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Introduction by Vice President Roger W. Heyns, 
University of Michigan: 

Ladies and Gentlemen: This is the last general session 
of the symposium. The Comrnd.ttee in charge of the plans and prep­
arations were eager, at the last session, to provide an oppor­
tunity for the members and participants to hear someone with a 
broad acquaintanceship with the problems of arms control and 
disarmament. We were delighted when we received from Senator 
Humphrey a reply to our request that he come to speak at this 
session. Senator Humphrey has been since 1955 the Chairman of 
the Senate Subcommittee on Disarmament. He was the chief spon­
sor of the bill creC~.ting the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. 
Long before they were: establlshed, he continually urged the con­
vening of t~e Geneva Test Ban Conference. He has, as Chairman 
of the Disarmament Suhcomm.i. ttee, been responsible for the ini­
tiation of studies on various aspects of disarmament, the latest 
of which is entitled 11 The Economic Impact of Arms Control Agree­
ments." It is particularly with respect to the economic con­
sequences and implications of disarmament that Senator Humphrey 
has decided to speak today. He has indicated his willingness 
to answer questions after his remarks. It is with great pleas­
ure and honor that I introduce to you Senator Humphrey. . . 

SENATOR Hm1PHREY: 

Thank you very much, Dr. Heyns. I am most pleased to 
be invited to participate in this outstanding symposium. I 
must say that I recognize that I am speaking to a very dis­
tinguished audience and one that commands an exceptionally 
high order of knowledge in the field of arms centro~ and dis­
armament. 

My only regret in speaking to this audience is the fact 
that my talk unavoidably p•J.lls down the curtain on the final 
act of what I gather has been an outstanding performance. I 
was not privileged to hear many of the fine addresses by my 
predecessors on this platform. Neither did I have the bene­
fit of taking part in the stimulating discussions that have 
marked the technical sessions of the past three days. But 
from a second-hand acquaintance with this conference and the 
work of the symposium to date I can state categorically that 
this conference is a milestone in the history of the public 
discussion of disarmament and arms control. The initiators 
and the organizers of the s~posium, the Bendix Systems Di~i­
sion and the University of Michigan, deserve our thanks, our 
commendation, and our praise for bringing together in this 
unique fashion men and the women from the universiti~~, from 
industry, from labor, and from government for a · wide-ranging 
discussion of the most serious issues before the world today. 
And I suggest we give our sponso.rs of this symposium a good 
hand of thankful ~pplause. 

. ' 

Whether w·e like it or not, our society for decades to 
come will be shaped by the actions and the ·inter-actions of 
the academic, industrial and government communities. It is 
well, therefore, that the members of thes·e communities begin 
to think of themselves as a team pulling together in the same 
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direction instead of ; so to speak, as an unharnessed troika . 
I might add t hat it would be very helpful if thi s conference 
would speak to the Congress of the United States about the sub­ject of disarmament and arms control. They may be a little 
tired of listening to me and a few others. If you really think 
the Congress ought to interest itself in this matter, why don't 
you speak to the~? You represent the citizenry, and nowhere 
is this matter of teamwork which I spoke about more evident 
than in the case of disarmament and arms control. 

As one of your speakers, Mr. Kenneth Boulding, so in­
cisively put it at your banquet Tuesday night, the major prob­
lem before our society today is a grievous misallocation of our intellectual resources. I want to thank him for that forth­
right statement. And may I say to those of the business com­
munity, and I hope to develop this point in the course of my 
remarks, that unless something is done in this country about 
the research dollar, about the money that your government is 
allocating and spending for the direct and indirect benefit of 
the private peace-time sector of our economy, the American in­
dustrial sy~tem is going to be priced out of the market. It is 
going to find itself second-rate in another decade; it will 
find itself losing foreign trade and foreign opportunities. 
Result: the balance of payment problems for this government 
will be far beyond anything we've witnessed today. 

You could concentrate this entire symposium on the sub­
ject of what are we doing with the research dollar in America 
today. Then go and ask yourself what other people are doing 
about their resear•ch dollars. Now this isn't all on the paper 
before me. I had to get this material together rather quickly 
and after double-checking wi th staff members. I have the habit 
of wandering away from what was once a well-prepared script to 
give a rather poorly prepar·ed speech. This coming year I am 
goj,ng to hold some hearings and publish a report on the matter 
of research, industrial research, basic research, applied re­
search, military and nonmilitary, on the part of several coun­
tries. My preliminary investigations show me that the major 
threat to American exports today is not in the Common Market 
as an institution, but rather in what countries are spending 
to improve products. Our friends in vJest Germany, for example, are spending four-fifths of their research dollar on improving 
peace-time products. We are spending three-fifths of our en­
tire research dollar on the military, and the Russians are 
spending about the same amount or a little bit more. So the 
ti'IO super powers are apt to be chased right smack bang out of 
the market in another decade . The Japanese are spending four­
fifths of their research dollar, in broad figures, on peace-time 
production. Maybe this :!.s one of the reasons why they can out­sell us around the ~mrld and produce a good and at times a 
superior product. ·rake a look at what the Belgians and the 
Dutch and a few others are doing, and then ask yourself what 

. . " 

we ought to be doing. It is not just the end product that is 
important, it is the research product. It goes right back to 
what we were talking about a moment ago, and Mr. Kenneth Boulding put it so well, that the major problem before our society today 
is the grievous misallocation of our intellectual resources. 

Now coming from an important agricultural state, I have 
to take exception to one of the statements of Mr. Boulding. I cannot agree with him unreservedly, of course, that we know 
too much about agriculture. As a matter of fact, may I say 
most respectfUlly to the distinguished speaker of TUesday's 
banquet that the greatest achievement of the United States to­day is not in its missiles or in its atomic energy, but in its 
agriculture. That is the number one productive miracle of the 
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world. We certainly could ~se some careful research, however, into better ways of utilizatL::l of agricultural products, and also in consumption .of agricultural produ~tion, or better still, into the ways of bringing ·our modern farming techniques to peo­ples who still use the wooden plo'.ws of their ancestors. The point is well taken, however, that we have an embarrassment of riches in certain fields, while our perception of social reali­ties often seems to lag far behind·. 

I had a press conference in Washington yesterday having just returned from a 3 .. , .. week tour in Latin America, visiting some seven countries. I have been hard at work. I have been in the back country and in the mountains and in the most under­privileged, poverty-atricken areas of the world. Two-thirds of the world's populatio~· . in fact four-fifths of the world's population, is ru~al. All the problems of the world are not in the big industrial cities -- most are in the back country. And regrettably, most of our foreign aid has been spent on industry rather than on rural rehabilitation. And the Alliance for Progress, as I said yesterday, will succeed or fail not on the ~aking of a steel plant, but on what you do in terms cf agricultural rehabilitation. What can you do to make life a little better for the campesino, for the peasant, for the farmer. If you cannot do something about that, just fold up your tent and get ready for · the worst, for ·the end of our kind of . civilization, But that is another speech . . I just thought I would touch on that in case you ever want to invite me back for a second round. · · 

Well, now I am going to stay with my topic as much as I can. I think it would. be rather futile to t ·ry to articulate a consensus of the diverse points of view which have found ex­pression in these delibcr&t. j.ons thus far. The subject of arms control is essent ially hypo ~hetical at this stage, and to the extent that the problem is hypothetical, there iS every . reason to avoid dogmatism· and an a.ri,ifi_cial synthesis of opposing points of view. Rather, what I should like to do is to place before you my thoughts on certa1n of the economic aspects of arms control and disarmament. Now one aspect of these economic considerations -is external to the United States. The other is internal, and neither in my view is given sufficient weight either among policymalce.rs in Washington, or among the many public groups directly con0erned with arms control and disarm­ament. 

Now let me start with the external aspects of the eco­nomic impact of disarmament. We have so accustomed ourselves to the arms race ~-;e have been at it now since 1940, some 20 years), and have so passively accepted its costs in terms of resources and personnel, that we run the danger of assuming that other countries can also reconcile these costly arms bur­dens with their own limited economies. 

Remember, my fellow citizens, that no Congress has ever voted a · reduction in the arll'!-s budget. Remembe·r that the Con­gress, which is the representative legislative institution of the American people, finds it; possible to add to the requests of the President and the Bureau of the Budget under any admin­istration, RepUblican or Democrat. I think this proves my point -- that we have become so accustomed to the arms race that Members of ' Congress find it politically desirable, polit­ically expedient, in fact, to add to the arms budget, almost automatically. The fact remains that we in this country have a conditioned reflex when it comes to arms costs and arms bud­gets. We have very 'little realization of what this means to others. 



- 4 -

Now leaving aside for a moment the extent of the burden 
of the arms race on the Unj_ted States, and we will come to that, 
there. is an undeniable bur~en on many, many other countries. 
For evidence on this subject we need to look no f 11rther than the 
plight of' democratic India, which finds itself today in the toils 
of a military build--up ju.st at the moment when every spare rupee 
should go towards the fulfillment of its economic plans. The 
cur·rent Indian five-year plan which was never a sure thing even 
under the best of circumstances, looks increasingly like the main 
victim of Chinese aggression, and that may very well have been 
the purpose of the aggression. 

I believe Kenneth Boulding mentioned the fact that $120 
billion is spent annually on \liar industry throughout the world, 
and that is a rough estimate, and that this is greater than the 
total annual income vf the poorer half of the world. Now this 
is unquestionably a shocking waste of human resources and mate­
rial resources -- the moi'e so as none of the smaller undeveloped 
countries can buy wi t h its military dollar more than passing 
security against a small. neighboring power. It certainly can­
not buy security againat any medium-size or large-scale aggres­
sion in the nuclea:r..· age. 

What alternative is there, then, for the underdeveloped 
country which wishes to avoid being drawn into the &rms race, 
which wishes to devo·c;e its resources to the benefit of its peo­
ple? I sub~it that part of our answer lies in the encourage­
ment of arms control agreements in specific parts of the world. 
I believe this ought to become a part of our total concept of 
what we call mutual assistance. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I have travelled a great deal as 
a Member of the Congress, a!1d. I _work at these travels, and I 
have found cases where our economic assistance has been more 
than offset in country after country by expenditures for arms 
which are obsolete, ineffective, and are, at best, only symbols 
of armed security. 

Arms control arrangements may be pursued among two dif­
ferent, but related paths. The major powers may, and I think 
should, try negotiating first among themselves, and then en­
courage other powers to pa~ticipate in whatever other agree­
ments are reached. Now thi i::! is the rationale behind the test 
ban negotiations which have b~en going on for many years and 
are continuing at the present time. 

I want to say we are going to continue those negotiations, 
and I am hopeful that we will continue to press for at least 
some degree of acceptance. 

The United States, Britain, and the Soviet Union are 
attempting to agree first among themselves. If they finally 
resolve their remaining differences, the resulting agreement 
will then be submitted to other countries for their signature 
and observance. Now the drawback to this approach, as we have 
seen repeatedly since 1958, is the amount of time consumed in 
arriving at agreement among the great powers. Valuable time is 
spent in attempting to bridge the small, but vital, differences 
ever issues such as ·inspection and verification. This has 
clearly diminished the chances for ready acceptance of a nuclear 
test ban by third and fourth countries. 

I do not want my remarks to be misinterpreted. I think 
we must pursue this course, but it is a difficult one, and we 
ought to appreciate that fact. 
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. A second, virtually untested, way Of controlling arma­
ments and approaching disarmament,. is one of special agree- · 
ments among countries in a particular region. I have advocated 
this .for years. Such regional agreements would conceivably be 
backed up by co~~tments on the part of the ·major powers to ob­
serve them. The major powers would either formally adhere to 
these pacts, · or perhaps would sign separate protocols . to the 
same effect. 

We should have been pursuing this course, particularly 
in the Middle East, with vigor, with purpose, with continuity. 
We should have been pursuing it for years in Africa~ Indeed, 
I am going to ,discuss with· you what I believe is an area in 
which we can most profitably pursue the regional approach to 
disarmament and ·arms control-- I am talking of Latin America. 

Now there's no point in my arguing that either of these 
approacnes, that is, the big-,o~er approach or the regional 
approach, is inherently superior to the other. My position is 
that we should try both .-- simultaneously, independently, joint­
ly, or by whatever means seems most likely to be successful. 
Let us be pr·agm:.\tic. To date, at least one attempt. has been 
made to carry out the first half -- that of initial great-
power agreement, whereas the path of regional arms control 
agreements remains untried and ttntrodden. I think it is time 
to ta~e a look at some possible new course· of action. 

Indeed, I am disturbed and concerned that the regional 
arms control approach has received so little attention from 
our government and from other governments or from students 
of arms control and the public at large. It is high time to 
study the feasibility of regional arms control agreements 
which, among other things, mean3 sounding out the governments 
in the areas under conside:!.•ation and following up on those 
lines of approach which seem most promising. Now I do not 
want to be misunderstood here. I do not say that regional 
disarmament, or regional arms control, will prevent World 
War III, oz• will prevent the confrontation of the super­
powers. I merely say that it will bring some benefits to . 
humanity. And it might very well bring some benefits to the 
countries that are attempting to help humanity. It might even 
bring some benefits to countries which are not · attempting to 
help humanity. · · · 

With all due respect to the contention that the policy 
of the Administration should be disarmament, and not arms con­
trol, we would be guilty of g}:>oss neglect if we were to pursue 
the objective .of world-wide 65~ sarmament to such a degree and 
with such tenacity ·that we ignored the potential of arms con­
trol in a smaller spectrum. Now ladies and gentlemen, I ·see 
no reason to -get into a big argument as to whether or not we 
should be talking about disarmament -- world-wide, universal, 
and general -~ or whether we ought to be talking exclusively 
about arms control. Most people talk too much anyhow, and 
there is plenty of room to talk about both subjects at the 
same time. One of the ·real problems about this whole subject 
of disarmament and arms cont!'ol is that we know. so 11 ttle a­
bout it. We tend to become very dogmatic about our own point 
of view. We become experts in a new kind of theology. I sug­
gest that we loosen up a b±t and accommodate ourselves to one 
another. If you ·are ever going to be able to get disarmament, 
you ought to be able to disarm each other's intellectual stub­
bornness enough to talk sensibly about two subjects -~ disarma­
ment and arms control -- which are clearly related. 
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Now ~~e were not deterred from creating regional defense 
pacts in all areas of the '\vorld only a fe "V-r yeC~.rs ago. \'Je did 
this despite the impossibility of creating a defense pact cov­
ering the whole world. First we joined the Rio Pact of Latin 
America; then came NATO; this was followed by SEATO, in Eastern 
and Southeastern Asia, and 'finally the Middle Eastern defense 
pact called CENTO was formed with our active interest, if not 
with our direct participation. The United States, therefore, 
understands the concept of regional defense. So do other na­
tions. It appears to me that national defense and disarmament 
are the opposite sides of the same coin of national security. 
A nation that understands regionaJ defense should also under­
stand regional disarmament or arms control. The United States 
was so pact-happy during this past decade that any country 
which did not want to j oin a defense pact with us was often 
looked down upon as being positively unfriendly, or at least 
unwisely neutral. Now with each new pact the United States 
shipped out more and more ar ms to its growing list of allies. 
Most of these arms, of cou::::>se, went to Europe, but we were also 
supplying arms to many ccuntries in Asia and to a growing ex­
tent to countries in Latin America and the Middle East. In 
the Middie East we have witnessed the frustration accompanying 
our efforts to hold down the local arms race with one hand 
while helping to feed 1t with the other. 

Now fairness compels me to say, and I am pleased to say 
it, that these arms w~re never supplied indiscriminately. They 
were ahJays intended to bolster the ability of the recipient 
country to defend itself against external aggression, to main­
tain its threatened independence. The arms were not supposed 
to be used against other friendly powers -- we had this all 
written out in the arms agreements -- nor to suppress internal 
freedom, no~ to give the recipient nation any special privilege 
or special .prestige which it might otherwise lack. ~~t it is 
no secret that sometimes these unwanted results sprang from 
our military assistance programs all around the world, and 
once arms have been supplied to a country it is never easy 
to stop the demand if the need is no longer present, or if 
there are other ways to meet it. 

I shall never forget a personal conversation that I had 
with the late Secretary of State, John Foster Dulles. \ve were 
discussing a certain area o~ the world to which we were sending 
arms. I had visi+:ed this area only shortly before. He was 
kind enough to ask me to co~e over and sit down with him to 
discuss some of my observations. I went to hiS home for this 
visit, and I shall~ng remember his face, and the sadness 1n 
his voice, when he said, li Yc•u know, Hubert, once you have ex­
tended military aid to one country, the other country demands 
it from you, and once you have sent tanks to one country, an­
other country wants tanks, whether they know how to use them 
or not, and then it becomes one of the most costly enterprises 
we have ever experienced. 11 

What I am trying to say here is that it is not too 
difficult to start an arms program or a military assistance 
program, but it is very difficult to terminate it, even when 
it is no longer needed. 

Now my remarks should not be interpreted as an attack 
against military assistance, because I vote for military assist­
ance in light of the kind of world in which we live. But I do 
not consider it an end unto itself, nor do I consider it some­
thing that we ought not to re-examine in light of new considera­
tions. I merely point out how difficult it is to turn off the 
spigot. Just look at our budget for military assistance, and 
you will see what I mean. 
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In my view there is only one readily apparent alterna­
tive to all of trus: the concept of regional security main­
tained by means of arms control in place of, or in addition to, 
heavy armaments programs. By encouraging the concept of 
regional security we would be saying to other countries some­
thing that we have been saying at home over the past few years, 
namely, that arms control and arms production are two sides of 
the coin of national security policy. We have derived all that 
we can from armaments in the absence of arms control. Now 
what remains to be s.een is whether arms control might in fact 
lessen the need for arms. I think it will, and I believe we 
ought to make a serious effort at this particular approach. 

As I said a moment ago, in the past three-and-one-half 
weeks I have visited some seven Latin American and Central 
American nations bordering on the Caribbean. I saw the Presi­
dents, the foreign ministers, and the finance ministers of . each 
of these nations. I have been in the Congress of three of them, 
and I met with the Committees of Foreign Relations of each of 
these Congresses. I believe that I have explored in depth, as 
far as one can in such a limited period of time, the thinking 
of the people and of the leaders of these Caribbean and Central 
American republics, including Venezuela and Mexico. 

Now a primary topic of conversation with the leaders and 
the people of these countries was the problem of the physical 
security of the region3 south of the Rio Grande. In fact, this 
concern was so close . to their lives, to their thinking, that 
I am sure it was distracting them from the urgent job of econo­
mic rehabilitation and economic progress and social improve­
ment - a job that permits of no delay fo~ any reason whatso­
ever. In other words, the fear of attack, the fear of sub­
version, .the fear of revolution, of disorder, all of which has 
been augmented by the flow of arms into this area, pri marily 
into Cuba, but into other countries as well - all this has 
weakened the programs of economic progress, or weakened the 
possibility of fulfillment of the Alliance for Progress. 

I am convinced that the leaders of these countries do 
not want nuclear warheads and delivery systems, or delivery 
vehicles stored on their soil or ready for use in any other 
part of Latin America. The conclusion is inescapable that the 
United States, in concert vV'i th its sister republics in the 
Western Hemisphere, has a solemn obligation and a great oppor­
tunity to encourage a multi lateral agreement banning the manu­
facture, the storage, the testing, and the combat use of 
nuclear arms and delivery systems in Latin America. The area 
is ripe for this type of pact - a pact embodying these princi­
ples. This is a pact that gets right at the problem of staged 
disarmament, better termed 11arms control." 

Now only recently the entire security of the \'/estern 
Hemisphere was threatened by the deployment of long-range Soviet 
missiles and bombers in Cuba. Through firmness and a credible 
demonstration of our willingness, if need be, to use force, and 
through skillful diplomacy on the part of the President of the 
United States and his officers, our government secured there ­
moval of offensive, hostile weapons. We do not want them back, 
and I am willing to bet that no one anywhere in this half of 
the world wants them back, ·either. 

A denuclearized Latin America should thus be high on the 
priority list of Latin American diplomatic goals in 1963. Agree­
ment on the establishment of a denuclearized zone should be 
worked out by the Latin Am~rican countries themselves - just 
as the formal proposa l of su·ch a zone was usefully made by 
Brazil in recent weeks. The United States is just as concerned 
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as any of the Lat i n Araerican nations as to whether nuclear weap-
9DS~ are to be introduced in the Latin American area of this 
hemisphere. We acted fi~mly in Cuba because there was no al­
ternative. But an agreement to keep nuclear weapons out of the 
Latin American area and to subject this agreement to adequate 
verification offers a hopeful way of preventing further inci­
dents like the recent Cuban crisis. 

I insist that we give some leadership to this project and 
not merely tacit approval by means of a statement from some 
official spokesman. We ought to embrace it; we ought to make 
it our primary objective. It woulJ be good to notch up a few 
successes on our score card in the field of disarmament and 
arms control. 

A denuclearized zone in Latin America could be negotiated 
through the Organization ol American States. This j_s a func­
tioning organization which has been surprisingly effective in 
handling hemispheric pro'blerr..s. 'l1he OAS, if it wished, might 
call upon the United Natious, or the United States in partic­
ular, for speci~l services or assistance in connection with 
the implementat:i.on of such a denuclearized zone. The Uni~ted 
Nations, for instance, might suggest some of the personnel for 
the zonal control commission in the event that the OAS decided 
some non-regional personnel should be i~volved in implementing 
that agreerr..ent. The OAS could give regular progress reports 
through the UN on the operation of the verification system so 
that other liN members could profit by the experience in Latin 
America. 

I think,by the way, that we need some experience in 
verification and inspection rather than jus~ arguing about it. 
The United States could assist the OAS by helping to train 
inspectors in verification techniques. This would present few, 
if anY, problems, since the United States is already a leading 
member of the Organization of American States. To be effective, 
however, any agreement on a denuclearized zone in Latin America 
has to be subject to adequate verification. 

I regret to say that of the many proposals for verifi­
cation of arns contro l or disarmament measures, none has yet 
advanced to the stage of a.':'loption, not to speak of implementa­
tion. In the case of CubaJ the United States and the Soviet 
Union have successfully disengaged themselves from the mortal 
danger of nuclear war, at lens~ for the present. But this 
restraint on the pa.rt of the t·~'lo greatest powers may provide 
little more than a breathing spell unless an essential step is 
taken towards a permanent settlement of the CUban crisis~ name­
ly, unambiguous verification of the removal of Soviet missiles 
and bombers as provided for in the historic understanding be­
tween President Kennedy and Cha i rman Khrushchev. If Fidel 
Castro is allowed to frustrate the will of powerful world 
leaders, if on-~ite inspection remains a dead letter in the 
case of CUba, then how can we be sure it will succeed anywhere 
else? To me this is one of the reasons why verification and 
inspection in Cuba is so vital. Not merely because somebody 
may have sneaked a missile back into the mountains, or hidden 
away a plane, but more importantly because if you cannot gain 
inspection here, so as to lend some degree of credibility to 
a program of arms control and disarmament, then I submit that 
the whole subject of disarmament and arms control has suffered 
a serious defeat from which it may never recover. 

Now .. again, do not misunderstand me. I agree that aerial 
inspection offers a considerable amount of verification, but I 
also know that it is not a substitute for genuine inspection. 
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In _the grea t -power struggle ~- as opposed to the specific 
problem of Cuba -- aerial inspection is not adequate because 
the .world is too big. The geography and the topography are 
too complicated. 

A denuclearized zone in Latin America should, if possi­ble, lead to the creation of a zone emptied of conventional 
weapons as well. Any curbing of the amount of arms going to 
Latin American nations under effective and balanced safe­
guards would have a healthy impact on the economies of that 
area. There is not a single country in Latin America that 
can afford to buy a Colt 45 much less a cannon or a plane. 
Not one. There is not a single country in Latin America that can even afford a military exercise. Not one. Yet each of them, with the possible exception of Costa Rica, is busily 
engaged in buying arms, and we have yet failed to place the 
matter of regional disarmament and a denuclearized zone at the top of the agenda. 

I am giving this speech today primarily because I feel 
that if I shout loud enough and create enough commotion it may be a subject of discussion when President Kennedy goes to 
Costa R:t.ca in the mvnth of Iv'iarch. I think something needs to 
be .done about it -- unless you want to continue buying all the arms they want. 

I repeat that our government should encourage the Latin 
American nations to make any arms control agreement as broad 
as possible so as to limit the large amount of funds which are 
so often wastefully devoted to armaments. The current situa­
tion in which the small countries compete for military forces 
which are too large for their immediate needs, and far too 
expensive to be maintained without outside assistance, is de­plorable. 

My fellow Americans, every time you give five or six 
destroybrs, or submarines, or whatever it is, to these particu­
lar countries, they have a budgetary deficit, and you have to 
make that up. Now if you give them to one country, you have 
to give them to another or you are playing favorites. Now 
there is at least one area in the world to which we can guaran­
tee protection through alignment, and that is in this hemi­
sphere. That is, if they a:.·e primarily concerned about mili­
tary security. And there is one area in the world that can 
hardly afford the expense of an adequate sewage system, much 
less a military system. And there is one area in the world 
in which we are going to invest ~n the next 10 years some $20 billion according to the commitments of our government and our 
people. That area is Latin America. I think it is about time 
the American taxpayer asked the question: Are these old­
fashioned, conventional, obsolete armaments necessary? That 
is what they are getting, you know, but they still kill, and 
they still cost money. The whGle matter of arms assistance to Latin America requires immediate executive and congressional 
scrutiny. And it is not enough for the United States alone to 
take this initiative. This is why I said it must be done in 
the OAS, because if we were to deny certain countries military assistance, they could get it some place else. We must arrive 
at some kind of a hemispheric agreement on this matter, and 
quickly, fo~ I am here to say that we will weaken and possibly cause the failure of the Alliance for Progress and all that 
the Alliance means unless somethir.gis done to implement an 
effective arms control agreement in this area. 

All of these countries in Latin America must make greater 
efforts over the next several years in building up sound and ex­panding economies. Their population is growing at the rate of 



- 10 -

3~ or 4 per cent a year. Even if we do what we are doing now, 
we will hardly hold even -- we will just standardize the pover­
ty that is there. We have to redouble our efforts, my fellow 
Americans, and our friends have ~o more than re-double theirs. 
Agricultural production alone must increase seven-fold to take 
care of the needs of the present population and the populction 
that is growing at an unprecedented rate. 

Most Latin American countries depend on the sale of one 
or two commodities for their foreign exchange. The entire for­
eign exchange savings of any :me of the:Je couatries can be 
eliminated overnight by a sudden d~op in the prices of certain 
raw materials, such as tin, coffee, copper, bananas. Industry 
in these countries has to be diversified and expanded, and that 
requires capital. There is no extra money for arms research or 
produccion. 

These and other needs are priority items on the agenda 
for the Alliance for Progress. The longer the list of prob­
lems, the more this observer is convin~ed that every penny 
spent for armaments in thi s particular area detracts from the 
solution of critical economic and social ills. Now this area 
r.eeds tr4a United States and ~'le need them. Other areas are 
not so sure that they need us or want us. I suggest that we 
start doing something to improve the h~Asehold of the Weotern 
liemisphere an~ we can do it. These problems will not respond 
to a hasty piecemeal approach which combines emergency econonuc 
aid ~ith inadequate long-term development. 

What we are prone to do I call checkbook diplomacy. It 
comes with a rich society ; it is the way some people take care 
of their families. Just write out another 0heck, she will be 
all right. Just give your son another $500, he will be all 
right. Buy her a new car, instead of spending a little time 
on love and attention and family relations. 

~hat I am suggesting is that we will have to approach 
this matter methodically, carefully, and by plans. W~at I am 
advocating is a total approach which will strike at the multi­
ple ills afflicting Latin funerica and similar underdeveloped 
regions. I hav.:; saleci:;ed this area because it is still possi­
ble to do somethi ng. I thi nk 10 years ago we offered much the 
same thing in the Middle E&s t. Instead of that, however, we 
decided to have a pact. Today there is a first-class arms 
race on in th~ Middle East, and these impoverished countries 
are destroying themselves. The whole world stands on the 
precipice of disaster because mankind thought it was more im­
portant to concentrate on getting arms into the hands of peo­
ple who did not knm; how to take care of them, but knew how 
to fight and how to kill. 

I digress for a mcment to tell you I will never forget 
a hearing in the F0reign Relat]ons Committee about 10 years 
ago when we found out that we were conducting a tremendous 
education program in a particular country. I thought that was 
5reat. I was heartened. I thought, at long last we are really 
doing something. Then I found out that the only reason we "t-'lere 
doing it was because everybody was so ignorant that they could 
not use· the weapons we had sent them. I found out that we were 
conducting n terrific nutr ition program, a marvelous nutrition 
program, a great health program in this particular country. I 
found out that the reason we were doing so was that everybody 
was too sick to be able to man the machinery. Then I found 
out that after it was a~l over,the people we helped had started 
using our guns against our own best friends. That is a fact. 

.., 
' . 
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Anns control, therefore, is a basic ingredient of the 
best medicine that is now avaJ. l able for a very sick patient. 
If the patient takes it and lives, then we may look forward 
to conquering the most brutal brdce of diseases in the history 
of mankind -- the twin diseases of war and poverty. 

I want to touch briefly on some of the arguments that 
are being advanced against the formation of a Lat~n American 
denuclearized zone. They need not detain us too long, however. 
First, there are those in Latin America who believe that CUba 
must be a part of any denuclearized agreement, but .at the same 
time they do not wish to dignify t:1e Cuban government by sitting 
down at the same table with them. Now these people cannot have 
it both ways. The CUban Gove~nment ought to be a party to any 
such treaty. 

I prefer a Cuban go..rernment that is free, and I J.1ave 
sotne ideas on how to organize a f.!'eedom campaign for CUba, too, 
rather than just prophylactic action. But the threat of armed 
~ession from or by Cuba is the chief reason why Havana should 
be included and not excluded from participation. The United 
States does not seek arms control agreements with the Soviet 
Union because we like or trudt its government. It is for ex­
actly the opposite reason that we seek arms control agreements 
l'llth the USSR. It is fo.!' this same rea..:~on that despite my 
distaste for the government of Communist China, I have always 
advocated Communist China's early accession to a nuclear test 
ban and to a comprehensive disarmament agreement. I cannot 
iffiagine anything more su~cidal than agreeing to a disarmament 
program which excludes Communist China. Yet we have people 
who hate the Communists and China so much that they are per­
fectly willing to sign a disarmament agreemant and keep China 
out because we do not want to sit down and talk with them. I 
have never been able to figure that one out unless they want to 
hand the world over to Pel ping. 'I~"le people who need to be 
brought into an arms control and disarmament agraement are the 
people who are the potential aggressors. Put it in terms that 
everybody understands. 

A second argument against a denuclearized zone in Latin 
America is that it should not be negotiated only within the 
framework of the Organization of American States rather than 
the UN. Now that is one of those legalistic arguments that 
gemyou nowhere. Frankiy, I see no conflict here between the 
parent organization and a regional organization explicitly 
permitted under the UN Charter. 

Now one frequently hears a third argument to the effect 
that the rivalries among certain Latin American countries would 
wreck any denuclearized zone agreement from the outset. Well, 
I am her& to report to you that t~are are some pretty serious 
rivalries in the Senate -- as anyone would know who sat through 
the debate on tl'.e Communicatior.s Satellite bill last summer. 
But in the Senate we often find that the best tactic is to 
start with broad sponsorship of the bill or resolution after 
quiet exploration of all points of view beforehand. I suggest 
that this is a method which might yield some results in the con­
text of the present disc·ussion. 

Now our fourth cpposftion argument is that some Latin 
American countries would not want to relinquish their right 
to receive nuclear weapons if the opportunity to acquire them 
ever presented itself. Now or' course, some countries look upon 
the possessi_on of nucle&r weapons as an indispensable attribute 
of their prestige. But let us not be taken in by this. There 
are other ways for a nation to acquire prestige and we ought to 
start listing them. I submit that two .of these lie in promoting 
free and democratic poli'tical institutions and stable and ex­
panding economies. That is the prestige that Latin America 
needs, and that is the prestige that the world needs. 
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Perhaps the most cogent of all arguments against the 
Latin American denuclearized zone is that e1ther it cannot 
be ·P:~.rified adequately or that the Latin American countries 
wilf refuse to accept verification. From the experience of 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency to date, however, it 
is well known that verification of any conce1vable arms con­
trol agreement presents no insuperable technical obstacles. 
Political acceptability is a horse of another color. Techni­
cally we can verify. Politically, we have our problems, but 
I will fall back again on the proposition that aerial inspec­
tion at least is possible. Now I see no reason why Latin · 
America should not be encouraged to be the leader .in develop­
ing techniques and procedures for verification of arms con­
trol agreements. · The continent has already taken the lead in 
develeping methods of solv1ng disputes among its member nations. 
A regional arms agreement would be in keeping with the Latin 
American tradition of promoting peace, international coopera­
tion, and ~bservance of international law. 

A final argument is heard more often outside of the 
Hemisphere than inside it. This is the contention that a 
denuclearized zone in Latin America may inspire similar pro­
posals for similar zones 1n 0ther areas where it would not be 
in our national interest or in the interest of someone else 
to create such zones. Now th1s is a poor argument that ought 
to be dismissed out of hand. We have never treated all reg1ons 
alike in terms ef national or r.eg1onal security. Even in the 
days of pactomania we were careful to design each defense pact 
with the special problems of the region in mind. There is no 
reason to treat the question of arms control any differently . 
Nuclear weapons are placed in the heart of Europe to counter 
the superior conventional strength of the Soviet Union. Nuclear 
weapons are close at hand in Southeast Asi& to counteract the 
large manpower reserves of the Chinese Communists. However, we 
should examine what kind of arms control measures might best 
serve the legitimate security interests of all countries in 
any region as well as the countries outside the region which 
have commitments to help defend countries in the region against 
aggression. 

I for one am not afraid that an effective Latin American 
denuclearized zone would adversely affect the secur1ty of 
Europe or Asia. I hope that the opposite would be true. In­
deed, in the case of Africa I can readily imagine an enthusias­
tic response to an appropriate arms control initiative by 
Latin America with the help and encouragement of the United 
States, and I repeat that our foreign policy, our diplomacy, 
should emphasize these matters . We do not take this initia­
tive, and I speak now not as a Democrat. I speak as an Ameri­
can citizen. I submit that the State Department, the Government 
of this country, whether Democrat or Republican, has failed to 
take the initiative to slow down this wasteful expenditure of 
arms. We have to solve this problem by international agreement. 

Now before leaving this problem, and I will be just a 
moment on it, it is only fe.ir to note that the creatic.n of such 
a denuclearized zone will present certain problems to the 
United States. There might be the problem of armaments in the 
Panama Ca~l Zone, of armaments enroute through the Panama 
Canal Zcne to the East or the \'lest Coast of the United S.tates 
or elsewhere, of armaments stationed at strateg1c points in 
the Caribbean. I would be greatly surprised, however, if these 
~uesti®ns ~f particular interest to the United States should 
ever frustrate the will of the Latin American governments as 
expressed in the OAS. If the Latin American governments take 
the advanced step of agreeing on a denuclearized zone, I am 
confident that the United States would make every reasonable 
adjustment in its policies so as to bring this agreement to 
fruition. 
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Now I have dealt at particular length on the prospects 
for a denuclearized zone in Latin America . I tried Jco ma.ke 
clear that I advoc.o..te this step from two overriding points of 
view. First, from the point of view of other countries and 
regions which might wish to follow suit, and second, from the 
point of view of a region which desperately needs to devote 
a maximum amount of its resources for developing free, pro­
ductive, diversified economies. Here the arguments in favor 
of a rational, adequately verified arms control agreement are 
compelling, and the same arguments pertain to Africa, to parts 
of Asia, and to the Middle East. We can approach this problem 
of regional or zonal arms control methodically, scientifically, 
carefully, in terms of the security interests of ourselves and 
others. Instead of that, we keep spinning our wheels in try­
ing to get some grandiose program where the sky is the limit. 

Now Hubert Humphrey has been an advocate of general 
disarmament under proper security protections, verification, 
and inspection -- verification and inspection not as a way to 
delay it, but as a "v'lay to ensure it. But I say it is not a 
question of one or the other, of total disarmament or regional 
arms control. I repeat you can pursue both courses at the 
same time, and if you ever had a precedent in any part of the 
world where human beings live, where there are natives aside 
from just penguins, where you could have disarmament or arms 
control agreement in a regional or zonal area, I think this 
would have a decidedly good effect upon the whole subject of 
general and complete disarmament. That is my view. 

Now, if you will bear with me, I would like to talk a 
little bit about ourselves, on the economic impact of dis­
armament. This may be slightly theoretical, but not necessari­
ly so. In the United States, as everyone here would probably 
agree, disarmament and arms control are advocated for different 
reasons, and they raise different problems of implementation 
and adjustment from those I spoke of earlier. For many years 
we have had ample resources to continue a heavy armaments pro­
gram, in fact we could continue a much heavier one and also 
produce an abundance of products the economy could use. In 
every study of the question thus far there is convincing evi­
dence that with proper planning and timely adjustments, arms 
control and disarmament would present no insuperable diffi­
culties. 

You are awa:ve · of:.-.·the _fact that thet Se:hate Subcotnrn:tttee 
on Disarmament conducted a ve r y substantial and comprehensive 
study of this entire field. You are also aware of the fact 
that it could not be published except as a confidential docu­
ment. Now I was rather surprised, and I might add pleased, 
that the First Secretary of the Soviet Embassy, who was with 
you, and who I understand has been talking with a number of 
you, no.fied.:ln his speech on Monday that recent studies published 
in the United States 11 prove that general and complete disarma­
ment is feasible from the point of view of the American economy." 
Well, this ought to remove the classification restriction on 
that document of ours. The cat is out of the bag. Now I am 
highly gratified that the Soviet and the American negotiators 
have the beginning of a common language when they approach 
the broader problems of disarmament. Unfortunately, the fact' 
remains that whenever the United States undertook large scale 
reductions of military hardware and personnel, which we have 
done twice in our lifetime, it was quickly presented with the 
threat of new aggression. But let this be clear. We have 
disarmed, and we have done it twice within a period of 40 
years, and we have been able to do it without serious dislo­
cation of the economy. 

The only nations that have ever disarmed and proven 
that it could be done with benefit to their economy and to 
their people, were free nations, democratic nations. We have had 
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experience in disarmament. Now re-armament immediately ensued 
after these experiences, not because of economic expediency, 
not because of joblessness, not because of depression, but 
because of the threat of aggression. I want to repeat that we 
have proven that you can disarm, and we have done it so quickly 
that the plans now being made at Geneva look like plans for 
eternity. We get it in a few months, not over a period of 
years. The resiliency in this economy of ours is incredible 
and unbelievable. 

The trouble with American capitalism is that the 
capitalists do not believe in it enough. Good grief, they 
h~ve the best product in the world and they go around making 
apologies for it. The totalitarians have ·a product that has 
been proven to be a failure and they go around bragging about 
it. The highly centralized totalitarian regimes have never 
experienced voluntary disarmament. Maybe this is why they are 
so worried about it. They have never produced solely for 
peace-time consumption. Never. Hitler never produced for it, 
Mussolini never produced for it; Tojo never produced for it. 
Stalin never produced for it. No totalitarian regime in the 
history of mankind has ever produced for peace-time consumption 
despite whole libraries full of promises to their people. The 
Soviet Union regrettably has ·pursued a tragic course through 
its 45 years of existence. Intent upon building up its armed 
forces against either real or imagined foes, it has chosen as 
the lesser evil a depressed standard of living for its people. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, this may now be a point in human 
history where some real thinking is going on in the Soviet 
Union. I hope so. I know there is some form of intellectual 
ferment there. I believe there are people in the Soviet Union 
today who on the one hand feel that they ought to have an all­
out arms race. If they have it, they cannot win it. Be sure 
of that. We have the resources to out-produce them at any 
stage in the foreseeable future. If it is an arms race they 
want, we ought to assure them that it is one for keeps, so that 
the die-hards, the hardheads among them will understand it un­
equivocally. We did not do that for a long time. We just 
gave them an arms race in the fifties that was cheap enough 
for us to enjoy, and just low enough so that they could not 
win. Now I am not advocating that course. 

The other possibility is that at this very moment there 
may ·well be men in positions of responsibility in the Soviet 
Union who are wondering whether or not they ought to try for 
a higher standard of living, if necessary at the expense of 
all-out military production. If so, this will require the most 
delicate type of probing and exploration. I am not prepared 
to say unequivocally just what is the situation, because I am 
not that wise, bqt I am prepared to make the study, prepared 
to try and find out. I repeat that no totalitarian society 
to date has tried to produce for peace-time consumption. 
Possibly Mr. Khrushchev and some of the people around him are 
beginning to ask some questions as to whether or not an arms 
race is the manner in which they should pursue their objectives. 
And if that is the case, then we ought to be prepared by in­
tellectual exercise, by plan, by program, by science and 
technology, by every available means, by study of human be­
havior, to see whether or not there is any possibility in 
reducing the thrust of this arms race and cutting it back. 

This is why I supported the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency - not because I thought it would bring about arms control 
and disarmament now or next week, or next year or two or three 
years, but because I thought it was time that we mobilized the 
intellectual resources of this country for peac~ and for a 
peace that is meaningful. 
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Therefore, in both countries, in both economic systems, 
t~ere - may well be an ingrained inertia or just an ingrained · 
bad habit which has to be overcome. Possibly there are groups 
in both societies which are afraid of the dislocation of 
shipping priorities which will be the hallmarks of the 
immediate post-arms race era. I myself have never subscribed 
to the notion either that our economy depends on defense 
spending or that powerful groups in the Am~ican economy oppose 
disarmament because it would bring financial loss and unempl9y~ 
ment. I do not buy that idea ~ Nevertheless, I detected some 
uneasiness in some groups and people representing some economic 
areas whenever these subjects are mentioned. With automation 
proceeding at a fast pace and causing dislocations among the 1 

unskilled and untrained, every lagging element of the economy 
has a harmful effect in the absence of prompt and effective 
corrective measures. Moreover, the United States defense estab­
lishment has now become so concentrated that some individuals, 
communities, areas, and companies are all too dependent on a 
continuation of defense contracts. I remain convinced that with 
proper planning by government, industry, labor, and the com­
munities involved, the.se adjustment problems can be met and 
solved. They have been met - even without planning. We are a 
lucey people. The time has come .to remove whatever economic 
uneasiness remains. 

I have said a number of times that one of the great short­
comings in this country is the unwillingness of people to permit 
planning or even the statement of goals. I think it is time 
that the government of the United States, in consultation with 
industry and labor and the communities affected start to make 
some plans - not only war plans, but peace plans as well. Both 
the executive and legislative branches of our government have 
been derelict in not sitting down to study these problems in 
detail. The hopeful studies that Mr. Karpov mentioned are 
extremely useful, but they are no substitutes for the exhaustive 
work that is required. Wi.th detailed studies and plans, I am 
confident that any doubts about our ability to adjust favorably · 
to a disarmament or arms control program, if one could be nego­
tiated with safety, can be shown as groundless. 

We must ·overcome our reluctance to plan ahead. At the 
same time, I fully agree with Mr. Arthur Barber, Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of Defense for Arms Control, if I understand his 
message, that planning is a joint venture and not mere~y a 
matter for government alone. Now one of the main reasons why 
studies of the economic adjustments to arms control are needed 
now is that some of these adjustments will require substantial 
innovations. I mentioned, for example, the matter ·of research. 
And I want to repeat that this is our major economic threat in 
the n~xt decade - the failure to properly allocate the research 
dollar. I think we are going to pay for it; I think we .are going 
to lose business; I think we are going to have unemployment; I 
think we are going to lose markets because we have not properly 
allocated the defense dollar. We will become a Sparta -without 
recognizing that the real strength of the American security 
system lies in its economy and in the broad diversification of 
that economy. 

Now let me illustrate. Many defense companies are basically 
commercially oriente~, even with large defense contracts. They 
grew up serving a market where the customer was king, and they 
are familiar with competition; these companies will do all right. 
Under an arms control situation these companies can be counted 
on to renew their concentration on the commercial market. They­
will undoubtedly develop new lines of products, expand abroad, 
increase production of regular commercial i terns .to meet demands. 
In the event· of a loss of rnili tary contracts their main problem 
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of adjustment would be in making a smooth transition from de­fense to commercial projects, and surely, government could aid in this. Their experience would be essentially a repetition of the adjustment which many companies underwent following the Korean War. 

Many other defense companies, however, have little or no experience with commercial sales. Created almost solely to fill defense contracts, they are not commercially oriented and their genius has lain in amassing impressive intellectual talent and resourcefulness to solve major technical and develop­mental problems associated with the missile or the nuclear age. Such companies could not easily be left to sink or swim in the free market place. In fact, the entire management of these companies is geared to serving only one or, in the best of cir­cumstances, only a few customers. Therefore, there are not many of these companies, but individually their size is tremendous, and I submit that about the 15 largest of them account for some 45 per cent of the entire defense procurement. 

Research and development allocations of the government, I might add, are not very well ·distributed either. This does not make much sense from a defense point of view not to mention an economic point of view. I do not happen to believe that one or the other seacoast has a monopoly upon either weather or brains. What is more, in my part of the country it is cold, and I gather that the Russians have a rather cold climate, too. 

.. 

I am using as my general source of information some data selected from a recent study conducted by my Senate Subcommittee on Disarmament. About 15 companies did over $10 billion worth of defense work in 1959 and it is substantially more now. More­over, they did little or no commercial business on the side, s·o what· are you going to do about these companies if and when you get any form of arms control or disarmament. 

If these companies are geared to serving only a few customers, then a large part of the answer is to create some new customers, to substitute for the loss of defense work. Where might such customers come from - from what fields of endeavor other than the commercial market? Where might these companies find a welcome need for their talents? 

I think a few possibilities could be mentioned. First, there is space. The space effort will expand greatly1n the coming years. I do not believe many of us appreciate how greatly it will expand. You can expect within five years a space effort of not less than )25 to ;30 billions of dollars, if not more. That is a minimum estimate. Planets such as Venus and Mars will enjoy far less privacy in the years ahead than they enjoy today. Already . there is keen competition between the civilian require­ments for space exploration and the military demands for better and more reliable vehicles for destruction. Might I add to my civilian and military friends that we are not kidding anybody; this competition exists . I had a prominent civilian space scientist come to see me three months ago, and he tipped me off. He said, you can expect, Senator, a considerable amount of publicity in the next months ahead about the space operation being taken over by the Air Force. How right he was. Now do not misunderstand me. I think the Air Force has a vital role in space, but I do not think the military ought to own it. I believe that basically the National Aeronautics and Space Ad­ministration ought to be fortified. The military ought to have its role, but, like the Atomic Energy Commission, the space pro­gram ought to be essentially a civilian program with the military taking on the special aspects that are required for the defense of the nation. Time will tell whether the unsatisfied demands of NASA, Telstar, and the like will ever take precedence over 
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the legitimate necessity for improved military space technology. I have expressed my point of view · on that, but in any evQnt, there are teo many un-met needs on earth to have all of these resources directed outside our atmosphere. 

Our second area is atomic energy. Today, over 17 years after the first nuclear explosions in World War II, the then heralded peaceful applications of nuclear energy have still not proven ecenomically feasible. Why has there been only one N.S. Savannah? One of the reasons I would suggest is that a concen= trated effort t~ develop widespread peaceful uses of atomic energy has been of -comparatively low priority. With the elimina­tion of overriding defensQ needs, th~ peaceful application of nuclGar energy should rank high amcng _the tasks to be assigned our defense-oriented industrY:· · 

And finally, there is the area o·f water. I might say to my scientist friends that it just seems .to me that instead of trying t3 find out how dry · it is· on the moon, we should try and find out how to put some water on .the soil, or do both. Every place I have gone there is -nothing but rocks and dust and we are pouring in billions of dollars of American capital, and they have no water. It seems to · me that a concentrated program on the study of water supply or on converting sea water into potable water -not just a little half-baked effort, but a tremendous effort -will produce this result. I predict that the first nation that can convert sea water into sweet water will be the rr.ost powerful nation on the face of the earth in' the next cen­tury or half century. 

This is even more important than getting to the moon. I gather that is going to be interesting, and I would like to see us get there first, but I will tell you if you could get to the Sahara Desert first with water, you would beat everybody. 
You have just witnessed the danger of having a layman talk to you on scientific matters. One of the ·needs in this society, I think, is that we tell the scientis-m what to do and not let , them tell us what to do. I will never forget what Paul Henri Spaak had to say about the Common Market. He listened to all the lawyers for five years and they told him what you could not do. It just. could not be done; international law would not permit it, sovereignty would not permit it, etc. He and the Dutch Foreign Minister got together one day and they called in the experts and said, "Now look, old chums, we have decided · on a Common Market. You figur-e out how to do it. 11 That is how they got the Common Market. A year ·ago just last month Henri Sp~ak tolq me this very story. I think it is about time we called in some of the scientists and say, iook, we have decided we want to do something. That is what they did in World War II ' about the atomic bomb. I think that if we decided we wanted . some wat~er.·· we..: would find a lot of it around. Three-fifths of the surface of the .globe is made up of it, and of the the othe~ two­fifths, one fifth is arid. 

Now, not only is there a problem of water in other parts of the world, but also in the United states. Floods wreak their destruction in some areas; there are water shortages in others. Disputes over water have created grave political problems between nations. There is one right now between Mexico and the Vnited States. 

All of this suggests to me that one of the current n~eds in the world is the creation of an international water develop­ment authority. I do not care particu+arly whether this is one i~stitution, or whether it consists of regional institutions, but if the major regions decided to make a massive assault on all 
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our water problems and could utilize the genius of some of our best scientists we could be solving two big problems in a most satisfactory way - the adjustment of the problems of big defense contractors and the water problems of many scattered regions of the world. 

I shall not outline this in any more detail. I merely add this. I attended the World's Fair in Seattle. I saw what they called the Century 21 exhibits. I saw what we could do with our scientific talents if we ever had a chance: how we could remake our cities; how we could literally remake our educational systems; what we could do in terms of communication) roads, ports, rivers development, telecommunications; what we could do in terms of our libraries and automation, and retrieval of information, automatic translations. 

Ladies and gentlemen, if we had but the will, if ever we could get a program of arms control under verification or of disarmament under inspection and verification, ·there are un­limited possibilities. 

One of the great tragedies is that we have never been able to fully dramatize those possibilities except in the most general terms. This is a limitation upon us. We have never been able to dramatize, it seems to me, what we are trying to do with a limited program like the Alliance for Progress. We have bankers who a-pnounce loans, but we never have anybody who announces what the loans will buy. We read that we loan $100 million to country X, and most everybody feels that half of it will be wasted, a quarter of it will be stolen, and nobody knows what will really happen with the money. It seems to me that what we ought to do is announce that we have arrived at an agreement with country X to build X number of thousands of homes, to rehabilitate one million acres, to build schools for two million children, to provide so many job opportunities. Let somebody else announce how big the loan was. 

It seems to me that even as we discuss the economic as­pects of disarmament we ought to face up to the fact that all of this is impossible unless there is a political decision backed up by science and technology. A political agreement. But what if there were a political agreement? What would be the end result, or better yet, how do you get a political agreement unless you start to outline what could be the end result - the advantages to all sides? If only we could convince the mass of humanity, through its political leaders, or directly, of the possibilities of a world without an arms race, I have a feeling that it would have some effect, even in the most restricted countries. Do not misunderstand me. I am a political realist. I know that a totalitarian regime has a very limited public opinion, but even the totalitarian regime is not immune to public pressure. At least an effort is worthwhile. This is why I have often believed that the behavioural aspects of arms con­trol and disarmament ought to be stressed. I believe this, and I believe that more than just the scientific and technological aspects need to be emphasized. I happen to believe that when you seek out things like this, there is a basis for progress. Now some people may say that it is untimely to advertise the economic and social benefits of a world firmly at peace when this is far from being the case. This is not the same as counting chickens 
b~fore they hatch. I like to think of it rather as the adven­turesome spirit of foresight which has distinguished our nation throughout its history. We have the dream, the tangible possi­bility, of a world at peace or of a world that is at least in balance. That possibility ought to be something that we bring to the world and not leave for others. 

* * * * * * * 
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My only regret in speaking to this distinguished audience 

is the fact that my talk j.o unavoidably 'ft,~ .~--r: ~~ 
u~t:Jr;::;- . I 

act of t1 W •t performance. I was not privileged to hear the many 

fine addresses by my predecessors on this platform.~ither did 

I have the benefit of taking part in the stimulating discussions that 

marked the technical sessions of the past three days. Yet from a 

second-hand acquaintance with the work of the Symposium to date, 

I can state categorically that this conference is a milestone in the 

history of public discussion of arms control and disarmament. The 

initiators and the organizers of the Symposium- -the Bendix Systems 

\ 
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Division and the University of Michigan--deserve our thanks and 

praise for bringing together in this unique fashion men and women 

kltMJ 
from the universities, ~ indust~ /) and from government for a 

wide-ranging discussion of the most serious issues before the world 

today. Whether we like it or not, our society, for decades to come, 

will be shaped by the actions and inter -actions of the academic, in-

~ 
dustrial.-\ and governmental communities. It is well that the members 

of these communities begin to think of themselves as a team instead 

of, so to speak, as an unharnessed troika. 

Nowhere is this more evident than it is in the case of dis-

armament and arms control. As Kenneth Boulding so incisively put 

,~A. ---

it at 4e banquet Tuesday night, the major problem before our society 

today is a grievous misallocation of our intellectual resources. 

course, I cannot agree 

with him unreservedly that we know too much about agriculture. 

2 
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We certainly could use some 
ttt:? _.(~ 

careful research into ways of <;Wl- CJ (f'tvr-z. 

: ~suming our agricultural production, or, better still, into ways of 

bringing our farming techniques to peoples who still use the wooden 

plows of their ancestors. The point is well taken, however, that 

we have an embarrassment of riches in certain fields while our 

perception of social realities often seems to lag far behind. This 

Symposium, which would have been hardly conceivable when I be-

came chairman of the Senate Subcommittee on Disarmament almost 

eight years ago, it evidence of our growing awareness of the dimensions 

of the job. I look for it to bear tangible fruit in the weeks and months 

ahead. 

It would be futile to try to articulate a concensus of the diverse _______. 

points of view which have found expression in your deliberations to date. 

~e subject of arms control is essentially hypothetical and to the 

extent t ha t a problem is hypothetical there is every reason to 



avoid dogmatism or an arti..:icial synthesis of opposing viewpoints. 

Rather, what I should like to do today is to place before you 

my thoughts on certain economic aspects of arms control and 

disarmament. One aspect of these economic considerations is ex-

ternal to the United States; the other is internal. 
~ 

Neither, in my 
~ 

view, is given sufficient weight either among the policy-makers in 

Washington or among the many public groups directly concerned 

with arms control and disarmament. 

1--..._Let me start with the external. 

We have so accustomed ourselves to the arms race and have 

so passively accepted its cost in terms of resources and personnel, 

~~ 
that we run the danger of assuming that other countries -a-8&e!fBally 

~!:;~~&...Kt=~~~~ 
for the moment the extent of the burden of the arms race on the 

United States, there is an undeniable burden on many other countries. 



For evidence we need look no farther than the plight of democratic 

India, which finds itself in the toils of a military buildup just at 

the moment when every s are rupee should go toward the fulfill-

ment of its economic plan. The current Indian five-year plan, never 

a sure thing even under the best of circumstances, looks increasingly 

like the main victim of Chin~ aggression. 

L I believe Kenneth Boulding mentioned the fact that the $120 

billion spent annually on the war industry throughout the world is 

greater than the annual income of the poorer half of the world. This 

is unquestionably a shocking waste of resources, the more so as 

none of the smaller, underdeveloped countries can buy with its 

military dollar more than passing security against a small neighbor-

ing power. It certainly cannot buy security against large- scale 

agression in the nuclear age. 

t What alternative is there for the underdeveloped country which 

wishes to avoid being drawn into the arms race, which wishes to 
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devote its resources to the benfit of its people? I submit that 
/1 

part of the answer lies in the encouragement of arms control agree-

ments in specific parts of the world. 

~ Arms control agreements might be pursued along~ different 

but related paths. The major powers may try negotiating first among 
-~ 

themselves and then encourage other powers to participate in what-

ever agreements are reached. This is the rationale behind the test 

ban negotiations w~h are g_oing on at the present time~ The United 

States, Britain, and the Soviet Union are attempting to agree first 

among themselves; if they finally resolve their remaining differences, 

the resulting agreement will be submitted to other countries for their 

signature and observance. The drawback to this approach, as we 

have seen since 1958, is the amount of time consumed in arriving 

at agreement among the great powers; time spent in attempting 

to bridge the small but vital differences over is sues such as 



inspection has clearly diminished the chances for ready accept-

ance of a nuclear test ba.n by third and fourth countries. 

rcJ ~A .::;c : d, virtually untested way of controlling armaments 

is one of special agreements among countries in a particular region. 

Such agreements would conceivably be backed up by commitments 

on the part of the major powers to observe the agreements: the major 

powers would either formally adhere to these pac1Cs or perhaps 

would sign separate protocols to the same effect. 

~There is no point in my arguing that either of these approaches 

is inherently superior. My position is that we should try them both 
~ 

simultaneously, independently, jointly or by whatever means seems 

most likely to be successful. To date, at least one attempt has 

been made to carry out the first path--that of initial great-power 

agreement--whereas 

remains untrodden. 



~Indeed, I am disturbed and concerned that the regional arms 

control approach has received so little attention from our government, 
----------------- ·-----·--·----~ 

other governments, students of arms control, and the public at large. 
-------- __ .,.. 

It is high time to study the feasibility of regional arms control agree-
~------~-------- -- ------ ·---

ments--which among other things means sounding out the govern-

ments in the areas under consideration--and following up on those 

lines of approach which seem promising. With all due respect for the 

contention that the policy of this administration should be disarma-

ment, not arms control, we would be guilty of gross neglect if we 

were to pursue the(~ worldwide disarmament while ignoring 

the potential of arms control in a smaller spectrum. 

We were not deterred from creating regional defense ~s 

-< ~~ d/t L_;aY~~ C~N-<f/l 
;p,~ ""only a few years ago. We did this de,spite the im-

possibility of creating a defense pact covering the whole world. 

First we joined the Rio PaCit"in Latin America; then came NATO 
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for Europe; this was followed by SEATO in Eastern and South-

eastern Asia; and, finally, a Middle Eastern defense pact--CENTO--

was formed with our active interest if not direct participation. 

The United States was so "pact happy" that any country which 

did not want to join a defense pact with us was often looked down upon 

as being positively unfriendly or at least unwisely neutral. 

~With each new pact the United States shipped out more and 

more arms to its growing list of allies. Most, of course, went to 

Europe. But we have also supplied arms to many countries in Asia 

and to some extent also in Latin America and the Mi:ldle East. In 

the Middle East we have witnessed the frustration accompanying our 

efforts to hold down the local arms race with one hand while helping 

to feed it with the other. 

Fairness compels me to say that these arms were never 

supplied indiscriminately; they were always intended to bolster the 
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ability of the recipient country to defend itself against external 

aggression, to maintain its threatened independence. The arms 

were not supposed to be used against other friendly powers, nor 

to suppress internal freedom, nor to give the recipient :l!iliJIII•En=c~he, 

"' -Elm~·ee411t••iiliii:it. nation any special prestige which it might otherwise 

have lacked. Yet it is no secret that sometimes these unwanted 
/ / 

results sprang from our military assistanc~ograms around the 

world. And once arms have been supplied to a country it is never 

easy to stop the demand if the need is no longer present or if 

there are other ways to meet it. 

In my view, there is only one readily apparent alternative: 

the concept of regional security maintained by means of arms control 

in place of, or in addition to, a heavy armaments program. 

~By encourag;ng the concept of reg;onal secudty we would 

be saying to other countries something we have been saying at home 

(o 
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over the past few years, nam ely, that arms control and arms 

production are two sides of the coin of national security policy. 

A We have derived all that we can from armaments in the absence of 

arms control. What remains to be seen is whether arms control 

might in fact lessen the need for arms~~mnfi~~~~~~=EI~~~r\ 
,t ~6./, .-7 

inv titutional 

our e facto nationw· de This 

\ 
I 

ntrol whidh is t least ana \ogou,s~ 

contr agreements ong na~ions. 

4~~~~J:,{jj,/!!r~!~isited some seven Latin 

American and Central American nations bordering on the Caribbean. 

people of these countries was the problem of the physical security of 

this vast region south of the Rio Grande. These conversations 

l ( 
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convinced me that the overwhehning majority of the governments 

and people of Latin America do not want nuclear warheads and delivery 

vehicles stored on their soil or readied for use in any other part of 

Latin America. The conclusion is inescapable that the United States, 

in concert with its sister republics in this hemisphere, has a solemn 

obligation to encourage a hemisphere-wide agreement banning the 

manufacture, storage, testing, and combat use of nuclear arms and 

delivery systems in Latin America. The area is ripe for a pact 

embodying these principles. 

~Only recently the entire security of the Western Hemisphere was 

threatened by the deployment of long-range Soviet missiles and bombers 

in Cuba. Through firmness, a credible demonstration of our willingness 

to use force , and through skillful diplomacy the United States secured 

the removal of these offensive hostile weapons. We don't want them back. 

And I am willing to bet that no one anywhere in this half of the world 

wants them back either. 

\2 



~A denuclearized Latin America should be high on the priority 

list of Latin American diplomatic goals in 1963. Agreement on the 

establishment of a denuclearized zone should be worked out by the 

Latin American countries themselves, just as the formal proposal 

of such a zone was usefully made by Brazil. The United States, 

however, is just as concerned as any Latin American nation as to 

whether nuclear weapons are introduced into this hemisphere. We 

acted in Cuba the way we did because there was no alternative. But 

an agreement to keep nuclear weapons out of the Latin American area, 

and to subject this agreement to adequate verification offers a hopeful 

/t. UJ..,;;:i--
way of preventing further incidents like th~ Cuban crisis. 

A denuclearized zone in Latin America could be negotiated 

·' 

through the Organization of American States. This is a functioning 

organization which has been surprisingly effective in handling hemispheric 

problems. The OAS, if it wished, might call upon the United Nations 

\ ~ 



and the United States, in particular, for special assistance or 

services in connection with the implementation of a denuclearized 

zone. The United Nations, for instance ht sug.g~f the 

personnel for the Zonal Control Commission in the event that the 

OAS deCided some non-regional personnel should be involved in 

(6-!J /) .. 

implementing the agreement. The OAS INiiigh-t give progress reports 

to the UN on the operations of the verification system so that other 

UN members could profit by the experience in Latin America. 

The United States could assist the OAS by helping to train 

inspectors in verification techniques. This would pre sent few, if 

any, problems, since the United States is already a leading member 

of the Organization of American States. 

To be effective, any agreement on a denuclearized zone in 

Latin America has to be subject to adequate verification. I regret 

to say that of the many proposals for verification of arms control or 

10 
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disarmament measures, none has yet advanced to the stage of 

adoption, not to speak of implementation. In Cuba, the United States 

and the Soviet Union successfully disengaged themselves from the 

mortal danger of nuclear war. But this restraint on the part of the 

two greatest powers may provide little more than a breathing spell 

unless an essential step is taken toward a permanent settlement of the 

Cuban crisis, namely, unambiguous verification of the removal of 

Soviet missiles and bombers as provided for in the historic under-

standing between President Kennedy and Chairman Khrushchev. If 

Fidel Castro is allowed to frustrate the will of powerful world leaders, 

if on- site inspection remains a dead letter in the case of Cuba, then 

how can we assume that it will succeed elsewhere? 

l; A denuclearized zone in Latin America should if possible lead to 

creation of a zone emptied of conventional arms as well. Any curbing 

of the amount of arms going to Latin American nations, under effective 

l~ 
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and balanced safeguards, would have a healthy impact on the 

economies of the countries of that area. The United States, I repeat, 

should encourage Latin American nations to make any arms control 

agreement as broad as possible so as to limit the large amount of 

fundi! which are often wastefully devoted to armaments. The current 

situation, in which smaller countries compete for military forces 

which are too large for their immediate needs and too expensive to be 

maintained without outside assistance is deplorable. All of the Latin 

American countries must expend great effort over the next several 

years in building sound and expanding economies. Agricultural 

production alone must increase several times in order to feed a 

population growing at an unprecedented rate. Also, most Latin 

American countries depend on the sales of one or two commodities 

for their foreign exchange~he entire foreign exchange savings of a 

country can be eliminated overnight by a su~en ~op in .!_he price of 
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products such as tin, coffee, copper, o~ _ban~as. Industry in 

these countries has to be diversified and expanded. These and 

other needs are priority items on the agenda of the Alliance for 
~=--.,"""""":::: 

Progress. The longer the list of problems the more this observer 

is convinced that every penny spent for armaments detracts from 

the solution of critical economic and social tasks. These problems 

--------------------------- ---------

will not respond to a hasty, piecemeal approach which combines 

-
emergency economic aid with wasteful military expen~i~~.s. What 

I am advocating is a total approach which will strike at the multiple 

ills afflicting Latin America and similar underdeveloped regions. 

Arms control is a basic ingredient of the best medicine now 

available for a very sick patient. If the patient takes it and lives, 

then we may look forward to conquering the most fatal brace of 

diseases in the history of mankind: the twin diseases of war and 

poverty. 

) 
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1 I want to touch briefly on some of the arguments being adv;mced 

against the formation of a Latin American denuclearized zone. They 

need not detain us long. 

First, there are those in Latin America who believe that Cuba 

must be a party to any denuclearized agreement but who at the same 

time do not wish to ''dignify" the Cuban government by sitting down 

at the same table with it. These people cannot have it both ways. 

The Cuban government ought to be a party to the treaty. The threat 

of armed aggression from or by Cuba is the chief reason why Havana 

should be included and not excluded from participation. The United 

States does not seek arms control agreements with the Soviet Union 

because we like or trust its government; it is for exactly the opposite 

reason. It is for this same reason that, despite my distaste for the 

Peiping government, I have always advocated Communist China's 

early accession to a nuclear test ban and to a comprehensive disarma-

ment agreement. 

I~ 
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CJ ~A second argument against a denuclearized zone in Latin 

Arrlerica is that is should be negotiated only within the framework of 

the Organization of American States and not the United Nations. 

Frankly, I see no conflict here between the parent organization and 

a regional organization explicitly permitted under the UN charter. 

~ One frequently hears a thjrd argument to the effect that 

-'ll'l:Williilll••e rivalries among certain Latin American countries 

would wreck any hope of a ?-enuclearized zone agreement. Well, 

there are .... ail· l!j'~i!lli-;;i;;·aee rivalries in the Senate, too, as anyone would 

know who sat through the debate over the communications satellite 

bill this summer. In the Senate the best tack is often to start with 

broad sponsorship of a bill or resolution after quiet exploration of all 

points of view beforehand. I suggest that this is a method which 

might yield results in the context of the present discussion. 

(!J ~A fourth "opposition" argument is that some Latin American 

countries would not want to relinquish their right to receive nuclear 
c 

weapons if the opportunity to acquire them ever presented itself. 

{{j 
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j Of course, some countries look upon the possession of nuclear 

~~ --

weapons as an indispensable attribute of their prestige, but let us 

not be taken in by it. There are other ways for a nation to acquire; 
~ ~ 

prestige, and I submit that two of these lie in promoting free and 

democratic political institutions and stable, expanding economies 
------------------------------------ ~ ~ 

m concert with one 1 s neighbors. 
-- --'"' 

~erbaps the most cogent of all arguments against a Latin 

American denuclearized zone is either that it cannot be verified 

adequately or that Latin American countries will refuse to accept 

verification. From the expe~ience of the Arms Control and 

Disarmament Agency to date, it is well known that the verification 

-;:;' system for any conceivable regional arms control agreement presents 

~~ 
no insuperable obstacles. Political acceptability is a horse of 

another color. Despite the intransigence of Castro's Cuba however, 

I see no reason why Latin America should not be a leader in 
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developing techniques and procedures for verifica_! ion of arms 

control agreements. The continent has already taken the lead in 

developing methods of solving disputes among members of the 

region. A regional arms control agreement would be in keeping 

with Latin American traditions of promoting peace, international 

cooperation, and the observance of international law. 

LA fin~l argument is heard m~re often outside the hemisphere 

than inside it. This is the contention that a denuclearized zone in 

Latin America may inspire proposals for similar zones in other 

areas where it would not be in our interests (or in the interests of 

someone else) to create such zones. This is a poor argument that 

ought to be dismissed out of hand. We have never treated all 

regions alike in terms of national or regional security. Even in the 

days of rrpactomania" we were careful to design each defense pact 
- :::::=:;;_ 

with special regional problems in mind. There is no reason to 

treat the question of arms control any differently. 



/ Nuclear weapons are placed in the heart of Europe to 

counter the superior conventional strength of the Soviet Union. 

~ Nuclear weapons are ~eat hand in Southeast Asia to counteract 

the large manpower reserves of the Chinese Communists. c-tJ;n::::liR:~-

w(! hould examine what kinds of arms, control measures might best 

serve the legitimate security interests of all the countries in a 

region, as well as countries outside the region which have commit-

ments to help defend countries in the region against aggression. 

I, for one, am not worried that an effective Latin American 

denuclearized zone would adversely affect the security of Europe or 

of Asia. I hope that the opposite would be true. Indeed, in the 

case of Africa I can readily imagine an enthusiastic response to 



appropriate arms control initiatives by Latin America with the help 

and encouragement of the United States. 

Before leaving the problem of a Latin American denuclearized 

zon~ it is only fair to note that the creation of such a zone would 

present certain problems to the United States. There might be the 

problem of armaments in the Panama Canal Zone, of armaments 

en route through the Panama Canal to the East or West coasts of 

the United States or elsewhere, of the armaments stationed at our 

Caribbean naval and air bases, or armaments generally under the 

control of the Caribbean Sea Frontier. I would be greatly surprised, 

however, if these questions of particular interest to the United States 

should ever frustrate the will of the Latin American governments as 

expressed in the OAS. If the Latin American governments take the 

advanced political step of agreeing on a denuclearized zone, I am 

confident that the United States would make every reasonable adjustment 

in its policies so as to bring this agreement to fruition. 



I have dwelt at particular length on the prospects for a 

denuclearized zone in Latin Atnerica. I have tried to make clear 

that I advocate this step from two overriding points of view: first, 

from the point of view of other countries and regions which may 

wish to follow suit, and second, from the point of view of a 

which needs to devote the maximum amount of its resources for 

developing economies that generally are in a pre-industrialized 

state, in which productivity is low and diversification almost nil. 

Here the argum-ents in favor of a rational, adequately verified 

~ ~'$-,·-arms control agreement are compelling -- _:;_-. . ~-::;::::::-.------------------------------

In the United States, as everyone here would probably agree, 

disarmament and arms control are advocated for different reasons 

and they raise different problems of implementation and adjustment. 

~For many years we have had ~urces to continue a heavy 

armaments program and also to produce an abundance of products 



that the economy can use. In every study of the question thus far, 

there is convincing evidence that with proper planning, adjustments 

to arms control and disarmament present no insuperable difficulties. 

A The First Secretary of the Soviet Embassy noted in his speech on 

Monday that recent studies published in the United States "prove .,...._._ 

that general and complete disarmament is feasible from the point of 

view of the American econom " I am highly gratified that Soviet 

and Axnerican negotiators now have the beginning of a common 

language when they approach the broader problems of disarmament. 

Unfortunately, the fact remains that whenever the United States 

undertook large-scale reductions of military hardware and personnel 

in the past, it was quickly presented with the threat of new aggression. 

~Rearmament im'!'ediately ensued at a frenetic pace which is now assumed 

QA,+( f ,f-c.u ~.4-tVc ~ 
C\'(JJL1 c ul :;j- U/h ~ 

tin~ %-

to be normal. 
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) The highly-centralized totalitarian regllnes, on the other 

hand, have never experienced voluntary disarmament. They have 

never produced solely for peacetime consumption, or p -eacetime 

construction. The Soviet Union has pursued a rugged, tragic course 
......____.,. ~ 

throughout its forty-five years of existence; intent upon building up 

its armed forces against real or imagined foes, it has chosen as 

the lesser evil a depressed standard of living for its people. 

~Thus in both countries, in both economic systems, there is 

undoubtedly an ingrained inertia which has to be overcome. Possibly 

there are groups in both societies which are afraid of the dislocation 

and the shifting of priorities which will be the hallmarks of the 

immediate post-arms race era. 

~ I myself have never subscribed to the notion e = that our 

economy depends on defense spending, or that powerful groups in 

the economy oppose disarmament because it would bring financial 
-- -··- -·-·· 
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o;:f)lmoss an unemployment; 

L some groups 

8 With automation proceeding at a fast pace and causing dislocations 

among the unskilled and the untrained, every lagging element of tJ:e 
~> 

economy has a harmful effect in the absence of prompt and effective 

corrective mea sure s~oreover, the United States defense establish-

ment has now become so concentrated that some in:Qh idnaJ comn;unities 1 t:llt~ 
,___ / 

on a continuation of defense 

contracts. Since I remain convinced that with proper planning by 

government, industry, labor, and the communities involved, these 

adjustment problems can be met and solved, the time has come to 

remove whatever economic uneasiness remains. 

~ Both the Executive and Legislative branches of our government 

have been derelict in not sitting down to study these problems in de~ 



but th~ no s bstitute 

~ith detailed studies and p~ing, I am confident that any doubts about 

our ability to adjust favorably can be shown to be groundr.,_.; s(:e 

must overcome our reluctance to plan ah: ad·. l A the same t 

f agree with Mr. 

matter for 

--(i: of the main reasons why studies of the economic adjustment 

to arms control are needed i f~7~~o;; ~f s;~dj;;:~~-

require substantial innovations. Let me illustrate. 
~~====~~~====~~-~ 

~ Many defense companies, even some with large defense contracts, 

are basically commercially oriented. They grew up serving a market 

where the customer was king and they are familiar with competition. 

Under an arms control situation, these companies could be counted on 

to renew their concentration on the commercial market. They would 



undoubtedly get into new lines of products; expand abroad; increase 

production of regular commercial items in high demand& the 

event of a substantial loss of military contracts, their main problem 

of adjustment would be that of making a smooth transition from defense 

to commercial projects. Their experience would be essentially a 

repetition of the adjustment which many companies underwent following 

the Korean War. 

~Many o~ defense companies, however, have·had little or no 

experience with commercial sales. Created almost solely to fill 

defense contracts, they are not commercially oriented and their 

genius has lain in amassing impressive intellectual talent and 

resourcefulness to solve major technical and developmental problems 

associated with the missile and nuclear age. Such companies could 

not easily be left to sink or swim in the free market place. In fact, --
the entire management of many of these companies is geared to serving 

only one, or at most a few, customers. 
~ --==-= 
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There are not many of these companies, but their size is so 

great, I submit, that about the fifteen largest of them receive some 

45 percent of the entire defense procurement, research and development 

allocations of the government. In other words, and I am using as my 

source information collected from a recent study conducted by my 

Senate Subcommittee on Disarmament, about 15 companies did over 

10 billion dollars worth of defense work in 1959. Moreover, they 

did little or no commercial business on the side. What solution is 

called for in these circumstances? 

~ If these companies are geared to serving only a few customers, ' 

then a large part of the answer is to create a few new customers to 
~ 

substitute for the loss of defense work. Where might such customers 

come from? In what fields of endeavor, other than the commercial 

market, might these companies find a welcome need for their talents? 

L A few have occurred to me, 

----__.-· -· . ---and w~ must f1nd many mo~----
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First, there is space. The space effort will expand greatly 

in the coming years. Planets such as Venus and Mars will enjoy far 

less privacy in the years ahead than they enjoy today. Already there 

is keen competition between the civilian requirements for space 
"' 

exploration and the military demands for better, more reliable 

vehicles of destruction. Time will tell whether the unsatisfied demands 

of NASA, Telstar and the like will ever take precedence over the 

legitimate necessity for improved military space technology. But in 

any event there are too many unmet needs on earth to have all of these 

resources directed outside our atmosphere. 

!_,A second area is atomic energy. Today, over seventeen years 

--after the first nuclear explosions over Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the 

then heralded peaceful applications of nuclear energy have still not 

7U(.(.'~A~ 
proved economically feasible. Why has there been only one N /S Savannah 

to date? One of the reasons, I would suggest, is that a concentrated 

~ I 
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( effort to develop widespread peaceful uses for atomic energy has 

( been of comparatively low priority. With the elimination of over-
{ ~«~~~ 

riding defense needs, the peaceful application of nuclear energy 

should rank high among the tasks to be as signed our defense-oriented 

industry. 

A third area is water. Not only the United States, but almost 

hq_S 
every country and region in the world~ water problems. Floods 

wreak their destruction in some areas. T here are water shortages 

in others. Elsewhere there are problems of pollution; there are 

recreation and power needs. Disputes over water have created 

grave political problems between natio~ 
of this suggests to me that one of the u 

world is 

~I do not care particu 

it consists of a few bodies orga · ed on a regional basi But if the 



major regions decided to make a massive assault on all of our water 

problems a could utilize the genius of some of our big companies 

geared to meet and solve such difficult problems, 

we could be solvi two big problems in a most satisfactory way -

the adjustment probl ms of big defense contractors and the water 

problems of many scatt red countries and regions of the world. 

I A It is not my intention to try to describe in detail how 

an International Water Develo ent Authority would work. Obviously 

many political, technical, and ec omic questions would have to be 

worked out. But the concept, I think, has many intriguing possibilities. 

l But, some might ask, does the im 
\ 

to provide alternative employment for the no -commercially oriented 

defense industry have to await an arms control reement? Obviously, 

if the countries of the world had the resources and ds with which to 

create, let us say, an International Water Development 



- 3cr-

should o ahead now wi ut waiting for arms 

Ee thing we can be sure of: no matter what solutions are 

devised, there is going to be no panacea for the defense industry 
--~~----------------------- - - - -

when arms control is upon us. Uncle Sam, I am sure, will be most 

anxious to help those who help themselves. He will be less anxious 

to help those who act as though they regard themselves as wards of 

/ TH<-h .Je4-o- / lu , '~ , ~l.t~ 
the government. ~ <'{~t:O I ~L~ 1 f.,V/M-O(h -:-Iu~&it:., 

f<t.f" 
In conclusion, it is clear that we are in.Agreater need of planning, 

of devotion, intelligence, insight and realism than we are of material 

resources and techni~ues. ]In 
rep 

to date. such a large 

segment 



d by the problem of arms control and by the neces "ty of taking 

timely a tion so as to maximize the 

accruing to world firmly at peace. 

chickens before t 

nation in past decades. 

END 
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