ARMAMENTS VERSUS DEVELOPMENT

ROUNDTABLE “ON DISARMAMENT

Present military equipment in the world 1s already sufficient to
kill every human 40 times over. And yet, every day, well over a
bilion dollars will flow into the world’s armaments race. This
corresponds to the total income during that same day of the 36
poorest nations of the world, with a population of some 1,800
million. Half of these people will be living in utmost poverty,
their children hungry. In the industrialised countries, during
this same day, over 400,000 engineers and scientists — about half
of all there are In the world — will be devoting their skills to
developing more deadly military equipment.

However complex, there is an interrelationship between the arma-
ments race and our efforts to ensure balanced global development,
In that context, a report was presented in 1977 to the United
Nations General Assembly on the economic and social consequences
of the arms race (Economic and Social Consequences of the Arma-
ments Race and ils Extremely Harmful Effects on World Peace and
Security). The report confirms that the trend in arms development
and production persists, involving continuous and growing demands
for resources desperately needed for social development purposes.
“Genuine security”, the report says,“cannot be assured by the accumu-
lation of armaments but only through disarmament, co-operation
and the growth of exchange and interdependence in a world of

diminishing inequalities.”

These issues were the subject of a Development FOrum round-
table discussion recently organized by the UNs monthly development
journal in the Palalse de Nations in Geneva.

NGEL-BAKER: I hope and
helleve that the Special Session of
the General Assembly is going to
initiate a world treaty on dis-
armament. This could follow the
drafts prepared by the Soviet
Government in 1962 and very
shortly afterwards by President
John F. Kennedy. I regard them
as the high point of armament
debate over the last 100 years —
the direct outcome of 40 years
of continuous debate on armament
problems in the League of Nations
and in the UN after 1945.

I hope for such a treaty in
three stages, of perhaps two years
each, because I think the less
affluent nations of the world are
now thoroughly launched into the
arms race. The percentage of their
armaments expenditure has risen
from about 6 per cent less than 10
years ago to 15 per cent today.

Military dictatorships will fight
against disarmament, but if there
Is a world treaty, thelr resources as
well as the help they receive from
the rest of the world could be used
not for armament but for deve-
lopment. As in the affluent, indus-
trialised nations, they need a
social revolution and redistribution
of wealth by taxation. ‘'That has
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got to happen on a world scale,
and I believe it will only happen
if there is a great reduction of
the ¢ ms expenditure.

1eRESHKOVA: Soviet women
supported the decade for women
proclaimed by the U.N. We bhelieve
that the proclamation of this
decade can serve as the recogni-
tion of women’s contribution to
development and peace. The fact
that such a decade was proclaimed
at all testifies to the discrimina-
tlon that still exists against
women in work, educaion and pro-
fessional training.

In the course of International
Women's Year it was very evident
that women felt concern for the
great sums being spent on arma-
ments and thought about how it
would be important to use these
finances for the solution of such
problems as elimination of illi-
teracy and doing away with illness.

I belong to a group of people
who have been lucky enough to see
the earth from space. It takes only
one and a half hours for a space
ship to make a complete revolu-
tion around the earth. When you
are flylng in space what strikes
you most of all is the realisation
that the earth is so small and
very beautiful. Making it more

beautiful depends on. all the people
who live on earth — and the efforts
of every individual.

MACBRIDE: The impact of
the arms race is a colossal waste
on the development of the world.
It has now surpassed $400 billion
annually. As the Prime Minister of
India points out, this is equal to
total worlid-wide expenditure on
education and twice as much as
government expenditure on health.

But there is another aspect I
want to emphasise. My understand-
ing of a nuclear war under present
conditions would be that there 1is
no area of the world that would be
spared from such a war. Fall-out

.and radiation will not stop at

nuclear-free zones even if you do
exclude nuclear weapons from cer-
tailn areas. Disarmament 1is of
direct concern to every country in
the world.

DE ALWIS: I would like to
endorse the inter-relationship bet-
ween development and dlsarma-
ment. Not only does the enormous
expenditure on armaments severely
reduce the resources available for
development, where the lack of
resources is a critical constraint,
but it also depletes the carth's
scarce critical naturhl resources.
Further, our energles in research
and development are being diverted
to destructive purposes at the
expense of improving the physical
quality of life of the ncople. Not
only material resources but human
resources are also being diverted
with the highly qualified profes-
slonals being lured by the attrac-
tive terms of worl: resulting in a
brain drain of experienced per-
sonnel frem developing countries

The pressing issue of dis-
armament will be thrust
again to the centre of world
attention at the eighth Special -
Session of the General Assem-
bly of the United Nations in
New York from May 23 to
June 28.

Final preparations are
underway for the Session
which will bring together
tepresentatives of all mem-
ber states of the world orga-
nization. In the words of
Secretary-General Kurt Wald-
heim, it will, “in all proba-
bility be the Ilargest, most
representative gathering ever
convened to consider the ques-
tion of disarmament in all its
aspects.”
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w fill the void In other" nelds of
industry.

Again, by comparison, a recent
UNCTAD study estimated
the Third World's debts will total
$253 billion by 1980. What will be
the impact of this? It means that
debt servicing ‘problems will lead
to a cut down of imports of essen-
tial raw materials resulting In
restricting economic development.
In turn it would create problems
of political instability, paving the
way for the emergence of . dic-
tatorships and the break up of
the democratic process, where some
are kept in power by resort to
arms.

Everyone recognises today that

there is an adequate deterrent In

the arsenal of the major powers
which can maintain the balance of
power. One does not need to use
a sledge-hammer to kill a mos-
quito.

Agaln we talk about the popu-

lation explosion. But how best can
you control population explosion
except through reducing illiteracy
and improving life expectancy?
In Sri Lanka we have been able
through increased resources in
education and health services to
reduce the population growth rate
from 3.2 per cent to 1.6 per cent
because we have raised our lite-
racy rate to 87 per cent and our
average life expectancy to 6’7:2
years. Recent studies have shown
that through lteracy a poor
family in a developing country
knows the advantages of having a
small family unit and if you are
reasonably assured of a long life
expectancy for your children you
need not take an Iinsurance or
seven children to ensure having
three children to help you run
your farm.

It has been said that there is
an increase in the arms expendi-
ture among the developing coun-
tries. Yes, but 'I do not think it
fair to make a general observation
for all developing countries
because most of the arms sales are
to a very few developing coun-
tries which are in a de faclo war
situation. Certainly most of us
recognise that this is something
we can ill afford to indulge in.

Furthermore, every time you
create more sophisticated weapons
you are forcing
war situation to keep up with the
others in military hardware. This
compels them to continue buying
more and more sophisticated wea-
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pons. One should bear in mind
that there are two parties in the
trade in arms.

BURHOP: I think that the
proposal from the Soviet Govern-
ment some time ago to devote 10
per cent of the arms expenditure
of the permanent members of the
Security Council to development. is
a very wise and useful one. But
before this can be done there is a
tremendous task to be done in pre-
paring public opinion in the deve-
loped countries. If my country
(Britain) disarmed today and
offered that £6000 million, not one
per cent would go to the deve-
loping countries, such would be
the clamour for tax reductions and
to get the money ploughed back
into the British economy.

The biggest task today with
regard to development i{s to form
public opinion and make it accept
that in our own interest we have

Technology for Development). To
the villager living in Pakistan not
knowing where his next meal is
coming from, the ideas of stopping
nuclear weapons seem very remote
and disarmament Is something he
does not feel very concerned about.
On the other hand, also In the
developed countries, development is
something that we need a great
deal more information about. Why
cannot we integrate these two
great efforts of the UN this year
and next year? It is clear how
closely both are connected.

NOEL-BAKER: Let me return
to the question — how do we
prevent the proliferation of nuclear
weapons without depriving the
world of peaceful nuclear power.

My private belief is that
nuclear energy is one of history's
great mistakes. Had it been dis,
covered in the year 2150 rather
than in the year 1930 we might

by then have got rid of
. war and armaments and

Weapons versus Development
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then the atom could not
have done us very much
harm. I remain deep-
ly convinced that for
the present — fossil
fuel, wind, coal, ol
rivers, waterfalls and
tides can provide for
- all the energy needs of
the world. The energy
of the future is the sun
— unpolluting and in-

exhsustible. I there-

fore hope very much
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a tremendous responsibility to
bring about development in the
Third World.

It is one thing to suggest that
{f we have disarmament all these
great things would materialise.
But unless developed countries are
made aware of the advantages to
themselves in doing it, I do not
think this will happen. ’

The two major efforts of the
United Nations in 1978 and 1979
are the SSD and UNCSTD (Special
Session on Disarmament and the
UN Conference on Sclence and

DE ALWIS: I think Mr, Buthop
made a very valid point when he
asked how we ensure that people
who agreed with disarmament
would agree to. divert these
resources into development.

I think you could put the
guestion the other way around.
How many would agree to disarm
purely for the sake of development
in the Third World? We are today
Hving in a world of interdepen-
dence and the crisis in the deve-
loped countries is one of stagfia-
tion. The answer perhaps les in
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creating markets in the developing
countries through economic growth
which could stimulate economic
activity in the developed countries.
This would give the international
economy a fresh burst of life.

EVANS: Would it be practical,
seeing that in 1980 the United
Nations is going to declare the
Third Development Decade, simul-
taneously to declare an Iinter-
national disarmament  strategy
specifically linking the two strate-
gles together so that you are in
fact reallocating resources from
the arms race to development —
say flve per cent per annum
under some Kkind of supervised

budgeting control?

DE ALWIS: Let me return
to the point I made earlier, that
creating  sophisticated weapons
creates a market for them. How
ean we put an end to this? Some
multi-national corporations are
engaged in the arms industry and

‘we seem to be able to make very

little headway in stopping the
sale of weapons which are detri-
mental to the economic develop-
ment of the Third World.

I believe that for these multi-
nationals, the arms business is a
safe and ready source of profits. If
one could find the altenative or
explore adjustment possibilities,
these multinations may be persu-
aded to consider them.

MIKTON: Why do these multi-
nations go Into the arms busi-
ness? The reason is because the
profit they make in the initial
production runs (which covers the
costs of research and development)
was guaranteed them by thelr own
government. So the first 100 units
of production covers research and
development and stays in the
country because it was ordered by
the government.

This means that the “profit
motive” is more or less in the
hands of the government. In other
words, the government assures the
company of its profit — so by
working in the government you can
probably presuade the company
not to go into arms. But unless you
do this on the long-term basis
these companies cannot plan the
restructuring of their labour force
and diversification into other flelds,
to employ their large labour forces.
From observing the experience
ot large US corporations, I know
many have this long-term corpo-
rate objective to reduce reliance on
arms sales. First, it is not very
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stable. Second, it does not have
any direct spin-off benefits for
other production lines. Third, it is
very capital-intensive in terms of
the time and grey matter needed,
and they cannot switch this person-
nel easlly to other commercial pro-
jects.

We hear of companies like
Boelng and Lokheed whose mili-
tary sales are declining as a
percentage of their overall sales.

I think you have to attack
these problems from within the
companies and the labour force.
I do not think we are going to
convince governments how to
behave — but I think we might
be more successful working through
the management and labour force.

DE ALWIS: You speak of
labour unions. I will give you
another example. When the deve-
loping countries ask for a new
international economic order the
@irst question the labour unions ask
is: “What will it do for our people
on jobs? Does it mean that the
industries will close down and our
people lose their jobs?” The whole
attitude of the worker is very
simple: “I work for a living”. He
is not interested in what he pro-
ducers. He wants a llving. If you
offer him the same terms and
conditions in any other field, he
will accept it.

EVANS: But some workers say
they do In fact care about what
they produce — like the Lucas
Aerospace workers in England.
They are trying to persuade,
through the trade union movement,
‘to work out alternatives for civi-
lian use instead of the armaments
they produce. The workers them-
selves are satisfled it is feasible.

MACBRIDE: Let me finish by
answering the question put to me
earlier — what can the general
public, represented by Non Gov-
ernmental Organisations (NGOs)
do in promoting the special aims
of the Special Session of the Gene-
ral Assembly?

First, we have to create a
public opinion which will insist
on results from governments.
Second. we must be positioned to
formulate proposals that have a
chance of being taken serlously by
the Speclal Session.

The greatest problem with dis-
armament is that government arms
policies are determined by the
military establishment. Invariably,
questions on disarmament are
referred to the defence department,

_build armies

which prepares the papers that the
diplomats will need. This is why
the NGOs are so important —
they offer the only input that does
not first go through the dark
glasses of the military establish-
ment, whose profession is to
and to obtain the
biggest and most dangerous wea-
pons in the world. That is what
they are being paid for.

Now, in respect to public
opinion, there has been a tremen-
dous revolution in science leading to
high standards of education and a
tremendous progress in the mass
media. It 1S now possible to inform
the public as never before through
the press, the radio, television and
the cinema.

In addition, public opinion s
now in a position to make 1tself
heard. The centre of gravity 1s
moving from the secret diplomacy
of council chambers to the public.
The first startling example we had
of this was the Vietnam war —
which was the first time in history
that a war was stopped in mid-
stream by public opinion. TUntil
then it was “my coutry, right or
wrong” and if you did not back it,
then you were put in jail.

Would it have been possible,
ten years ago for dissidents to
hold press conferences For
amnesty to set up a group of
members in the Sovlet Union,
operating publicly? This is the
result of public opinion. I think
that we are beginning to create a
public opinion 'which will reject
armaments.
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