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AAAS Speech
Jerome B. Wiesner

My title, "Current Prospects and Problems in Arms Control and

Disarmament" certainly is as permissive as anyone could want. Only the

history of our past failures seems to be precluded, and that was left to

Professor Feld. .Actually, he will have to pardon my slight additions to his

history for i'tfs not possible to talk about current problems without a bit of

history, sorry or not. I donft know how to diagnosethe prospects. In one sense,

I could say that they are good for there are so many opportunities, but if one

judges by the past, we will pass most of them, doing just enough to avoid

catastrophic wars, but still avoiding some of the hard political and economic

decisions that would have to be made in order to make possible genuine disarma-

ment for both nuclear and conventional weapons. There are those, particularly

among our militant students, who are convinced that the nature of our economic

system and particularly the needs of our overseas commerce requires a large

military effort and consequently the kind of efforts we on this panel represent

as hopeless. I don't believe this, though I will readily admit that economic

interests have often dominated our foreign policy to a painful degree, particularly

in Latin America. We here on this panel have, I believe, a shared conviction
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that practical safe arms-redactions and1 restrictions would be easy to imple-

ment from a technical -i. e., security - point of view. The problem is to

achieve the will to go forward whether one is talking about Vietnam, the

Middle East or the strategic nuclear arms race. There are many, many

ways to reduce the scale of national military efforts which would enhance the

security of all nations, large and small. I mean this in a purely military

sense, that is, I am talking not about overall national welfare which includes

the possibility of using the money that is normally wasted on armaments

for the essential social needs that exist both within the United States and

throughout the world, but in the very narrow military sense. I am certain

that implementation ; of disarmament agreements would greatly enhance

our security. I also believe that many unilateral restraints could also

hance our military security by slowing down the arms race. This has been

obvious for a very long time but in spite of this, partially because of the great

fear of Communism in the United States, partially because of the internal

struggles within the Soviet Union, partially because of the power wielded

by the military - industrial - Congressional alliance in the United States and

in part because of restraints imposed by other countries, it has not been
possible to make~real progress
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on the limitations of armaments.

This afternoon I want to examine some current opportunities and then

see what might be done to make the future efforts more productive.

Most politicians have been afraid to provide leadership in the disarma-

ment effort even when they deeply believed in it because most of our people

are afraid of it. Parenthetically, one of the most fascinating aspects of my

twelve year involvement with disarmament efforts has been to watch the

conversion of a sucession of American political leaders to disarmament

advocates as they have become increasingly frustrated with military efforts

to insure national security. It has inevitably happened to Presidents, to most

cabinet officers and to most presidential assistants. In fact, one of the greatest

challenges before us, it seems to me, as we work on these problems is how to

speed up this almost inevitable enlightenment of public figures, or to put the

question simply, how to prevent several years of disastrous arms escalation

each time the National leadership changes and the new leaders learn all over

again that supporting the arms race inevitably increases our danger. As .a

striking example of this, all of President Kennedy's senior National Security ~
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Aides, including the Secretarys of State and Defense became strong advocates

of arms limitations, McNamara before his retirement, Husk afterwards. If

these gentlemen had worked to limit the arms race instead of supporting it

during the early 1960's,. our country probably would not be in its present state

of chaos and dispair. The United States has blown many opportunities to halt

the arms race since Harold Stasson's initial effort in 1955-1956. Here comes

my bit of history. At that time Stasson negotiated a tentative agreement on

the control and limitation of bombers and a nuclear test ban in a conference

that included representatives of the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, France

as well as the United States,but these were vetoed because of the great promise

of two new techincal developments, the ballistic missile and the "clean"

thermonuclear weapons advocated by Dr. Teller and Admiral Lewis Strauss.

In 1958, a proposal to seek an agreement to halt missile tests was not pursued

because of a judgement that the Soviet ballistic missile development was too

far along to be stopped by a ban on test flights. In retrospect, however, I

believe that a ban on ballistic missile testing in 1958 or even 1959 could have

shut off the missile race. Again in 1961, at the start of the Kennedy Administration,
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we had the opportunity to freeze the ballistic missile force at the relatively

low levels proposed by President Eisenhower. After-taking office, we learned

that the Soviet missile force was substantially smaller than estimates - largely

leaked by congressional sources-which provided the basis for the so-called

"missile gap". We learned, in fact, that the U.S. probably had more missiles

than the Soviet Union, a somewhat surprising, reassuring and confusing fact.

At that time, some persons within the government proposed holding down

the U.S. missile levels in the expectation that if the United States showed

restraint, the Soviet Union might be persuaded to do the same and that in any event

a force of 200-400 missiles, composed of missiles on the Polaris submarines,

the existing hardened Titan tt!s and a few new Minuteman missiles would be

a mighty deterrent against any likely Soviet strategic force. The Defense

Department or at least Secretary of Defense McNamara's recommendation at

the time was for 950 new Minuteman missiles. The Secretary of Defense

thought that he was being modest because the Air Force wanted 3, 000 of them.

At the same time the Navy proposed increasing the Polaris submarine fleet

to 41. The Presidents recommendation finally included 950 missiles and a
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force of 41 Polaris submarines. The only understandable explanation given

by Secretary McNamara for his recommendation was that because the Air-

Force recommended 3, 000 Minuteman missiles, 950 was the smallest number

he could imagine asking Congress for and in his words "not get murdered".

Ultimately, the President was convinced of this too, and reluctantly agreed

to the Secretary's proposal. Only the future got murdered.

For many years, the Soviet Union's leaders appeared to be willing to

allow the United States to have a very substantial numerical superiority over

it in ballistic missiles. Though with the deployment of the SS-9 missile and

more SS-II's during the past year, the Soviet Union has equalled and may even

have surpassed the U.S. land-based missile force. And that brings us to

where we are today; we now have to face the question of an appropriate U.S.

response to the latest Soviet response to an unnecessary U.S. response.

It is not only a time to think about a response; it is a moment to realize

that the United States could stop the upward spiral of the arms race by the

proper response. It is also almost the last moment when President Nixon

can avoid taking that next turn on the ratchet which would hoist the arms race
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into new levels of dangers and costs. It is President Nixon's moment to

see if he can avoid the costly opening mistake with which each of his recent

predecessors began his presidential car.eer.

The President seems to be fully aware of the situation as do the

Russian leaders, for they have undertaken the Strategic Arms Limitation

Talks specifically to see if it is possible to avoid the escalation of the

nuclear arms race. Unfortunately the President has also made a decision

to respond to the recent Soviet missile buildup with an initial deployment

of the worthless Safeguard A.BM system and the deployment of the as yet

incompletely tested multiple warhead systems for the Minuteman and Polaris

missile force. The rational^being, I suspect, that if the SALT talks go well

<

these systems could be stopped, and if they didn't, we would have whatever

added security they might provide. In fact, the pace of the SALT talks is

likely to be such that both of these systems will be far advanced by the

time agreement is reached. The United States - and the rest of the world

too - would be better served by a halt now in the deployment of the ABM

system and the continued testing and deployment of the MIRV systems,

coupled with a challenge for the Soviet leaders to show similar restraints.

I believe that this would be the wisest course for the country to follow. It

would also be the most sensible course for the Soviet Union - there is a

symmetry here. If the Soviet Union joined in the moratorium., it could be

continued indefinitely, otherwisef"*ni- <*_IL S. deployment depi«irm.q prvnlrl h

related to further Soviet actions .
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The U.S. ABM is a response to the somewhat less than 300 SS-9

missiles and several hundred SS-11 missiles now deployed by the Soviet

Union. In discussing the impact of these weapons on the current deterrent

balance,the Department of Defense spokesman has assumed that they

would continue to be manufactured and deployed, until by 1975 there

would be five or six hundred of them. They have also assumed that the

SS-9 would be equipped'with a highly accurate MIRV system which does

not now exist.

The U.S. MIRV's are proposed as a means of assuring that U. S.

missiles could penetrate a Soviet ABM system if it was to be deployed. .

In other words, both of these escalatory steps are proposed to insure

that our deterrent would remain effective if these two possible Soviet

deployments occurred on the scale assumed. Here we have the arms

race in its purest form. I do not believe that any. responses need to be

taken at this time to deal with these eventual!ties,and furthermore that

the Safeguard ABM would be as poor a way as one could possibly find

to insure survival of the American retalitory capacity if it was in jepordy.

The arguments for and against the Safequard system as a means

of protecting the U.S. deterrent and in particular the Minuteman missile

and B-52 bombers against the SS-9 force were presented at great length

last Spring. It became very clear then that the ABM system v/ould do

little good, and even more important, that it was not needed to protect \'.

the U.S. deterrent. It is easy to show that a massive deterrent force

including more than two hundred
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Minuteman ̂ missiles, a major fraction of the bomber force, the Polaris

force and several thousand fighter-bombers capable of carrying nuclear weapons

would survive an all-out SS-9 MIRV attack, even of the size and character

conjured up for 1975 to frighten the Congress. Furthermore, even if the

Soviet Union did deploy an extensive ABM system to blunt a retalitory strike

by the surviving U.S. force,it is not possible for them to prevent an unacceptable

large blow from landing.

This is the vital point. Given the offensive systems already in existence

there is, I am convinced, no attainable combination of attack and defense which

would prevent either the Soviet Union or the United States from having to face
C • • : . ; ..

a devastating retaliatory blow if; either one initiated a nuclear exchange. We have

\

become numbed by the number games we play with nuclear weapons and have

lost track of their power and what a few of them can do.

It is hard to know just what constitutes a deterrent and so we go to

extremes. The strategic analysists have a fairly sophisticated view of a deterrent

wrapped up in a concept called "assurred destruction'r which requires the clear-

cut ability - on paper - to kill some large fraction of the'56viet"~p6"puTation, say
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forty or fifty percent and destroy most of its industrial enterprise after the

most sophisticated Soviet attacks have occurred on our forces. Less than

400 one-megaton bombs appropriately scattered about are required to ensure

this level of damage. This is clearly an upper bound on a deterrent but it is

somewhat modest when compared to the forces we now maintain - ox_theSpviet

Uniorunow has for that matter. There is one piece of data which establishes

a lower bound, perhaps somewhat lower than would leave us feeling comfortable,

and it is the fact that Stalin was clearly deterred in the period immediately

after World War II by the existence of a very few 20 kiloton U.S. nuclear bombs.

I am convinced that the high probability that a nation was likely to have six

out of ten of its largest cities destroyed and a substantial fraction of their

residents killed will function as an effective deterrent against any but the most

fear-driven action. The lower limit to a deterrent then,might be the force which

could deliver six modern nuclear weapons on city targets. Even this number

seems high to me, but if it is too low for you, make it twenty, and let's then
fj. • • -"^-^—. ^~ "̂~' *" • "~*̂ ~"" '""^*~^^^'"^"^""^^^^^^^^^^^^•^^^^^^•^^^•••••^

examine the chances that the Soviets could prevent at least that number of warheads

from reaching their cities by any of the actions that have been proposed or are
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imaginable for 1975 or e/en 1980.

I have already talked about the forces that would survive the best

attack the Soviets could launch in. 1975 usingcthe forces that Defense Secretary
* • i

Laird projects for them. This surviving force could include several hundred

missiles - maybe 200 Minuteman and 300-600 Polaris missiles to be more

specific and at least several hundred aircraft.

i.

Last spring when the DOD representatives saw our calculation of the number
<

of Minuteman missiles that would survive the SS-9 attack, they postulated for

1975, they gave the SS-9 system a new capability, the ability to be retargeted

in flight to allow for a second attack on those targets that had been spared

by failures in the first wave of missiles. By doing this and making very

optimistic assumptions regarding the reliability of each of the elements of the

SS-9 system, they, were able to bring their 'estimate of the number of surviving

Minutemfm down to 50., still more than twenty, so that the surviving Minuteman

force alone would provide a more than adequate deterrent by reasonable standards.

Double the number of SS-9's and even then a .few Minuteman \,oula survive';'. „

Incidentally, if we should ever find ourselves in tnis situation and were 3.° bit
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worried about ii on'.second thought., we would only have to promise to fire the

i .

Minuternan after the first bombs have fallen on the U.S. to raise the -number of

retaliatory weapons dramatically. This strategy is not regarded as within the

code of good behaviour by the International Union of War Games and is dismissed
• " i

as a possible response., probably because you don't have to buy anything except

a few more telephones. '

*. .• • ^

- I haven't said much yet about Soviet defenses - let's see how they might

change this situation? It is hard to be very specific for we have to make so many

assumptions about the crisis performance of untestable defensive systems.
•

No expert expects the aircraft defenses to intercept as much as 50 percent

And remember,
of an attack and the -Vietnam experience would certainly support this,/though

aircraft may not be as good as missiles for carrying our a surprise attack^ they

remain an effective retaliatory weapon. Assume that Soviet air'defenses are

vastly improved and are 90 percent effective, a highly unlikely achievement, then

••only if 1, 000 U.S. aircraft are available, 100 will reach their targets.

Thorp is as yot no signs of a large-scale Soviet ABM system'although '•

from time tc time t^e fringe of the defense technology community that believes



Page- 13

that the Russians are twelve feet high puts forward the claim that the Soviets are

converting a part of their air defense system into an ABM system. For the

moment, let's assume that they do and examine what the situation will be then.

/

For arguments sake^I will assume the Soviet ABM system is 50 percent effective

•

i. e. intercepts half of the incoming objects, though I probably should not make

such an assumption for it v/ill be quoted against me some day. Acutally, I don't

believe that any ABM system so far developed would function at all against

a substantial', attack. But I have to assume something to make my argument.

Of the 50 Minuteman and 325 Polaris missiles ( half the fleet) available after the

imaginary SS-9 attack^nore'than 150 would arrive at their targets. If the

Soviet ABM system achieved a fantastic capability, say 90 percent , more .

than 30 U.S. missile warheads would still get through to their targets. As I

said earlier, in a really worrisome situation a fire-after—the-first-explosion cicctf if\£-

would make many, more Minuteman missiles available.

Clearly then, neither ABMsnor MIRV's are necessary to insure a

deterrent capability no matter what the Russians choose to do. If they want to waste

their .money on ABM's and hundreds more SS-9:s and MIRV's, which incident!/
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I really doubt, well .then, let them do ii.

We should halt all new missile and MIRV testing and deployment and' stop

the Safeguard ABM deployment for all time.' We should simultaneously ask

the Russians to join us. The SALT negotiations should then be used to

formalize such arrangements and equally important, to seek agreements to

reduce the size of the strategic forces.

t,

The principle arguments tiat will be made against this proposal are

political ones - first that we will lose our bargining position in the SALT talks and

that in a serious, confrontation the leader with the greater strategic force

*

behind him will show the greatest staying power. There may be some

psychological advantage in having a superior force. But it really doesn't

change things much. Examination of nuclear-age crisis in Berlin, the Suez

Canal, Cuba and Hungary shows that the recoginition of each side's vital

interests by the other was more important than the strategic balance in

determining their outcomes.

For the.past twenty year" American leaders have opted for a ' .

nuclear superior!'y whose only tangible result has been a continuing arms':
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race in which the price of leadership has been the- degradation of our society, the

disappearance of our pride'in nation and the total abdication of our traditional

role of political and moral leadership in the >orld. America, the land of the

free and home of the brave has become the land of the fearful, hiding behind
• • ' - < . .

a meaningless nuclear overkill. We have the chance once again to save our-

selves - to change directions - to reject the arms race as a way of life and to

i

stop wasting so large a part of our creative energies thinking about the unthink-
t

able and our productive capacities producing the unusable. We must continue the

efforts begun last year to bring a real understanding of the issues to our fellow

citizens and our Congress. You all must help with this. Stop MIRV and ABM.

The aspect of the efforts to stop the arms race that I find most frustrating

is our inability to create strong pressures to deescalate: the arms race, comparabl e

to those that generated it and keep it going. Many forces sustain the arms race .

Anti-Communism has'been so virulent in the United States that it will almost

certainly one day be viewed as a mental disease which led the United States

to many self destructive acts; and many false images of the United States'.-have .'

guided Soviet policy. In any event, these pressures have made it very easy to
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motivate the United States to carry out \is parf in the .race- and ap}ci enlly it

has not been difficult to arouse similar reactions in the Soviet Union. On the

other handv tb~re seems to be no "natural" forces acting to accelerate a

peace race. Quite the contrary. The sad fact is that whenever we succeed

*

in making a moderate step in the direction of slowing down the arms race,

the insuing euphoria is counter-productive. The principle pressure until now

i

for nuclear disarmament comes from the fear of mutual annihilation which is

only evident during crisis periods. In the case of the cessation of nuclear testing

there was the additional danger of health hazards from radiation. In fact,

I believe that the fear of radiation effects rather than the concern over nuclear

war was what made it possible to achieve the Limited Test Ban Treaty. But

following the signing of the Test-Ban Treaty and the consequent elimination of

the fallout .. hazard the enthusiasm for further arms control measures disappeared.

Only with the appearance of new threats, the development of Chinese nuclear

weapons, the war in the Middle East, the Vietnam war, the rape of Czechoslavakia,

and the domestic, fiscal crisis in the United States has r,ericu= interest in"1>he'':-

possibility of ms.jor arms reductions been revised. The fiscal and social crisis
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in the United States and the extreme pressures for economic development

*

within the socialist block may provide some of the positive pressure tjhat are needed

to bring about serious disarmament efforts.

Numerous proposals have been made for building more positive feedback

for disarmament into the arms control agreements themselves. In particular

a number of schemes have been put forward to increase the incentives for

*• ' •. " .

reaching agreements. For example, it has been suggested that a fraction

of the savings that accrue from the arms control be used to support international

development efforts. This would give the underdeveloped countries an incentive to

work for disarmament. I have previously proposed that the United Naiions

peacekeeping forces be financed by a levy on the member nations; the size of

the levy directly related to the arms expenditures of each nation. The countries-

with the largest expenditures for armaments would then have to bear the largest

share of the cost of the international security forces of the United Nations.

The whole status of-the United Nations requires attention. We cannot

escape the fact: that a series of unilateral actions by member nations has " ' • : • : •

eroded both the- power of the United Nations &nd its esteem, to the point where
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it is-incapable of dealing effectively with any serious crises. Action and

inaction of many nations, but most notably the United States, France and

the Soviet Union, have succeeded in undermining the authority and power pf the Unite:

Nations. Instead of subordinating parochial interests and local worries and

•accepting some compromises in order to build up and enhance U.N. power,

authority, and prestige, we have behaved in such a way as to render it less

*.

able to deal today with a crisis than it was a decade ago. The hopes and dreams

focused on the U.N. by people everywhere as they dug themselves ou£ of the

rubble of World War II have not been fulfilled. Each passing year, as the scars

* • "

of that war have been eliminated and its memories have dimmed, member

nations have been less willing to sacrifice anything at all, particularly pride ,

or even to reexamine the old political cliches, in order to'effect a more

liveable world. :

Though in most of my discussion I have been focusing on nuclear-

weapons, achieving limitations on conventional weapons, particularly the

more sophisticated ana costly varieties is- an equally vital problem that effects

many more naci^ns than do the nuclear agrcrments. These issues have ...
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disappeared fror? the disarmament agenda - perhaps out of frustration, -

possibly for fiscal reasons. All the major powers sell weapons for. economic

as well as political motivations. The United States is the largest merchandiser

of sophisticated weapons of war, rivalled closely by the Soviet Union., France

and Britian. In addition to halting or at.least greatly reducing this immoral

traffic, we should take the lead in building up'the United Nations peace-keeping

foces, first with an augmented observer force of say 2, 000 men directly under
A

the control of the Secretary-General, and then with a large standby military force

subscribed by the member nations, also under control of the Secretary-General.

. • ' *

Financing too will have to be solved. Ultimately, 400 million dollars a year,

5% of the space race, would be needed to adequately support the peace-keeping

effort - 0. 2% of the world's military budgets. The political problems associated

with strengthening the U. N. peace-keeping effort are also challenging. Clark

and Sohn in their book, World Peace Through World Law,, suggested that the

U.N. Charter be revised to give that organization more authority and to provide

and effective political management for the peac.e-keeping forces. Such .,.

proposals have not been attractive, for they- require sovereign nations to give
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up some of their sovereignty, and they also imply a change in the present pattern of

representation in the United Nations. Yet I don't see how we can create the kind

of a world- we want unless we are prepared to face these questions.

The task today is the same as it always has been: to eliminate national
•

military forces and substitute an international security system, that is, an

international military system supported by an international legal system.
t ,

The'whole backed by reliable financing. Until these objectives are truly
i

achieved, the world will continue to stumble along the brink of disaster, its

fate in the hands of the least stable countries and leaders. Despite some

disagreement on details, I believe that these questions could be resolved if

the ' ..
people became convinced that/major goal of genuine disarmament was really

attainable and was the surest route to survival.

I have a number of proposals, mostly made before, that 1 would like

to put out for congideration as part of a program to move spe'edily toward

real disarmament. First we should replace the Eighteen Nation Disarmament

Conference wiffi a better staffed and more-effective organlzaxion for studying;-, •

negotiating, arid implementing disarmament measures. We, in this process,



Page 21

increase the role of the United Nations in these efforts. Cue way to uo tiiis would

be to establish a full time deputy -±b the Secretary-General to be responsible for

directing the disarmament effort. This new-TJ.N. Deputy Secretary-General

for' Disarmament should be supported by an expert staff, that would carry-rout
«

independent studies of disarmament matters for the Deputy Secretary-General

and advise him on technical and legal questions. The Deputy Secretary-General

for Disarmament should also be the chairman of a reorganized and strengthened the

Disarmament
"Eighteen Nation/Conference!'. The present membership of the Conference

should be reviewed and such obvious omissions as the Chinese People's
. . j

Republic,, be corrected. Working groups would be needed related to the

major disarmament issues: the legal and judicial systems, reforms in the

United Nations Charter, the elimination of national military forces,

peace-keeping arrangements, inspection arrangements, etc. TheU.N.

disarmament staff and the various national participants would be charged with

providing definitive proposals to be considered by the subcommittees of the

Conference. The Conference would in turn-^imake recommendations to ther. A

General Assemblv. ' • • _ '. ;
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To give added consideration and weight to disarmament efforts I propose

that once a year the Secretary-General convene a meeting of the heads of

state of the permanent members of the Security Council to consider the

recommendations of the Disarmament Conference, to review progress made '
• . • •

during the previous year, and to chart the work for the following year. Diplomats

will object to this on the grounds that heads of state should meet only after

• •" *- • •

agreements have been reached at a working level; otherwise, .so the argument goes,
t

false expectations will be aroused among us common people, and the resulting

disappointment will be counterproductive. There may be some point to this

reasoning when an isolated heads of state meeting is convened in the midst of a

severe crisis -- practically the only time now that heads of state take the time

to talk together about the international situation. But if the meetings were

scheduled regularly and the Assembly had the continuing and specific responsibility

of getting on with the disarmament effort, the situation would be-different. The

work of the Disarmament Conference would then have a focus: targets would

be set for each year by the heads of state, and* they would periodically review,'- • •
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their progress. This arrangement would also give the heads of state a better

understanding of the issues and of each other's point of view and worries, a

not inconsequential gain. Furthermore., it would put their prestige behind the

*effort and thus give disarmament a much needed boost in priority, possibly

' generating some of that positive feedback I wanted earlier. Only if disarmament

can be given such a. priority can it overtake the arms race.
u

Much thought has been given to the basic problem of financing the U. N.

operations, particularly its peace-keeping activities, and more is needed.

a
At this point I believe that/U.N. force, sizable enough to cope with national

forces and capable of providing acceptable international security, would cost

vultimately in the neighborhood of three billion dollars. I would suggest an

, initial budget of $400 million per year. From this modest start to the ultimate

• • !

force, the cost would increase by a factor of about seven. National budgets for

military purposes total approximately $200 billion. A levy of one-third of one

pe-rcent on military budgets would provide the money needed to support the

•••IT, N. force. Ultimately, the cost of supporting the U. N. activities should'be '•' '

prorated in accordance with the total national income of the member nationsr
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Initially, however, I prefer to make the cost to each nation proportional

to their military expenditures. In fact, the fraction should increase on some

agree/3-upon schedule to make available the funds needed for the growing peace-

keeping activities. For example, the one-third of one percent might be increased

to one --percent in three years, two percent after six years and so on. The

' • .

actual percentages will depend, to a large degree, upon how rapidly national
«.

expenditures for military purposes were reduced and on the costs of the
i

U. N. peace-keeping costs tp^be determined by how rapidly its military budget

.was being reduced relative to those of other countries. In addition, it would

.be well to commit some fraction of the savings to U.N. investments for nation-

building, but that goes beyond this speech.

Finally, I would like to stress a few general points. First, the membership

of the United Nations should be expanded to include all the nations of the world

and particularly the Chinese People's Republic. Second, a means must be ,

found to disengage the United States and the Soviet Union from the conflictirg

',

responsibilities and commitments they have in several regions of + he world. ••• ' ;
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I don't know how to do this, but it seems essential to place these ..i-oblt-ms ii\

the hands of 'a.neutral group, possibly to a group of smaller nations who are

increasingly willing to accept responsibility within the U. N., otherwis^e those

difficulties will persist and make it difficult to give adequate attention to the
n

long-term disarmament tasks.

The End

Speech by Dr. Jerome B. Wiesner, Provost
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
at the AAAS Meeting in Boston
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