitable
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labour and conditions for investment. In short, the continual
expansion of capital into third world nations and extraction of
profits by multinationals require the military for the perpetration of
this environment, leading to underdevelopment of those abused. So,
"militarization and the proliferation of weapons must be considered a
decisive factor in the continuation of unbalanced development or

underdevelopment on a global scale" (IPRA, 1978;174).

Mary Kaldor (1976, 1978) asserts a distinction regarding the social
relations imposed by military transfer, hitherto relatively untouched
by other neo-Marxist theorists. To Kaldor, the 'form of force'
typical in modern armies results from a combination of the 'techniques
of force', characterized by the hardware itself; and the 'relations of
force', meaning the organization of the military unit. The forms of
force being implemented today have a built in tendency for expansion,
resulting in an arms race. The reasoning here 1is that the armed
forces typical today proceed hand in hand with the arms industry,
which reflects in whole the industrial tendency in the advanced world.
In other words, it is erroneous to divorce the arms race from the mode
of production of which it is a product. Hence, even the relationships
between military units resembles that apparent in the structure of
society which parallels 1industry in the advanced world, since it is
there that the arms are produced. The inclination of industries to
expand and find markets abroad does not stop at the arms industry

which merely reflects the mode of production in the metropolis.

Now, these arms produced in the West are transfered to developing

societies where the advanced mode of production does not exist. The



42
"techniques of force' implemented will then, no doubt, have an effect
on the social relational system. The technology imposes a pattern on
the third world which reflects the structure of the metropolitan
industrial centers. So, the function of arms parallels industrial
goals in the core from which the arms are a product; the extraction of
resources, the protection of liberalized policy, or whatever. These
relations "seep into all related structures, including political
policies which reflect the willingness to carry out the roles cited
above. Recall that these types of economic behaviours were viewed as
benefitting growth from the modernization standpoint. Pye, for
instance, proclaimed that the introduction of advanced technology
coerces advanced forms of behaviour and organization which leads to
the westernization and hence progression of the system. To Kaldor,
and to other dependency theorists, the restructuring of the social
relations in the third world provides the mechanism for the channeling
of resources from the periphery to the metropolis. Viewed 1in this
light, modernization theory may then represent a justification for
this reappropriation of resources. Therefore, "the 1impact of
western-type armies into modern third world countries could have very
important political implications for the transformation of the

prevailing social formations" (Kaldor, 1978;68).

The social formations inaugurated via militarism are not conducive
to development 1in the broader, neo-Marxist sense of the term.
Commodity exports produced in the countryside are generally used for
the supply of funds necessary to import military goods. These goods

are then not of value to the hinterland from whence they were
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attained. Countryside products are spent in the metropolis, all

translating into a further development of underdevelopment.

Kaldor's theme is echoed by a number of theorists. Lock and Wulf
mention that the biggest difference between metropolis and peripheral
modes of production is the intensity of labour necessary in each to
promote development. Advanced technology requires the capital
intensive techniques which are subservient to the needs of industry in
those countries. In other words, higher wages in the West promotes
the development of weapons which need a small but experienced force.
In the developing world, these transported techniques require the use
of foreign experts for training and operation. Luckham utters similar
sentiments by stating that technological dependence has successfully
shaped the developing world such that the division of labour necessary
for an army has spread throughout. The complex hardware brought in
from abroad accentuates the complexity of the military establishment
and, "once set in motion, this process of professionalization on the
one hand and absorption of external technology on the other tends to
be self-perpetuating” (Luckham, 1978;37). Finally, Eide reports that
the infiltration of alien technology disallows for local creativity
thus stunting local development. Complex technology, and the
operationalization they employ, represents an exact negation of
development since the patterns they create equally negate the ability
of these nations to develop naturally, placing a barrier on local

creative design that would parallel their own formation.

Wolpin's theme is generally more dramatic. Here is a theorist who

fully assimilates the paradigm by announcing that no change in
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military strategy can benefit the Third World since it 1is the entire
state of the interaction between the metropole and the periphery that
creates underdevelopment. Removal of armaments from the core would
simply leave the developing nations vulnerable on a different front.
Therefore, Wolpin suggests that an entire break from the system is
necessary for advancement. Radical militarism, so visible in today's
developing world, 1is a sign of the growing class consciousness evoked

by years of domination by the West.

To Wolpin, a nation connected to the capitalist world economy but
not involved in arms importation would use savings for luxury goods or
other imports or investments that would not necessarily advance the
social good. In any case, the dependency existing 1in the arms
industry, 1like any form of dependence and domination 1is associated
with a chronic balance of payments problem and spiraling debt burdens
which are increasingly unsupportable. Furthermore,

"most of these considerations would not be applicable to
cases where the transfer of such technology was integral to
a state capitalist directed strategy of development... It is
worth pondering that only Marxist-inspired mobilizational
systems in the underdeveloped areas seem to be closing the
gap with the advanced capitalist societies... Eventually,
both the democratic elements in Marxist ideology along with
the rise 1in mass-cultural levels will create a propitious
environment for those committed to furthering socialist
democracy" (Wolpin, 1977;141).

Tying military spending in developing nations to accumulation of
wealth in the West, the dependency authors have necessarily linked the
world into a global matrix wherein each nation takes their place on a

hierarchy where those further down reap the least benefits and are

in fact the target of exploitative policy. Military spending can
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therefore serve no beneficial purpose since it represents a further
dependence.  On the contrary, military importations typically serve
the core's need to expand their arms market to fuel the arms race.
The emphasis on this integration into the world market places the onus
for change on global dimensions, leaving the developing nation no

option in terms of their own future.

The Determinants of Military Spending

Research into the determinants of military spending has, for the most
part, taken place in isolation from both the theoretical discourse
over the forces of development and the association between military
spending and development. As Maizels and Nissanke state, "almost all
quantitative analysis of the impact of military expenditures on the
economic growth of developing countries has taken such expenditure as
exogenously given" (Maizels and Nissanke,1986;1127). This separation
may be justified if the factors which influence militarization
represent a different issue from the nature of development. Yet, if
an association exists between military spending and development, then
the determinants of spending have at least an indirect effect on
development since they serve to increase or decrease levels of

spending in the first place.

There have been several studies, all of the quantitative variety,
which attempt to ascertain the determinants of military spending. The
first quantitative analysis of the determinants of military spending
in developing countries was provided by Lotz who, using regression

coefficients, claimed a negative relationship exists with per capita
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income and positive relationships with the existence of natural
resources, urbanization and government expenditure as a percentage of
GNP, The negative association between military spending and per
capita income exists because; a) a military establishment must
maintain a certain minimum size despite income level therefore
creating an unproportionally high ratio of military dollars to income
in poorer countries, and b) spending in poorer countries may be forced
to rise due to potential aggression from wealthier nations. The
relationship to natural resources occurs because of the need of
sophisticated forces to protect these goods. Urbanization is seen to
be a proxy for social change. The government budget is seen as an
income constraint on spending. In addition Lotz does recognize the
potential effects of foreign aid on the military establishment,
claiming that such inflows relegates the income constraint negligible.
In general, viewing a number of areas of spending individually, Lotz
concludes that trade-offs do exist due to budgetary constraints on the
central government. Governments may then choose between different
spending policies. Lotz adds, "it remains a question, however, as to
whether these choices are made in such a typical way that an analysis
will show that a high level of spending on one function is typically

associated with a lower spending on other functions" (Lotz, 1970;138).

Lotz' study is revealing 1in his analysis regarding trade-offs
between types of spending. Very little in the way of a concrete
association is, however, established. Lotz mentions the possibility
of trade-offs, yet wonders how they occur and in what format, or, if

indeed any typical trade-offs occur. The trade-offs that exist
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between military spending and other forms of spending are therefore
still in doubt. His individual analysis of military spending is only
partially substantial. Although indicators such as per capita income
are no doubt a question in the determinants of military spending, Lotz
does not examine factors that are directly related to the military
establishment such as its function within and outside of the nation, a
potential threat, the existence of conflict etc. Hence, spuriousness

is a potential problem in this analysis.

Deger briefly examines the present issue on a number of occasions
(1981, 1985, 1986). These analyses exist in conjunction with
equations that test military spending's socioeconomic effects,
therefore Deger does not completely examine the issue since her main
focus is not on the determinants of spending itself. Yet, it may be

useful to summarize the findings.

The regression formulas found significant positive associations
between military spending as a dependent variable and government
expenditures, per capita income, a dummy variable for oil-exporting
and non-oil-exporting countries, and a dummy variable for war or
non-war economies. Deger, as well, found a significant negative
relationship with the degree of international integration. Although
this variable 1is left relatively unexplained, the suggestion that
those nations who are more integrated globally spend less on the
military is an important one. This may suggest that nonaligned
nations who wish to remain excluded from the global matrix of trade
and diplomacy either need to protect themselves by increasing
spending, or, perhaps, they receive less in the way of international

military aid.
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The positive effects of government expenditures and oil exportation
parallel the findings of Lotz. O0il, for instance, can be considered a
valuable resource which may urge nations to build up their military
establishment in order to protect their wealth. But, there is a
second possibility. Oil-exporting nations, being wealthy and fast
growing economically, have more to spend, have larger budgets etc.,
and thus spend large sums on weaponry importation. This is further
evidenced by the positive association found between per capita income

and military spending, in direct opposition to the findings of Lotz.

Now, Deger's most significant variable is a war economy, urging her
to conclude that war or the threat of it represents the most essential
determinant of military spending. The countries classified as war
economies are Israel, Jordan, South Vietnam, Egypt and Syria. Deger
explains,

"the determinants of military expenditure in any LDC,
however, are largely autonomous from my point of view.
Benoit has given ample evidence of this, and independent
investigation seems to support the contention. Defense
burden may depend on the production of ‘'security', which in
turn is related to whether the country is at war or not, as
well as its size, population, integration with the
international economy, or ownership of natural resources
like oil. Therefore, the explanatory variables in the
defense equation are relatively exogenous" (Deger, 1985;