
Food for Thought: Treating Guns Like Cars
Think, for a moment, about how we regulate another

commodity in the U.S. responsible for the deaths of thou-
sands of people a year: cars.
• Car buyers must be properly trained to receive a li-

cense; for guns, many states do not require training or
licenses.

• Car buyers must have insurance in case of accidental
injuries or damage; no state requires such liability insur-
ance for gun holders.

• Used Car sales are subject to the same restrictions as
original sales, and the transfer of title is registered with
the state. Private gun resales face no restrictions in most
states.
No one thinks lightly of buying a used car. Shouldn’t

secondary gun sales be taken just as seriously?  
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EditorialEditorial

Controlling Small Arms at Home and Abroad

This issue focuses on the biggest killers today in
community violence and civil conflict: small arms and
light weapons.* These weapons’ relative small size,
ease of use and low price make them the preferred
arms of drug traffickers, criminals, insurgents, and ter-
rorists, within the U.S. and overseas. Moreover,
weapons so easy to conceal and transport are ideal
items for black market trade. Thus small arms sold le-
gally in the U.S. or exported by the U.S. government
often end up in secondary markets completely beyond
the control of the original seller. Therefore, to combat
both domestic and international illicit trafficking of small
arms, the government needs to keep better control
over the legal trade of such weapons, rendering sec-
ondary sales more difficult. Yet U.S. government offi-
cials attuned to the dangers of small arms proliferation
and misuse tend to focus on illicit trafficking alone,
missing the crucial link with legal small arms sales.

Gun-Running in the United States…
Under federal law, it is a crime to sell a gun to fel-

ons, minors, mentally disturbed persons and other
“prohibited possessors.” Yet these individuals get their
hands on weapons on a regular basis. How does this
happen? Most often, through the resale or theft of guns
purchased legally by eligible buyers. Individuals with
clean records—known as “straw purchasers”—buy
guns on behalf of criminals, traffickers, or individuals
who do not want the gun traced back to them. Gun
shows provide an ideal setting for such sales, as feder-
ally-mandated background checks are not required for
private sellers, and vendors marketing their “private
collections” are usually not keen to question their cus-
tomers. Legally-acquired guns are also stolen from in-
dividual owners or from police or military arsenals.
Better federal laws—such as a one-gun-a-month law,
federal restrictions on gun shows, and other anti-

                                               
*  “Small arms” refers to weapons which can be carried and used
by one or two persons, from handguns to assault rifles, grenade
launchers, automatic pistols, and light mortars.

trafficking laws—could help break the link between the
legal trade of guns and the black market. (See pg. 2.)
  
… and Abroad

Gun trafficking in the U.S. usually runs from states
with weak gun control laws—typically in the South—up
to states like New York or New Jersey with high crime
rates but tough gun control laws. This same pattern oc-
curs internationally, making it profitable for U.S.-based
traffickers to feed a gun pipeline stretching from Canada
to South America. Mexican police seized almost 24,000
illegal firearms in 1995-96, mostly purchased in the U.S.,
and asked the U.S. Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and
Firearms (BATF) in 1996 to trace around 4,300  firearms
seized from drug-related crime scenes. Canada—with a
4,400 mile border with the U.S. and strict gun sale
laws—is also seeing a rising number of smuggled U.S.
weapons used in crimes. The same anti-gun running
laws designed to prevent domestic trafficking would help
reduce supply to criminals elsewhere in the Americas.  

Small arms exported legally are often re-transferred ille-
gally or later resold on the black market. By better monitor-
ing end-use and re-transfers and helping destroy post-
conflict surplus stocks, the U.S. government would help re-
duce this secondary market supply (see pg. 3). -TG
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Controlling Domestic Sales

Tackling the problem of gun-running within and
from the United States requires changes in federal
firearms legislation. Tightening regulations on gun sales,
restricting the quantity of guns a person may buy over
a certain period, making resale or theft of guns more
difficult, and limiting the type of weapons available to
citizens will all help reduce the number of powerful
guns in criminals’ or traffickers’ hands.

Keep the Brady Bill’s Waiting Period
The 1994 “Brady Law” required that prospective

gun buyers wait 5 days for a background check. The
5-day waiting period will expire this November and
be replaced by instant checks run through a national
computerized database. Yet critics fear that the na-
tional system is missing critical information —such as
records from some local police and courts—and can-
not provide a completely reliable assessment of the
buyer’s record. Extending the waiting period until the
national system is fully functional would have allowed
for supplementary checks where needed, but pro-
posed legislation extending the Brady Law did not
pass.

Close the Gun Show Loophole
Currently, federal and most state restrictions on

gun sales only apply to licensed gun dealers, not to
private sellers, who often trade at gun shows. Gun
shows therefore provide a major loophole for felons
or other ineligible buyers to purchase a wide variety of
weapons and ammunition, with no waiting period and
no questions asked. Outlaws like David Koresh and
Tim McVeigh have been among those to take advan-
tage of the gun show “free market.”

Legislation introduced by Rep. Blagojevich (D-IL),
and Sen. Lautenberg (D-NJ) would have subjected
private sales at gun shows to the same laws as sales by
registered dealers. Neither bill was acted on this Con-
gress, but some states are holding referendums on
whether to enact this rule at the state level.

Anti-Trafficking Laws
Limiting gun purchases to one every 30 days has

successfully cut down interstate gun smuggling from
Virginia, Maryland, and South Carolina; gun sales in

Maryland dropped 25% in the year after the law was
enacted. Yet without a federal “one gun a month” law,
gun traffickers can simply move their business else-
where. In 1996, the ten states with the weakest gun
control laws supplied 54.2% of guns seized in out of
state crimes. To combat this trend, Rep. (now Senator-
elect) Schumer (D-NY) introduced the “Twelve is
Enough” anti-gun running bill.

Moreover, under federal law, a person must reside
in the state in which he/she is buying a gun. Yet inter-
state gun resales are governed by vague restrictions on
“gun trafficking.” Rep. Schumer and Sens. Torricelli (D-
NJ) and Durbin (D-IL) therefore introduced legislation
to tighten the restrictions on interstate gun sales. None
of the anti-trafficking laws passed this Congress.

“Smart” Guns
Some gun control proponents are seeking remedies

for accidental injuries and gun theft through new tech-
nology, and at least one gun manufacturer is responding
to the call. “Personalized” handguns with chips recog-
nizing the owner’s fingerprint, hand size, or a special
ring would prevent the easy retransfer of guns and
would leave stolen guns useless. Colt’s Manufacturing,
Inc. has seized this opportunity—and a $500,000 grant
from the Justice Department—to increase sales among
more safety-conscious gun owners. New Jersey, one of
the strictest states on gun control, could be the first state
to mandate “smart gun” technology on future weapons
sales if legislators resist NRA and other pro-gun pres-
sure. Other gun control advocates fear, however, that
“smart gun” technology is just a marketing ploy that will
boost gun sales without preventing accidents and misuse
by gun owners or reducing the number of guns in cir-
culation.

No Re-Import of  Military Equipment
Military weapons are sought primarily by drug deal-

ers, gun traffickers and other criminals, not hunters or
sport shooters. The manufacture, sale, and possession
of 19 types of assault weapons and other guns with
more than one military feature were banned by the
1994 Assault Weapons Ban. But the import of military
weapons has continued under loopholes in U.S. law.

This April, the Clinton Administration banned the
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import of 58 assault weapons that BATF found to be in
violation of the 1968 Gun Control Act, which states
that no assault weapon may be imported except for
sporting purposes. Foreign manufacturers had modi-
fied many models to meet the letter of the law, but a
BATF study found that 58 assault weapons could not
be considered sporting guns. Legislation which would
have exempted 600,000 weapons with import li-
censes approved before the ban was fortunately de-
feated, but new attempts may be made next Con-
gress.

Up to 2.5 million “curios and relics”— U.S.-
manufactured military weapons previously given away,
sold, or taken as spoils of war by foreign militaries—
could be re-imported into the country under another
legal loophole. Some of these powerful weapons can
be concealed (M1911 and M1911As) or converted to
fully automatic (M-1 Carbines). Over 400 M1 semi-
automatic rifles and pistols were used in crimes be-
tween 1995-96, according to the Washington Post.

Policy set by Presidents Reagan through Clinton

have prevented the re-import of these guns, but a leg-
islative battle is on to make the import ban permanent

or eliminate it altogether—led by Senators Lautenberg,
Boxer, and Kerry and Reps. Patrick Kennedy and Ma-
loney on the ban side and Rep. Mollohan on the other.

Controlling International Transfers
Awareness-raising activities of certain countries and

international and U.S. non-governmental organizations
(NGOs) have led the Clinton administration to recog-
nize that small arms proliferation poses a strategic
threat. This summer, the U.S. government produced
its first interagency policy paper on small arms, which
focuses strictly on illicit gun sales. But the distinction the
administration tries to make between legal and illegal
sales is not so clear. A better, more comprehensive
approach would call for close monitoring of the entire
continuum from arms smuggling to U.S.-sanctioned
sales, including the “gray market” in-between.

Who Gets Our Guns?
The U.S. government monitors only a small per-

centage of weapons transfers to ensure that they are
delivered to the stated recipient and used as described
in the export license (and in accordance with U.S. and
international humanitarian and human rights law). The
State Department’s “Blue Lantern” end-use monitoring
program has successfully identified major violations of
export licenses. But in FY 97, for $24.7 billion worth of
State-authorized exports, only 510 licenses were sub-

mitted for verification; of those, only 379 were checked,
with 56 unfavorable responses. With problems on al-
most 15% of verified sales, clearly many more sales
should undergo end-use monitoring. Moreover, the
Defense Department has an unstructured end-use
monitoring program for its Foreign Military Sales that is
said to meet “Blue Lantern standards.” But the strictest
standards are only applied to “sensitive sales,” which do
not include small arms. More resources should be dedi-
cated to both programs to allow better monitoring of all
types of transferred weapons.

Recipients of U.S. weapons may not re-transfer
them without prior permission of the U.S. government.
Yet U.S. firearms have been illegally sent to conflicts in
Rwanda, Algeria, Turkey, and the former Yugoslavia.
Investigations showing a pattern of illegal re-transfers
from European Union states led the U.S. to crack down
on small arms sales to our allies, beginning with a revo-
cation of all outstanding firearms licenses to the UK.
Since Britain now prohibits the sale of handguns, any
exports to UK companies were obviously intended for
reshipment. Restrictions on approved sales should also
be applied to other countries with bad records of illicit
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The NGO Community Takes Action
In October 1998, a group of NGOs from around the

world decided to form the International Action Network on
Small Arms (IANSA), to be finalized by the end of 1998. This
loosely structured organization will serve as a facilitating
mechanism for national, regional, and international cam-
paigns against small arms proliferation and misuse. Partici-
pating groups represent a wide range of interests, including
domestic gun control, public health, human rights, religious,
arms control, humanitarian aid and development groups.
Contact FAS for information on how to join.

resales or poor control over army or police arsenals.

Cleaning Up Our Mess
The U.S. government has supplied millions of fire-

arms to countries and non-state actors involved in
armed conflict. The continued presence of these long-
lasting weapons after the fighting seriously impedes
demilitarization and economic development. Arms
collection and destruction programs—especially those
that offer goods in exchange for civilians’ weapons—
have had some success in Latin America, but are ham-
pered by a lack of funds. The U.S. Agency for Interna-
tional Development would improve the effectiveness
of its investments in such countries by also contributing
to “goods for guns” programs.

Selling or giving away weapons to states already
suffering from an overabundance of small arms (see
table below) is another way the U.S. exacerbates the
problems of post-conflict states. Such transfers should
be stopped until true peace has been reestablished.

OAS Convention
In November 1997, the Organization of American

States (OAS) approved the “Inter-American Conven-
tion Against the Illicit Manufacturing of and Trafficking in
Firearms, Ammunition, Explosives, and other Related
Materials.” The Convention seeks to reduce the illicit
trade of these weapons by, for example, marking arms
at manufacture and import and promoting cooperation
on the control of arms shipments.

The Convention recently entered into force with
ratification by Mexico, the Bahamas, and Belize. It was
submitted to the U.S. Senate for consideration this
summer, but was not acted on. The administration
should make ratification—and the technological inno-
vations needed for effective implementation—a priority
for the next Congress.

The Key: Responsible U.S. Export Policy
The most significant step the U.S. government could

take to limit the use of small arms against civilians
worldwide would be to place tighter restrictions on U.S.
arms transfers. The U.S. government needs to break
from its tradition of selling or giving away large amounts
of small arms to states who are undemocratic, actively
or potentially involved in conflict and/or guilty of human
rights abuses.

In a speech at the UN Security Council Ministerial
on Africa in September 1998, Secretary Albright an-
nounced that arms exporting states “bear some respon-
sibility” for a trade which “fuels conflict, fortifies extrem-
ism and destabilizes entire regions” in Africa and world-
wide. She proposed establishing “responsible arms
transfers that are effective worldwide,” an “international
center to collect and share information on arms trans-
fers,” and better enforcement of arms embargoes with a
“UN clearinghouse” of information on violators.

Secreatary Albright’s strong statement must be fol-
lowed by concrete actions, including support for a U.S.
arms transfer code of conduct, which would prevent
arms sales to repressive and aggressive states (see pg.
5). The State Department must also do more to pro-
mote transparency on small arms transfers by reporting
all proposed arms transfers to Congress (many small
arms deals fall under the current $14 million threshold
for Congressional notification). It should also report di-
rect commercial sales deliveries, since one has no way
of knowing what percentage of last year’s $24.7 billion in
authorized DCS sales—under which most small arms
sales fall—were actually sent.

Select DCS Small Arms Licenses Approved for Export, FY 97
CountryCountry License Value in US $License Value in US $
Bulgaria 458,789
Colombia 7,993,883
El Salvador 8,200,368
Guatemala 1,879,561
Honduras 3,665,818
India 1,241,028
Indonesia 318,075
Malaysia 878,651
Mexico 10,653,165
South Africa 7,779,612
Turkey 6,922,488
Note: These represent licenses approved by the State Department 
(direct commercial sales), not actual exports, for which data is not
available.
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105th Congress:  Arms Transfer Highlights
Codes of Conduct

Code of Conduct legislation—which would estab-
lish human rights, democracy and non-aggression crite-
ria for governments to be eligible to import American
weapons—was not enacted in the 105th Congress,
despite the work of lead sponsors Senator John Kerry
(D-MA) and Representatives McKinney (D-GA) and
Rohrabacher (R-CA).  The House of Representatives
passed the Code of Conduct last year as part of the
State Department Authorization Act (see ASM No.
36), but the Code was eventually dropped in confer-
ence committee.  A stand-alone bill with 80 co-
sponsors was introduced in the House in September
1998 but did not advance before Congress adjourned.

Congress did, however, pass smaller but important
measures that reflect Code principles. The Foreign
Operations part of the omnibus spending bill prevents
any arms sold to Indonesia from being used in East
Timor.  It also includes language sponsored by Senator
Leahy (D-VT) which prohibits foreign military aid from
going to a foreign security unit which the State De-
partment found to have ”committed gross violations of
human rights,” unless the responsible members of the
unit are brought to justice.

The “Leahy Amendment” also prohibits funding for
military training programs if a member of a unit was
found to have committed gross human rights violations.
In a move towards greater transparency about the
multitude of U.S. military training programs, Congress
will require the State and Defense Departments to
produce a combined report on all military training pro-
vided to foreign military personnel.

Budgetary Bits
FY 1999 defense appropriations and omnibus

spending bills provide resources for a variety of arms
export-related programs, such as:
• “Overt covert” action:  Congress passed legislation

allowing the executive branch to spend $100 mil-
lion in arms and other assistance to rebel groups
seeking to remove Iraqi President Saddam Hussein
from office. Besides the questionable legality and
morality of subverting a sovereign state leader, no
one can be sure if the recipient groups would pro-
vide more representative governance. Moreover,

Congress also offered U.S. military support, in-
creasing the potential cost and risking U.S. soldiers’
lives. 

• The FY 99 Defense Appropriations Act authorized
the transfer of nearly 50 excess naval vessels to allies
near and far.  The assorted ships will be given away,
sold at discount, or financed on a lease-to-buy basis.

• Economic assistance to Egypt and Israel will be
phased out over the coming years, but military as-
sistance to Egypt was kept at last year’s level, and aid
to Israel was slightly increased. 

• The United States continues to pour money into its
international counternarcotics policy. Assistance to
Colombia, notably, has doubled since last year, with
most of the aid going to the Colombian national po-
lice and military.  The $283 million aid package in-
cludes funding for six UH-60L Black Hawk utility
helicopters and upgrading fifty UH-1H helicopters to
the Huey II configuration.

• For the first time in more than twenty years, no For-
eign Military Financing is being given to Turkey and
Greece, as specified in the Foreign Operations sec-
tion of the omnibus bill. 

Landmines Update
Now that more than 40 countries have ratified the

international Convention to Ban Landmines, the treaty is
set to go into force this March—without a U.S. signa-
ture. The Defense Authorization Act repealed the land-
mine use moratorium that would have taken effect in
February 1999, in a deal which included $118 million in
the defense and omnibus spending bills for Sen. Leahy’s
other priorities, humanitarian demining programs, new
demining technology, assistance for survivors, and re-
search into alternatives to landmines. The administra-
tion’s current policy is to sign the convention by 2006, if
landmine alternatives are available.

Other Legislation
• The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency

(ACDA) has been abolished; its functions will be
folded into the State Department by April 1, 1999.

• Congress instructed the administration not to block
international efforts to raise the age of children’s re-
cruitment into the armed service to 18.  At issue is a
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What is an What is an AMRAAM?AMRAAM?
The AIM-129 Advanced Medium-Range,

Air-to-Air Missile (AMRAAM) is a particularly
dangerous, “new generation” air-to-air mis-
sile. This state of the art system was devel-
oped by the Raytheon Systems Company as
the result of a joint agreement between the
U.S. and its major allies.

AMRAAMs can be launched at targets
beyond visual range, in any kind of weather,
day or night. The AMRAAM is called a “fire
and forget” missile because once the pilot
launches a missile, it guides itself to the target
on its own.

At least 16 countries possess AMRAAM
technology. The Pentagon justifies its prolif-
eration by citing the need for  high levels of
interoperability and commonality to maximize
effective coalition-building. Yet the prolifera-
tion of such high-tech weapons can provoke
regional tensions, undermining rather than
increasing regional security.

proposed optional protocol to the Convention on
the Rights of the Child, to which the U.S. is not
even a state party. 

• Over the protests of the aerospace industry, the
Defense Authorization Act transferred licensing
authority of communication satellites from Com-
merce to the State Department, subjecting satellite
exports to stricter regulations. Congress empha-
sized that “U.S. business interests must not be

placed above U.S. national security interests.”
• In an adjacent section, Congress allowed the State

Department to keep 100% of arms license registra-
tion fees, doubling the money the Office of Trade
Controls will have to process export licenses. This
change was sought by the defense industry to allow
for faster licensing. The increased funds would be
put to better use improving the quality, not the
quantity, of export license reviews.

Fanning the Flames in the Middle East
F-16s and AMRAAMs to the U.A.E

In the spring of this year, the United Arab Emirates
(U.A.E.) agreed to purchase as many as 80 Lockheed
Martin F-16 fighter jets, worth an estimated $6 - 8 bil-
lion.  The deal enjoyed support from Congress and the
Executive branch, which felt that the sale would aug-
ment the U.A.E.’s defense capability, “add a significant
stabilizing element to the overall
strategic balance in the region,” and
fortify security relations between the
U.S. and the U.A.E.

More recently, the Pentagon
announced a potential $2 billion sale
to the U.A.E. of thousands of
advanced aircraft missiles,
ammunition, and bombs intended to
support the spring F-16 sale.
Significantly, the U.A.E. will become
the first country bordering the Persian
Gulf  to possess AMRAAMs, the U.S.’
most effective weapon for use in air-
to-air combat.

The Pentagon justifies the sale of
our best medium-range air-to-air
missile technology to the volatile
Middle East region by saying that the
sale of the weapons “will strengthen
the U.A.E. as a potential coalition partner, reducing the
dependence on U.S. forces in the region while en-
hancing any coalition operations the U.S. undertakes.”

Such a large influx of arms into the region, how-
ever, is likely to destabilize the region, accelerating the
high-pitched arms race and increasing mutual distrust.
For example, the sale of AMRAAMs to the U.A.E. may

have been motivated by proposed AMRAAM sales this
spring to Israel and Saudi Arabia. In another example of
high-tech missile proliferation in the region, Egypt now
seeks to buy 400 Patriot air defense missiles. Finally,
the Gulf War taught us that supplying Gulf states with
sophisticated weapons does not reduce the U.S.’ mili-
tary and financial burden in times of conflict.

F-15s and F-16s to Israel
The U.S. Foreign Military

Sales program is also gearing
up for the sale of up to 60
C/D models of the F-16 to
Israel. According to the
Defense Department, these
planes are needed to
“augment Israel’s present
operations inventory” and to
enhance air-based self-defense
capability.

Yet Israel already has
about 260 F-16s, as well as
many other types of
sophisticated aircraft. A
purchase of 50 additional F-
16s will give them one F-16
aircraft for every 67 square

miles of their territory, even though the effective op-
erational range of an F-16 is approximately 621 miles. 

Israel is also contemplating purchasing more Boeing
F-15s for long range missions. The purchase of the F-
15s and F-16s is expected to cost at least $2.5 billion,
made affordable by $1.8 billion U.S. foreign military aid
in FY 99.
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Note: Note: The “Deals in the Works” table listing arms sales notifi-
cations to Congress can now be found exclusively on our
website (http://www.fas.org/asmp). Non-web users, contact
Anna Rich at 202-675-1009 for a copy.

US Arms Transfers and Authorizations, FY 1997
Foreign Military Sales (deliveries) $19.3 billion
Direct Commercial Sales (licenses authorized) $24.7 billion
Excess Defense Articles (deliveries, current value) $40.1 million
International Military Education and Training $43.5 million
     (authorized)
Emergency Drawdowns (authorized) $70.0 million
Source: 655 Report

FAS recommends… a little light reading!

Key Government Arms Transfer Reports

Fueling the Arms Race in the Developing World
The Congressional Research Service’s report

Conventional Arms Transfers in Developing Nations: 
1990-1997 provides an overview of arms transfers
from the United States and other major suppliers to
developing countries. Data is broken down by time
period, region and major supplier, in addition to
worldwide totals and a “top ten” recipients list. 

Competition among major arms suppliers, primar-
ily the United States, France and Russia, is intensifying
as developing markets shrink in response to global
economic difficulties. In 1997, worldwide transfer
agreements with developing countries finally dropped
back down to where they were before the post-Gulf
War armament craze, to a “mere” $17.2 billion.
Weapons suppliers are working harder to exploit
comparative advantages; US industries, for instance,
rely increasingly on developing countries’ need to
maintain and upgrade previously purchased weapons
systems.

Unfortunately, these figures don’t tell the whole
story. CRS leaves out U.S. industry-negotiated direct
commercial sales because the deliveries figures are dif-
ficult to determine with any accuracy. Also missing is
the U.S. role in arming the developing world through
its multitude of military assistance programs, including
arms giveaways. 

Billions of Weapons In Black and White
For the second year, Section 655 of the Foreign

Assistance Act requires the Administration to itemize
sales, licenses, and gifts of military equipment for the
previous fiscal year. The “655 Report” provides the
most detailed information available on U.S. arms
transfers during FY 1997; this is the place to find out
exactly how many pistols and revolvers were author-
ized for shipment to South Africa, what kind of missiles

were sold to Indonesia, or how much money was
spent training the Turkish military.  Unfortunately, for
industry-negotiated direct commercial sales (DCS) the
655 report only lists export licenses approved, not ac-
tual deliveries. With $25 billion of licenses approved in

FY 1997, more transparency on these sales is critical.

Millions of FMS Fees Uncollected
American taxpayers heavily subsidize the U.S. arms

industry, paying approximately $30 billion per year to
develop arms and around $6-7 billion annually to mar-
ket and finance arms sales. The Arms Export Control
Act requires that some of these costs be returned by
charging “recoupment” fees—a percentage of the price
proportional to the amount of government research
and development funding—to foreign customers buy-
ing arms through the foreign military sales program. A
recent GAO investigation, however, found that even
these modest attempts to reimburse taxpayers have
been failing; in a survey of 30 such sales negotiated by
the DoD, investigators found over $183 million in R&D
recoupment fees have gone uncollected. 

According to the GAO, military agencies that man-
age the sales do not follow proper procedures for re-
porting deliveries. Thus buyers benefit from artificially
low prices, and sellers’ profits are higher because they
do not reflect R&D costs, all paid for by U.S. taxpayers.

Write your member of Congress for a copy of the CRS Report.
For the DCS section of the 655 Report, call Gwen Williams at the
State Dept., 202-647-6968; for other sections, call the Defense
Security Cooperation Agency (formerly the Defense Security Assis-
tance Agency) at 703-604-6617.  For a copy of the GAO Report,
call the GAO’s document distribution center, 202-512-6000, or
look on their website, www.gao.gov.

Arms Transfers to Developing Countries
1990-931990-93 1994-971994-97 19971997

Worldwide Agreements 106.7 75.0 17.2
Worldwide Deliveries 97.8 88.9 28.6
U.S. Agreements 39.6 16.8 2.3
U.S. Deliveries 23.1 30.4 11.7
In billions of constant US dollars.  CRS Report.
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How to Find the Reports Cited Here

Senate bills, reports, and public laws are available by writing to the Senate
Document Room, B-04 Hart Building, Washington, Dc 20510; House bills and
reports are available from the Legislative Resource Center, B-106 Cannon
Building, Washington, DC 20515.

Published hearings can be obtained for free directly from the committee
which conducted the hearing or purchased by mailing requests to the Superin-
tendent of Documents, Government Printing Office (GPO), Congressional Sales
Office, Washington, DC 20403.  Contact information for all of the above is also
available via the internet at http://thomas.loc.gov.

Congressional Research Service reports must be requested through your
member of Congress’ office.  GAO reports  may be found in Portable Docu-
ment (PDF) format on the GAO website, http://www.gao.gov. 

Commerce, Defense and State Department reports are available through
each respective organization’s Public Affairs office and on the web.

Additional Recent Government Documents
Annual Report of the Secretary of Defense
to the President and the Congress, 1998,
Washington, U.S. GPO, 1998.

The Anti-Drug Effort in the Americas: a
Mid-Term Report, (hearing before the Sub-
comm. on the Western Hemisphere of the
House Internat’l Rel. Comm., 16 July
1997), Washington:  U.S. GPO, 1998. 

China:  U.S. and European Union Arms
Sales Since the 1989 Embargoes (testimony
before the Joint Economic Comm.), GAO
[T-NSIAD-98-171], April 28, 1998. 

Customs Service:   Inspection Personnel
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