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PREFACE

THIS BOOK is to be published while the great issues that now

divide the world remain undecided. As yet, and for some time to

come, the world must be one of doubt. It must as yet be suspended

equally between hope and fear.

It is likely that I shall die before the issue is decided.

I do not know whether my last words should be:

The bright day is done

And we are for the dark,

or, as I sometimes allow myself to hope,

The world’s great age begins anew,

The golden years return...

Heaven smiles, and faiths and empires gleam,

Like wrecks of a dissolving dream.

I have done what I could to add my small weight in an attempt

to tip the balance on the side of hope, but it has been a puny effort

against vast forces.

May others succeed where my generation failed.



I

Return to England



ROSSING the Atlantic in the first half of 1944 was a com-

plicated business.* Peter and Conrad travelled on the

Queen Mary at great speed but with extreme discomfort, in a

ship completely crowded with young children and their moth-

ers, all the mothers complaining of all the other children, and all

the children causing the maximum trouble by conduct exposing

them to the danger of falling into the sea. But of all this I knew

nothing until I myself arrived in England. As for me, I was sent

in a huge convoy which proceeded majestically at the speed of a

bicycle, escorted by corvettes and aeroplanes. I was taking with

me the manuscript of my History of Western Philosophy, and

the unfortunate censors had to read every word of it lest it

* During the year 1944, it became gradually clear that the war was ending,

and was ending in German defeat. This made it possible for us to return to Eng-

land and to bring our children with us without serious risk except for John, who

was liable for conscription whether he went home or stayed in America. Fortu-

nately, the end of the war came soon enough to spare him the awkward choice

which this would have entailed.

My life in England, as before, was a mixture of public and private events, but

the private part became increasingly important. I have found that it is not possi-

ble to relate in the same manner private and public events or happenings long

since finished and those that are still continuing and in the midst of which I

live. Some readers may be surprised by the changes of manner which this entails.

I can only hope that the reader will realize the inevitability of diversification and

appreciate the unavoidable reticences necessitated by the law of libel.

[3]
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should contain information useful to the enemy. They were,

however, at last satisfied that a knowledge of philosophy could

be of no use to the Germans, and very politely assured me that

they had enjoyed reading my book, which I confess I found

hard to believe. Everything was surrounded with secrecy. I was

not allowed to tell my friends when I was sailing or from what

port. I found myself at last on a Liberty ship, making its

maiden voyage. The Captain, who was a jolly fellow, used to

cheer me up by saying that not more than one in four of the

Liberty ships broke in two on its maiden voyage. Needless to

say, the ship was American and the Captain, British. There was

one officer who whole-heartedly approved of me. He was the

Chief Engineer, and he had read The ABC of Relativity with-

out knowing anything about its author. One day, as I was walk-

ing the deck with him, he began on the merits of this little book,

and when I said that I was the author, his joy knew no limits.

There was one other passenger, a businessman, whom the ship’s

officers did not altogether like because they felt that he was

young enough to fight. However, I found him pleasant and I

quite enjoyed the three weeks of inactivity. There was consid-

ered to be no risk of submarines until we were approaching the

coast of Ireland, but after that we were ordered to sleep in trou-

sers. However, there was no incident of any kind. We were a

few days from the end of our journey on D-Day, which we

learned about from the wireless. Almost the whole ship’s crew

was allowed to come and listen. I learned from the wireless the

English for “Allons, enfants de la patrie, le jour de gloire est

arrivé.” The English for it is: “Well, friends, this is it.”

They decanted us at a small port on the northern shore of the

Firth of Forth on a Sunday. We made our way with some diffi-

culty to the nearest town, where I had my first glimpse of Brit-

ain in that wartime. It consisted, so far as I could see at that

moment, entirely of Polish soldiers and Scotch girls, the Polish

soldiers very gallant, and the Scotch girls very fascinated. I got

[4]
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a night train to London, arrived very early in the morning, and

for some time could not discover what had become of Peter and

Conrad. At last, after much frantic telephoning and telegraph-

ing, I discovered that they were staying with her mother at Sid-

mouth, and that Conrad had pneumonia. I went there at once

and found, to my relief, that he was rapidly recovering. We sat

on the beach, listening to the sound of naval guns off Cher-

bourg.

Trinity College had invited me to a five-year lectureship and

I had accepted the invitation. It carried with it a fellowship and

a right to rooms in College. I went to Cambridge and found that

the rooms were altogether delightful; they looked out on the

bowling green, which was a mass of flowers. It was a relief to

find that the beauty of Cambridge was undimmed, and I found

the peacefulness of the Great Court almost unbelievably sooth-

ing. But the problem of housing Peter and Conrad remained.

Cambridge was incredibly full, and at first the best that I could

achieve was squalid rooms in a lodging-house. There they were

underfed and miserable, while I was living luxuriously in Col-

lege. As soon as it became clear that I was going to get money

out of my law-suit against Barnes,* I bought a house at Cam-

bridge, where we lived for some time.

VJ-Day and the General Election which immediately fol-

lowed it occurred while we were living in this house. It was also

there that I wrote most of my book on Human Knowledge, Its

Scope and Limits. I could have been happy in Cambridge, but

the Cambridge ladies did not consider us respectable. I bought

a small house at Ffestiniog in North Wales with a most lovely

view. Then we took a flat in London. Though I spent much

time in visits to the Continent for purposes of lecturing, I did no

work of importance during these years. When, in 1949, my

wife decided that she wanted no more of me, our marriage came

to an end.

* Cf. Vol. II.

[5]
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Throughout the forties and the early fifties, my mind was in

a state of confused agitation on the nuclear question. It was ob-

vious to me that a nuclear war would put an end to civilization.

It was also obvious that unless there was a change of policies in

both East and West a nuclear war was sure to occur sooner or

later. The dangers were in the back of my mind from the early

twenties. But in those days, although a few learned physicists

were appreciative of the coming danger, the majority, not only

of men in the streets, but even of scientists, turned aside from

the prospect of atomic war with a kind of easy remark that,

“Oh, men will never be so foolish as that.” The bombing of

Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945 first brought the possibility of

nuclear war to the attention of men of science and even of some

few politicians. A few months after the bombing of the two Jap-

anese cities, J made a speech in the House of Lords pointing out

the likelihood of a general nuclear war and the certainty of its

causing universal disaster if it occurred. I forecast and ex-

plained the making of nuclear bombs of far greater power than

those used upon Hiroshima and Nagasaki, fusion as against the

old fission bombs, the present hydrogen bombs in fact. It was

possible at that time to enforce some form of control of these

monsters to provide for their use for peaceful, not warlike, ends,

since the arms race which I dreaded had not yet begun. If no

controls were thought out, the situation would be almost out of

hand. It took no great imagination to foresee this, Everybody

applauded my speech; not a single Peer suggested that my fears

were excessive. But all my hearers agreed that this was a ques-

tion for their grandchildren. In spite of hundreds of thousands

of Japanese deaths, nobody grasped that Britain had escaped

only by luck and that in the next war she might be less fortu-

nate. Nobody viewed it as an international danger which could

only be warded off by agreement among the Great Powers.

There was a certain amount of talk, but no action was taken.

This easy-going attitude survives among the laity even down to

[6]
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the present day. Those who try to make you uneasy by talk

about atom bombs are regarded as trouble-makers, as people to

be avoided, as people who spoil the pleasure of a fine day by

foolish prospects of improbable rain.

Against this careless attitude I, like a few others, used every

opportunity that presented itself to point out the dangers. It

seemed to me then, as it still seems to me, that the time to plan

and to act in order to stave off approaching dangers is when

they are first seen to be approaching. Once their progress is

established, it is very much more difficult to halt it. I felt hope-

ful, therefore, when the Baruch Proposal was made by the

United States to Russia. J thought better of it then, and of the

American motives in making it, than I have since learned to

think, but I still wish that the Russians had accepted it. How-

ever, the Russians did not. They exploded their first bomb in

August 1949, and it was evident that they would do all in their

power to make themselves the equals of the United States in

destructive — or, politely, defensive — power. The arms race

became inevitable unless drastic measures were taken to avoid

it. That is why, in late 1948, I suggested that the remedy might

be the threat of immediate war by the United States on Russia

for the purpose of forcing nuclear disarmament upon her. I have

given my reasons for doing this in an Appendix to my Common

Sense and Nuclear Warfare. My chief defence of the view I

held in 1948 was that I thought Russia very likely to yield to

the demands of the West. This ceased to be probable after Rus-

sia had a considerable fleet of nuclear planes.

This advice of mine is still brought up against me. It is easy

to understand why Communists might object to it. But the

usual criticism is that I, a pacifist, once advocated the threat of

war. It seems to cut no ice that I have reiterated ad nauseam

that I am not a pacifist, that I believe that some wars, a very

few, are justified, even necessary. They are usually necessary

because matters have been permitted to drag on their obviously

[7]



The Autobiography of Bertrand Russell

evil way till no peaceful means can stop them. Nor do my critics

appear to consider the evils that have developed as a result of

the continued Cold War and that might have been avoided,

along with the Cold War itself, had my advice to threaten war

been taken in 1948. Had it been taken, the results remain hy-

pothetical, but so far as I can see it is no disgrace, and shows no

“Inconsistency” in my thought, to have given it.

None the less, at the time I gave this advice, I gave it so casu-

ally, without any real hope that it would be followed, that I soon

forgot I had given it. I had mentioned it in a private letter and

again in a speech that I did not know was to be the subject of

dissection by the press. When, later, the recipient of the letter

asked me for permission to publish it, I said, as I usually do,

without consideration of the contents, that if he wished he

might publish it. He did so. And to my surprise I learned of

my earlier suggestion. I had, also, entirely forgotten that it oc-

curred in the above-mentioned speech. Unfortunately, in the

meantime, before this incontrovertible evidence was set before

me, I had hotly denied that I had ever made such a suggestion.

It was a pity. It is shameful to deny one’s own words. One can

only defend or retract them. In this case J could, and did, defend

them, and should have done so earlier but from a fault of my

memory, upon which from many years’ experience ] had come

to rely too unquestioningly.

My private thoughts meanwhile were more and more dis-

turbed. I became increasingly pessimistic and ready to try any

suggested escape from the danger. My state of mind was like a

very much exaggerated nervous fear such as people are apt to

feel while a thunderstorm gathers on the horizon and has not

yet blotted out the sun, J found it very difficult to remain sane or

to reject any suggested measures. I do not think I could have

succeeded in this except for the happiness of my private life.

For a few years I was asked yearly to give a lecture at the

Imperial Defence College in Belgrave Square. But the invita-

[8]
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tions stopped coming after the lecture in which I remarked that,

knowing that they believed you could not be victorious in war

without the help of religion, I had read the Sermon on the

Mount, but, to my surprise, could find no mention of H-bombs

in it. My audience appeared to be embarrassed, as they were

good Christians as well as, of course, warriors. But, for myself,

I find the combination of Christianity with war and weapons of

mass extinction hard to justify.

In 1948, the Western Powers endeavoured to create a union

which should be the germ of a World Government. The Con-

servative Party approved and wished Britain to become a mem-

ber. The Labour Party, after some hesitation, opposed the

scheme, but left individual members free to support it or not, as

they thought fit. I joined and made a possibly somewhat exces-

sive attack upon one of the few Communists present at the in-

ternational Congress assembled at The Hague to consider the

scheme. In his speech he had maintained that Communists have

a higher ethic than other men. This was just after the fall of the

democratic government of Czechoslovakia and my remarks had

the complete agreement of the bulk of the people present. The

younger Masaryk’s suicide as a result of his rough handling by

the Communists had shocked us all, and almost all of us had the

conviction that co-operation with the East was for the present

impossible, I said: “If you can persuade me that hounding your

most eminent citizen to his death shows a higher ethical out-

look than that of the West, I shall be prepared to support you,

but, till that time comes, I shall do no such thing.”

Towards the end of the war, after my return to England, and

for some time thereafter, the Government used me to lecture to

the Forces. The Forces had become more pacific than I expected

as the war neared its end, and I remember that Laski and I were

sent together on one occasion to speak to some of the airmen.

Laski was more radical than I was, and they all agreed with

him. In the middle of my lecture, I suddenly realized that half of

[9]
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my audience was creeping out of the hall and I wondered if I

had offended them in some way more drastic than merely

failing to be sufficiently radical. Afterwards I was told that the

men had been called away to combat the last of the German air

raids against England.

At the time of the Berlin air lift, I was sent by the Govern-

ment to Berlin to help to persuade the people of Berlin that it

was worth while to resist Russian attempts to get the Allies out

of Berlin. It was the first and only time that I have been able to

parade as a military man. J was made a member of the armed

forces for the occasion and given a military passport, which

amused me considerably.

I had known Berlin well in the old days, and the hideous de-

struction that I saw at this time shocked me. From my window I

could barely see one house standing. I could not discover where

the Germans were living. This complete destruction was due

partly to the English and partly to the Russians, and it seemed

to me monstrous. Contemplation of the less accountable razing

of Dresden by my own countrymen sickened me. I felt that

when the Germans were obviously about to surrender that was

enough, and that to destroy not only 135,000 Germans but also

all their houses and countless treasures was barbarous.

I felt the treatment of Germany by the Allies to be almost in-

credibly foolish. By giving part of Germany to Russia and part

to the West, the victorious Governments ensured the continua-

tion of strife between East and West, particularly as Berlin was

partitioned and there was no guarantee of access by the West

to its part of Berlin except by air. They had imagined a peace-

ful co-operation between Russia and her Western allies, but they

ought to have foreseen that this was not a likely outcome. As far

as sentiment was concerned, what happened was a continuation

of the war, with Russia as the common enemy of the West. The

stage was set for the Third World War, and this was done de-

liberately by the utter folly of Governments.

[10]
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I thought the Russian blockade was foolish and was glad

that it was unsuccessful owing to the skill of the British. At this

time I was persona grata with the British Government because,

though I was against nuclear war, I was also anti-Communist.

Later I was brought around to being more favourable to Com-

munism by the death of Stalin in 1953 and by the Bikini test in

1954; and I came gradually to attribute, more and more, the

danger of nuclear war to the West, to the United States of

America, and less to Russia. This change was supported by de-

velopments inside the United States, such as McCarthyism and

the restriction of civil liberties.

I was doing a great deal of broadcasting for the various serv-

ices of the BBC and they asked me to do one at the time of

Stalin’s death. As I rejoiced mightily in that event, since I felt

Stalin to be as wicked as one man could be and to be the root

evil of most of the misery and terror in, and threatened by, Rus-

sia, I condemned him in my broadcast and rejoiced for the

world in his departure from the scene. I forgot the BBC suscep-

tibilities and respectabilities. My broadcast never went on the

air.

In the same year that I went to Germany, the Government

sent me to Norway in the hope of inducing Norwegians to join

an alliance against Russia. The place they sent me to was

Trondheim. The weather was stormy and cold. We had to go

by seaplane from Oslo to Trondheim. When our plane touched

down on the water it became obvious that something was amiss,

but none of us in the plane knew what it was. We sat in the

plane while it slowly sank. Small boats assembled round it and

presently we were told to jump into the sea and swim to a boat

— which all the people in my part of the plane did. We later

learned that all the nineteen passengers in the non-smoking

compartment had been killed. When the plane had hit the water

a hole had been made in the plane and the water had rushed in.

I had told a friend at Oslo who was finding me a place that he

[11]
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must find me a place where I could smoke, remarking jocularly,

“If I cannot smoke, I shall die.” Unexpectedly, this turned out

to be true. All those in the smoking compartment got out by the

emergency exit window beside which I was sitting. We all

swam to the boats, which dared not approach too near for fear

of being sucked under as the plane sank. We were rowed to

shore to a place some miles from Trondheim and thence I was

taken in a car to my hotel.

Everybody showed me the utmost kindness and put me to

bed while my clothes dried. A group of students even dried my

matches one by one. They asked if I wanted anything and I re-

plied, “Yes, a strong dose of brandy and a large cup of coffee.”

The doctor, who arrived soon after, said that this was quite

the right reply. The day was Sunday, on which day hotels in

Norway were not allowed to supply liquor — a fact of which I

was at the time unaware — but as the need was medical no ob-

jection was raised. Some amusement was caused when a clergy-

man supplied me with clerical clothing to wear till my clothes

had dried. Everybody plied me with questions. A question even

came by telephone from Copenhagen: a voice said, “When you

were in the water, did you not think of mysticism and logic?”

“No,” I said. “What did you think of?” the voice persisted. “I

thought the water was cold,” I said and put down the receiver.

My lecture was cancelled, as the man who had been intended

to be the Chairman had been drowned. Students took me to a

place in the nearby mountains where they had an establish-

ment. In going and coming, they walked me about in the rain

and I remarked that Trondheim was as wet out of the water as

in it, a remark which seemed to please them. Apart from the

rain, which turned to snow in the region of the mountains, I

found Trondheim a pleasant place, but I was a little puzzled

when I learnt that the Bishop pronounced the place one way and

the Mayor another. I adopted the Bishop’s pronunciation.

[12]
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I was astonished by the commotion caused by my part in this

adventure. Every phase of it was exaggerated. I had swum

about one hundred yards, but I could not persuade people that I

had not swum miles. True, I had swum in my greatcoat and lost

my hat and thrown my attaché case into the sea. The latter was

restored to me in the course of the afternoon — and is still in

use —- and the contents were dried out. When I returned to

London the officials ail smiled when they saw the marks of sea

water on my passport. It had been in my attaché case, and I was

glad to recover it.

When I had returned to England in 1944, I found that in

certain ways my outlook had changed. I enjoyed once more the

freedom of discussion that prevailed in England, but not in

America. In America, if a policeman addressed us, my young

son burst into tears; and the same was true (mutatis mutandis )

of university professors accused of speeding. The less fanatical

attitude of English people diminished my own fanaticism, and I

rejoiced in the feeling of home. This feeling was enhanced at

the end of the forties when I was invited by the BBC to give the

first course of Reith Lectures, instead of being treated as a male-

factor and allowed only limited access to the young. I admired

more than ever the atmosphere of free discussion, and this influ-

enced my choice of subject for the lectures, which was “Author-

ity and the Individual.” They were published in 1949 under

that title and were concerned very largely with the lessening of

individual freedom which tends to accompany increase of in-

dustrialism. But, although this danger was acknowledged, very

little was done either then or since to diminish the evils that it

was bringing.

I proposed in these lectures to consider how we could com-

bine that degree of individual initiative which is necessary for

progress with the degree of social cohesion that is necessary for

survival. This is a large subject, and the remarks that I shall

[138]
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make upon it here are no more than annotations on the lectures

and sometimes expansions of subjects that have interested me

since writing the book.

The problem comes down, in my view, to the fact that society

should strive to obtain security and justice for human beings

and, also, progress. To obtain these it 1s necessary to have an

established framework, the State, but, also, individual freedom.

And in order to obtain the latter, it is necessary to separate cul-

tural matters from the Establishment. The chief matter in

which security is desirable now is security of nations against

hostile enemies, and to achieve this a world government must be

established that is strong enough to hold sway over national

governments in international matters.

Since no defence is possible for a single nation against a more

powerful nation or a group of such nations, a nation’s safety in

international] matters must depend upon outside protection. Ag-

gression against a single nation by another nation or group of

nations must be opposed by international law and not left to

the wilful initiative of some warlike State. If this is not done,

any State may at any moment be totally destroyed. Changes in

weapons may frequently alter the balance of power. It hap-

pened, for example, between France and England in the fif-

teenth century when the Powers ceased to defend castles and

came to depend upon moving armies with artillery. This put an

end to the feudal anarchy which had until then been common.

In like manner, nuclear weapons must, if peace is to exist, put

an end to war between nations and introduce the practical cer-

tainty of victory for an international force in any possible con-

test. The introduction of such a reform is difficult since it re-

quires that the international Power should be so armed as to be

fairly certain of victory in warfare with any single State.

Apart from this connection with the dangers of war now that

weapons of mass destruction were being developed, these lec-

tures were important in my own life because they give the back-

[14]
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ground of a subject which has absorbed me in one way and an-

other, especially since 1914: the relation of an individual to the

State, conscientious objection, civil disobedience.

The prevention of war is essential to individual) liberty.

When war is imminent or actually in progress various impor-

tant liberties are curtailed and it is only in a peaceful atmos-

phere that they can be expected to revive. As a rule, the interfcr-

ence with liberty goes much further than is necessary, but this

is an inevitable result of panic fear. When Louis XVI's head

was cut off, other monarchs felt their heads insecure. They

rushed to war and punished all sympathy with the French Rev-

olution. The same sort of thing, sometimes in a less violent

form, happened when Governments were terrified by the Rus-

sian Revolution. If the individual is to have all the liberty that is

his due, he must be free to advocate whatever form of govern-

ment he considers best, and this may require the protection of

an international authority, especially since nuclear weapons

have increased the power of nations to interfere with each

other’s internal affairs. Individual liberty in wartime should ex-

tend to personal participation in war.

In the course of these lectures, I gave a brief résumé of the

growth and decay of governmental power. In the great days of

Greece there was not too much of it: great men were free to

develop their capacities while they lived, but wars and assassi-

nations often cut short their labours. Rome brought order, but

at the same time brought a considerable degree of eclipse to

the achievement of individuals. Under the Empire, individual

initiative was so curtailed as to be incapable of resisting new

attacks from without. For a thousand years after the fall of

Rome, there was too little authority and also too little individual

initiative. Gradually, new weapons, especially gunpowder, gave

strength to governments and developed the modern State. But

with this came excessive authority. The problem of preserving

liberty in a world of nuclear weapons is a new one and one for
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which men’s minds are not prepared. Unless we can adapt our-

selves to a greater search for liberty than has been necessary

during the last few centuries, we shall sink into private lethargy

and fall a prey to public energy.

It is especially as regards science that difficult problems

arise. The modern civilized State depends upon science in a

multitude of ways. Generally, there is old science, which is ofh-

cial, and new science, which elderly men look upon with horror.

This results in a continual battle between old men, who admire

the science of their fathers, and the young men who realize the

value of their contemporaries’ work. Up to a point this struggle

is useful, but beyond that point it 1s disastrous. In the present

day, the most important example of it is the population explo-

sion, which can only be combatted by methods which to the old

seem impious.

Some ideals are subversive and cannot well be realized except

by war or revolution. The most important of these is at present

economic justice. Political justice had its day in industrialized

parts of the world and is still to be sought in the unindustrial-

ized parts, but economic justice is still a painfully sought goal.

It requires a world-wide economic revolution if it 1s to be

brought about. I do not see how it is to be achieved without

bloodshed or how the world can continue patiently without it. It

is true that steps are being taken in some countries, particularly

by limiting the power of inheritance, but these are as yet very

partial and very limited. Consider the vast areas of the world

where the young have little or no education and where adults

have not the capacity to realize elementary conditions of com-

fort. These inequalities rouse envy and are potential causes of

great disorder. Whether the world will be able by peaceful

means to raise the conditions of the poorer nations is, to my

mind, very doubtful, and is likely to prove the most difficult

governmental problem of coming centuries.

Very difficult problems are concerned with the inroads of war
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against liberty. The most obvious of these is conscription. Mili-

tary men, when there is war, argue that it cannot be won unless

all men on our side are compelled to fight. Some men will ob-

ject, perhaps on religious grounds or, possibly, on the ground

that the work they are doing is more useful than fighting. On

such a matter there is liable to be, or at any rate there ought to

be, a division between the old and the young. The old will say

they are too aged to fight, and many of the young ought to say

that their work is more useful towards victory than fighting.

The religious objection to taking part in warfare is more

widespread. Civilized people are brought up to think it is

wicked to kill other people, and some do not admit that a state

of war puts an end to this ethical command. The number who

hold this view is not very large, and I doubt whether any war

has ever been determined by their action. It is good for a com-

munity to contain some people who feel the dictates of humanity

so strongly that even in wartime they still obey them. And,

apart from this argument, it is barbarous to compel a man to do

acts which he considers wicked. We should all admit this if a

law were proposed to punish a man for being a vegetarian, but

when it is a human being whose life is at stake, we begin to

wonder whether he is a friend or an enemy and, if the latter, we

think we are justified in compelling the law to punish him.

In addition to those who consider all war wrong, there are

those who object to the particular war that they are asked to

fight. This happened with many people at the time of the

Korean War and later in regard to the Vietnam War. Such peo-

ple are punished if they refuse to fight. The law not only

punishes those who condemn all war, but also those who cop-

demn any particular war although it must be obvious that in

any war one side, at least, is encouraging evil. Those who take

this position of objecting to a certain war or a certain law or to

certain actions of Governments may be held justified because it

is so doubtful that they are not justified. Such considerations, it
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will be said, since they condemn the punishment of supposed

malefactors, throw doubt upon the whole criminal law. I believe

this is true and I hold that every condemned criminal incurs a

certain measure of doubt, sometimes great and sometimes

small. This is admitted when it is an enemy who is tried, as in

the Nuremberg Trials. It was widely admitted that the Nurem-

berg prisoners would not have been condemned if they had been

tried by Germans. The enemies of the German Government

would have punished with death any soldier among themselves

who had practised the sort of civil disobedience the lack of

which among Germans they pleaded as an excuse for condemn-

ing Germans. They refused to accept the plea made by many of

those whom they condemned that they had committed criminal

acts only under command of those in superior authority. The

judges of Nuremberg believed that the Germans should have

committed civil disobedience in the name of decency and hu-

manity. This is little likely to have been their view if they had

been judging their own countrymen and not their enemies. But

I believe it is true of friend as well as foe. The line between

proper acceptable civil disobedience and inacceptable civil diso-

bedience comes, I believe, with the reason for it being commit-

ted — the seriousness of the object for which it is committed

and the profundity of the belief in its necessity.

Some years before I gave the Reith Lectures, my old profes-

sor and friend and collaborator in Principia Mathematica, A. N.

Whitehead, had been given the O.M. Now, by the early part of

1950, I had become so respectable in the eyes of the Establish-

ment that it was felt that I, too, should be given the O.M. This

made me very happy for, though I daresay it would surprise

many Englishmen and most of the English Establishment to

hear it, I am passionately English, and I treasure an honour

bestowed on me by the Head of my country. I had to go to

Buckingham Palace for the official bestowal of it. The King

was affable, but somewhat embarrassed at having to behave
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graciously to so queer a fellow, a convict to boot. He remarked,

“You have sometimes behaved in a way which would not do if

generally adopted.” I have been glad ever since that I did not

make the reply that sprang to my mind: “Like your brother.”

But he was thinking of things like my having been a conscien-

tious objector, and I did not feel that I could let this remark pass

in silence, so I said: “How a man should behave depends upon

his profession. A postman, for instance, should knock at all the

doors in a street at which he has letters to deliver, but if any-

body else knocked on all the doors, he would be considered a

public nuisance.” The King, to avoid answering, abruptly

changed the subject by asking me whether I knew who was the

only man who had both the K.G. and the O.M. I did not know,

and he graciously informed me that it was Lord Portal. I did

not mention that he was my cousin.

In the February of that year I had been asked to give an ad-

dress which J called “L’Individu et Etat Moderne,” at the Sor-

bonne. In the course of it I spoke warmly and in most laudatory

terms of Jean Nicod, the brilliant and delightful young mathe-

matician who died in 1924,* J was very glad after the lecture

that I had done so, for I learnt that, unknown to me, his widow

had been in the audience.

At the end of June 1950, I went to Australia in response to an

invitation by the Australian Institute of International Affairs to

give lectures at various universities on subjects connected with

the Cold War. I interpreted this subject liberally and my lec-

tures dealt with speculation about the future of industrialism.

There was a Labour Government there and, in spite of the fact

that the hatred and fear of China and, especially, Japan, was

understandably fierce, things seemed better and more hopeful

than they appeared to become in the following sixteen years. I

liked the people and I was greatly impressed by the size of the

country and the fact that ordinary private conversations, gos-

* Cf. Vol. IL.
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sips, were conducted by radio. Because of the size, too, and peo-

ple’s relative isolation, the libraries and bookshops were im-

pressively numerous and good, and people read more than

elsewhere. I was taken to the capitals, and to Alice Springs,

which I wanted to see because it was so isolated. It was a centre

for agriculture and inhabited chiefly by sheepowners. I was

shown a fine gaol where I was assured that the cells were com-

fortable. In reply to my query as to why, I was told: “Oh, be-

cause all the leading citizens at one time or another are in gaol.”

I was told that, expectedly and regularly, whenever possible,

they stole each other’s sheep.

I visited all parts of Australia except Tasmania. The Korean

War was in full swing, and I learnt to my surprise that the

northern parts of Queensland had, when war broke out, been

evacuated, but were again inhabited when I was there.

The Government, I found, treated the Aborigines fairly well,

but the police and the public treated them abominably. I was

taken by a public official whose duty it was to look after Aborig-

ines to see a village in which all the inhabitants were native Aus-

tralians. One complained to us that he had had a bicycle which

had been stolen, and he displayed marked unwillingness to

complain to the police about it. I asked my conductor why, and

he explained that any native who appealed to the police would

be grossly ill-treated by them. I observed, myself, that white

men generally spoke abusively to the Aborigines.

My other contact with the Government concerned irrigation.

There is a chain of hills called “Snowy Mountains” and there

was a Federal scheme to utilize these mountains for purposes of

irrigation. When I was there the scheme was bogged down by

the operation of States which would not benefit by it. A scheme

was being pushed to advocate the proposed irrigation on the

grounds of defence rather than of irrigation, thus avoiding con-

flicts of States which are a standard problem in Australian poli-

tics. I spoke in favour of this scheme.
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I was kept very busy making speeches and being interviewed

by journalists and, at the end of my stay, I was presented with a

beautifully bound book of press cuttings which I cherish,

though I do not like much of what the journalists report me as

saying of myself. I had advocated birth control on some occa-

sion and naturally the Roman Catholics did not approve of me,

and the Archbishop of Melbourne said publicly that I had been

at one time excluded from the United States by the United

States Government. This was not true; and I spoke of suing

him, but a group of journalists questioned him on the point and

he admitted his error publicly, which was a disappointment,

since it meant that I had to relinquish the hope of receiving

damages from an Archbishop.

On my way home to England my plane stopped at Singapore

and Karachi and Bombay and other places. Though I was not

permitted to visit any of these places, beyond their airports, as

the plane did not stop long enough, I was called upon to make

radio speeches. Later, I saw from a cutting from The Sydney

Morning Herald for 26 August, an account of my speech at

Singapore. It reported my saying: “I think that Britain should

withdraw gracefully from Asia, as she did in India, and not wait

to be driven out in the event of a war. . . . In this way good-

will will be won and a neutral Asian bloc could be formed under

the leadership of Pandit Nehru. This is the best thing that can

happen now, and the strongest argument in its favour is that it

would be a strategic move.” This, though unheeded, seems to

me to have been good advice.

Soon after my return from Australia, I went again to the

United States. I had been asked to “give a short course” in phi-

losophy for a month at Mount Holyoke College, a well-known

college for women in New England. From there I went to

Princeton where I, as usual, delivered a lecture and again met

various old friends, among them Einstein. There I received the

news that I was to be given a Nobel Prize. But the chief
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memory of this visit to America is of the series of three lectures

that I gave on the Matchette Foundation at Columbia Univer-

sity. I was put up in luxury at the Plaza Hotel and shepherded

about by Miss Julie Medlock, who had been appointed by Co-

lumbia to bear-lead me. Her views on international affairs were

liberal and sympathetic and we have continued to discuss them,

both by letter and when she visits us as she sometimes does.

My lectures, a few months later, appeared with other lectures

that I had given originally at Ruskin College, Oxford, and the

Lloyd Roberts Lecture that I had given in 1949 at the Royal

Society of Medicine, London, as the basis of my book called

The Impact of Science on Society. The title is the same as that

of the three lectures that Columbia University published sepa-

rately, which is unfortunate as it causes bewilderment for bibli-

ographers and is sometimes a disappointment to those who

come upon only the Columbia publication.

I was astonished that, in New York, where I had been, so

short a time before, spoken of with vicious obloquy, my lectures

seemed to be popular and to draw crowds. This was not surpris-

ing, perhaps, at the first lecture, where the audience might have

gathered to have a glimpse of so horrid a character, hoping for

shocks and scandal and general rebelliousness. But what

amazed me was that the hall should have been packed with en-

thusiastic students in increasing numbers as the lectures pro-

ceeded. There were so many that crowds of those who came had

to be turned away for lack of even standing room. I think it also

surprised my hosts.

The chief matter with which I was concerned was the in-

crease of human power owing to scientific knowledge. The gist

of my first lecture was contained in the following sentence: “It

is not by prayer and humility that you cause things to go as you

wish, but by acquiring a knowledge of natural laws.” I pointed

out that the power to be acquired in this way is very much

greater than the power that men formerly sought to achieve by
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theological means. The second lecture was concerned with the

increase of power men achieve by the application of scientific

technique. It begins with gunpowder and the mariner’s com-

pass. Gunpowder destroyed the power of castles and the mari-

ner’s compass created the power of Europe over other parts of

the world. These increases of governmental power were impor-

tant, but the new power brought by the Industrial Revolution

was more so. I was largely concerned in this lecture with the bad

effects of early industrial power and with the dangers that will

result if any powerful State adopts scientific breeding. From

this I went on to the increase of the harmfulness of war when

scientific methods are employed. This is, at present, the most

important form of the application of science in our day. It

threatens the destruction of the human race and, indeed, of all

living beings of larger than microscopic size. If mankind is to

survive, the power of making scientific war will have to be con-

centrated in a supreme State. But this is so contrary to men’s

mental habits that, as yet, the great majority would prefer to

run the risk of extermination. This is the supreme danger of our

age. Whether a World Government will be established in time

or not is the supreme question. In my third lecture I am con-

cerned chiefly with certain views as to good and evil from which

I dissent although many men consider that they alone are scien-

tific. The views in question are that the good is identical with

the useful. I ended these lectures with an investigation of the

kind of temperament which must be dominant if a happy world

is to be possible. The first requisite, I should say, is absence of

dogmatism, since dogmatism almost inevitably leads to war. I

will quote the paragraph summing up what I thought necessary

if the world is to be saved: “There are certain things that our

age needs, and certain things that it should avoid. It needs com-

passion and a wish that mankind should be happy; it needs the

desire for knowledge and the determination to eschew pleasant

myths; it needs, above all, courageous hope and the impulse to
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creativeness. The things that it must avoid and that have

brought it to the brink of catastrophe are cruelty, envy, greed,

competitiveness, search for irrational subjective certainty, and

what Freudians cal] the death wish.”

I think I was mistaken in being surprised that my lectures

were liked by the audience. Almost any young academic audi-

ence is liberal and likes to hear liberal and even quasi-revolution-

ary opinions expressed by someone in authority. They like, also,

any gibe at any received opinion, whether orthodox or not: for

instance, I spent some time making fun of Aristotle for saying

that the bite of the shrew-mouse is dangerous to a horse, espe-

cially if the shrew-mouse is pregnant. My audience was irrever-

ent and so was I. J think this was the main basis of their liking

of my lectures. My inorthodoxy was not confined to politics. My

trouble in New York in 1940 on sexual morals had blown over

but had left in any audience of mine an expectation that they

would hear something that the old and orthodox would consider

shocking. There were plenty of such items in my discussion of

scientific breeding. Generally, I had the pleasant experience of

being applauded on the very same remarks which had caused

me to be ostracized on the earlier occasion.

I got into trouble with a passage at the tail end of my last

Columbia lecture. In this passage, I said that what the world

needs is “love, Christian love, or compassion.” The result of my

use of the word “Christian” was a deluge of letters from free-

thinkers deploring my adoption of orthodoxy, and from Chris-

tians welcoming me to the fold. When, ten years later, I was

welcomed by the Chaplain to Brixton Prison with the words, “I

am glad that you have seen the light,” I had to explain to him

that this was an entire misconception, that my views were com-

pletely unchanged and that what he called seeing the light I

should call groping in darkness. I had thought it obvious that,

when I spoke of Christian love, I put in the adjective “Chris-

tian” to distinguish it from sexual love, and I should certainly
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have supposed that the context made this completely clear. I go

on to say that, “If you feel this you have a motive for existence,

a guide in action, a reason for courage, and an imperative neces-

sity for intellectual honesty. If you feel this, you have all that

anybody should need in the way of religion.” It seems to me

totally inexplicable that anybody should think the above words

a description of Christianity, especially in view, as some Chris-

tians will remember, of how very rarely Christians have shown

Christian love. I have done my best to console those who are not

Christians for the pain that I unwittingly caused them by a lax

use of the suspect adjective. My essays and lectures on the sub-

ject have been edited and published in 1957 by Professor Paul

Edwards along with an essay by him on my New York difficul-

ties of 1940, under the title Why I Am Not a Christian.

When I was called to Stockholm, at the end of 1950, to re-

ceive the Nobel Prize—somewhat to my surprise, for literature,

for my book Marriage and Morals—I was apprehensive, since I

remembered that, exactly three hundred years earlier, Descartes

had been called to Scandinavia by Queen Christina in the win-

tertime and had died of the cold. However, we were kept warm

and comfortable and, instead of snow, we had rain, which was

a slight disappointment. The occasion, though very grand, was

pleasant and I enjoyed it. I was sorry for another prize winner

who looked utterly miserable and was so shy that he refused to

speak to anyone and could not make himself heard when he had

to make his formal speech as we all had to do. My dinner com-

panion was Madame Joliot-Curie and I found her talk interest-

ing. At the evening party given by the King, an Aide-de-Camp

came to say that the King wished to talk with me. He wanted

Sweden to join with Norway and Denmark against the Rus-

sians. I said that it was obvious, if there were a war between the

West and the Russians, the Russians could only get to Norwe-

gian ports through and over Swedish territory. The King ap-

proved of this observation. I was rather pleased, too, by my
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speech, especially by the mechanical sharks, concerning whom

I said: “I think every big town should contain artificial water-

falls that people could descend in very fragile canoes, and they

should contain bathing pools full of mechanical sharks. Any

person found advocating a preventive war should be condemned

to two hours a day with these ingenious monsters.” I found that

two or three fellow Nobel prizewinners listened to what I had to

say and considered it not without importance. Since then I have

published it in Part II of my book Human Society in Ethics and

Politics and a gramophone record has been made of it in Amer-

ica. I have heard that it has affected many people more than I

had thought, which is gratifying.

1950, beginning with the O.M. and ending with the Nobel

Prize, seems to have marked the apogee of my respectability. It

is true that I began to feel slightly uneasy, fearing that this

might mean the onset of blind orthodoxy. I have always held

that no one can be respectable without being wicked, but so

blunted was my moral sense that I could not see in what way I

had sinned. Honours and increased income which began with

the sales of my History of Western Philosophy gave me a feel-

ing of freedom and assurance that let me expend all my energies

upon what I wanted to do, I got through an immense amount of

work and felt, in consequence, optimistic and full of zest. I

suspected that I had too much emphasized, hitherto, the darker

possibilities threatening mankind and that it was time to write a

book in which the happier issues of current disputes were

brought into relief. I called this book New Hopes for a Chang-

ing World and deliberately, wherever there were two possibili-

ties, I emphasized that it might be the happier one which would

be realized. I did not suggest that either the cheerful or the

painful alternative was the more probable, but merely that it is

impossible to know which would be victorious. The book ends

with a picture of what the world may become if we so choose. I

say: “Man, in the long ages since he descended from the trees,
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has passed arduously and perilously through a vast dusty

desert, surrounded by the whitening bones of those who have

perished by the way, maddened by hunger and thirst, by fear of

wild beasts, by dread of enemies, not only living enemies, but

spectres of dead rivals projected on to the dangerous world by

the intensity of his own fears. At last he has emerged from the

desert into a smiling land, but in the long night he has forgotten

how to smile. We cannot believe in the brightness of the morn-

ing. We think it trivial and deceptive; we cling to old myths that

allow us to go on living with fear and hate — above all, hate

of ourselves, miserable sinners. This is folly. Man now needs

for his salvation only one thing: to open his heart to joy, and

leave fear to gibber through the glimmering darkness of a for-

gotten past. He must lift up his eyes and say: ‘No, I am not a

miserable sinner; I am a being who, by a long and arduous

road, have discovered how to make intelligence master natural

obstacles, how to live in freedom and joy, at peace with myself

and therefore with all mankind.’ This will happen if men choose

Joy rather than sorrow. If not, eternal death will bury man in

deserved oblivion.”

But my disquietude grew. My inability to make my fellow-

men see the dangers ahead for them and all mankind weighed

upon me. Perhaps it heightened my pleasures as pain some-

times does, but pain was there and increased with my increas-

ing awareness of failure to make others share a recognition of

its cause. I began to feel that New Hopes for a Changing World

needed fresh and deeper examination and I attempted to make

this in my book Human Society in Ethics and Politics, the end

of which, for a time, satisfied my craving to express my fears

in an effective form.

What led me to write about ethics was the accusation fre-

quently brought against me that, while I had made a more or

less sceptical inquiry into other branches of knowledge, I had

avoided the subject of ethics except in an early essay expound-
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ing Moore’s Principia Ethica. My reply is that ethics is not a

branch of knowledge. I now, therefore, set about the task in a

different way. In the first half of the book, I dealt with the fun-

damental concepts of ethics; in the second part, I dealt with the

application of these concepts in practical politics. The first part

analyses such concepts as moral codes: good and bad, sin, su-

perstitious ethics, and ethical sanctions. In all these I seek for

an ethical element in subjects which are traditionally labelled

ethical. The conclusion that I reach is that ethics is never an

independent constituent, but is reducible to politics in the last

analysis. What are we to say, for example, about a war in which

the parties are evenly matched? In such a context each side may

claim that it is obviously in the right and that its defeat would

be a disaster to mankind. There would be no way of proving

this assertion except by appealing to other ethical concepts such

as hatred of cruelty or love of knowledge or art. You may ad-

mire the Renaissance because they built St. Peter’s, but some-

body may perplex you by saying that he prefers St. Paul’s. Or,

again, the war may have sprung from lies told by one party

which may seem an admirable foundation to the contest until it

appears that there was equal mendacity on the other side. To ar-

guments of this sort there is no purely rational conclusion. If

one man believes that the earth is round and another believes

that it is flat, they can set off a joint voyage and decide the mat-

ter reasonably. But if one believes in Protestantism and the

other in Catholicism, there is no known method of reaching a

rational conclusion. For such reasons I had come to agree with

Santayana that there is no such thing as ethical knowledge.

Nevertheless, ethical concepts have been of enormous impor-

tance in history, and I could not but feel that a survey of human

affairs which omits ethics is inadequate and partial.

I adopted as my guiding thought the principle that ethics is

derived from passions and that there is no valid method of trav-

elling from passion to what ought to be done. I adopted David
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Hume’s maxim that “Reason is, and ought only to be, the slave
of the passions.” I am not satisfied with this, but it is the best

that I can do. Critics are fond of charging me with being wholly

rational and this, at least, proves that I am not entirely so. The

practical distinction among passions comes as regards their

success: some passions lead to success in what is desired;

others, to failure. If you pursue the former, you will be happy; if

the latter, unhappy. Such, at least, will be the broad general

rule. This may seem a poor and tawdry result of researches into

such sublime concepts as “duty,” “self-denial,” “ought,” and so

forth, but I am persuaded that it is the total of the valid out-

come, except in one particular: we feel that the man who brings

widespread happiness at the expense of misery to himself is a

better man than the man who brings unhappiness to others and

happiness to himself. I do not know any rational ground for this

view or, perhaps, for the somewhat more rational view that

whatever the majority desires is preferable to what the minority

desires. These are truly ethical problems, but I do not know of

any way in which they can be solved except by politics or war.

All that I can find to say on this subject is that an ethical opin-

ion can only be defended by an ethical axiom, but, if the axiom

is not accepted, there is no way of reaching a rational conclu-

sion.

There is one approximately rational approach to ethical con-

clusions which has a certain validity. It may be called the doc-

trine of compossibility. This doctrine is as follows: among the

desires that a man finds himself to possess, there are various

groups, each consisting of desires which may be gratified to-

gether and others which conflict. You may, for example, be a

passionate adherent of the Democratic Party, but it may happen

that you hate the presidential candidate. In that case, your love

of the Party and your dislike of the individual are not compos-

sible. Or you may hate a man and love his son. In that case, if

they always travel about together, you will find them, as a pair,
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not compossible. The art of politics consists very largely in find-

ing as numerous a group of compossible people as you can. The

man who wishes to be happy will endeavour to make as large

groups as he can of compossible desires the rulers of his life.

Viewed theoretically, such a doctrine affords no ultimate solu-

tion. It assumes that happiness is better than unhappiness. This

is an ethical principle incapable of proof. For that reason, I did

not consider compossibility a basis for ethics.

I do not wish to be thought coldly indifferent to ethical con-

siderations. Man, like the lower animals, is supplied by nature

with passions and has a difficulty in fitting these passions to-

gether, especially if he lives in a close-knit community. The art

required for this is the art of politics. A man totally destitute of

this art would be a savage and incapable of living in civilized

society. That is why I] have called my book Human Society in

Ethics and Politics.

Though the reviews of the book were all that could be hoped,

nobody paid much attention to what I considered most im-

portant about it, the impossibility of reconciling ethical feelings

with ethical doctrines. In the depths of my mind this dark frus-

tration brooded constantly. I tried to intersperse lighter matters

into my thoughts, especially by writing stories which contained

an element of fantasy. Many people found these stories amus-

ing, though some found them too stylized for their taste. Hardly

anyone seems to have found them prophetic.

Long before this, in the beginning of the century, I had com-

posed various stories and, later, I made up stories for my chil-

dren to while away the tedious climb from the beach to our

house in Cornwall. Some of the latter have since been written

down, though never published. In about 1902 I had written a

novel, in the manner of Mallock’s New Republic, called The

Perplexities of John Forstice. Though the first half of it I still

think is not bad, the latter half seems very dull to me, and I have
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never made any attempt to publish it. Moreover, I hope that no

one will publish it after I am dead. I also invented a story

that I never published:

From the time when Rutherford first discovered the structure

of the atom, it had been obvious that sooner or later atomic

force would become available in war. This had caused me to

foresee the possibility of the complete destruction of man

through his own folly. In my story a pure scientist makes up a

little machine which can destroy matter throughout the uni-

verse. He has known hitherto only his own laboratory arz< so he

decides that, before using his machine, he mast find out

whether the world deserves to be destroyed. He keeps his little

machine in his waistcoat pocket and if he presses the knob the

world will cease to exist. He goes round the world examining

whatever seems t him evil, but everything leaves him in doubt

until he finds himself at a Lord Mayor’s banquet and finds the

nonsense talked by politicians unbearable. He leaps up and an-

nounces that he is about to destroy the world. The other diners

rush at him to stop him. He puts his thumb in his waistcoat

pocket — and finds that in changing for dinner he forgot to

move the little machine.

I did not publish this story at the time as it seemed too remote

from reality. But with the coming of the atom bomb its remote-

ness from reality vanished, so I wrote other stories with a simi-

lar moral, some of which ended in atomic destruction, while

others, which I called “Nightmares,” exemplified the hidden

fears of eminent men.

The writing of these stories was a great release of my

hitherto unexpressed feelings and of thoughts which could not

be stated without mention of fears that had no rational basis.

Gradually their scope widened. I found it possible to express in

this fictional form dangers that would have been deemed silly

while only a few men recognized them. I could state in fiction
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ideas which I half believed in but had no good solid grounds for

believing. In this way it was possible to warn of dangers which

might or might not occur in the near future.

My first book of stories was Satan in the Suburbs. The title

story was in part suggested to me by a stranger whom I met in

Mortlake and who, when he saw me, crossed the road and made

the sign of the Cross as he went. It was partly, also, suggested

by a poor mad lady whom I used to meet on my walks. In this

story there was a wicked scientist who by subtle means caused

people, after one lapse from virtue, to plunge into irretrievable

ruin. One of these people was a photographer who made pho-

tography an opportunity for blackmail. I modelled him upon a

fashionable photographer who had come to make a picture of

me. He died shortly afterwards, and I then learnt that he prac-

tised all the sins of which I had accused him in the story. In one

of the other stories, the hero proclaims a curse in which he men-

tions Zoroaster and the Beard of the Prophet. I got an indignant

letter from a Zoroastrian saying how dare I make fun of

Zoroaster. This story I had written, as a warning of what might

befall her, for my secretary (a completely innocent young

woman) who was about to go to Corsica on a holiday. It was

published anonymously in a magazine with a prize offered for

guessing the authorship. Nobody guessed right. One of the

characters in the story is General Prz to whose name there is a

footnote saying, “pronounced Pish,” and the prize was given

to a man who wrote to the magazine: “This is trz (pronounced

tosh).” Another story portrayed a fight to the death between

human beings and Martians. In this there is an eloquent appeal

in the style of Churchill, calling upon all human beings to for-

get their differences and rise in defence of MAN. I had great fun

proclaiming this speech, as nearly as possible in Churchill’s

manner, for a gramophone record.

A year later, I wrote another series of stories which I called

Nightmares of Eminent Persons. These were intended to illus-
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trate the secret fears that beset the Great while they sleep. A

long short story that I published with Nightmares is called

“Zahatopolk” and concerns the hardening of what begins as a

career of freedom of thought into a hard persecuting orthodoxy.

This has hitherto been the fate of all the great religions; and

how it is to be avoided in the future I do not know. When my

secretary was typing the story she reached the point where the

semi-divine king makes a sacrificial breakfast off a lovely lady. I

went in to see how she was getting on and found her gibbering

in terror. Various people have dramatized this story both for

film and theatre production, as they have others that occur in

my writings, but, when it has come to the point, no one has been

willing to produce them or I have been unwilling to have them

produced because of the particular dramatization, sometimes

offensively frivolous. I regret this and regret especially that

none of the Nightmares have been made into ballets. Various of

the stories pose, and occasionally answer, various questions that

I should like to call to people’s attention.

I had an amusing experience with one of the Nightmares

while I was composing it. The hero was a Frenchman who

lamented his sad fate in French verse. One evening at dinner in

the Ecu de France J started to declaim his last words in what I

hoped was the best French classical style. The restaurant, being

French, had a clientele mainly composed of Frenchmen. Most of

them turned round and gazed at me in astonishment, then whis-

pered together, wondering whether I was an unknown French

poet whom they had hit upon by accident. I do not know how

long they went on wondering.

Another Nightmare was inspired by a psycho-analytic doctor

in America who was somewhat dissatisfied by the use com-

monly made of psycho-analysis. He felt that everyone might be

brought to humdrum normality, so I tried portraying Shake-

speare’s more interesting heroes after they had undergone a

course of psycho-analysis. In the dream, a head of Shakespeare
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speaks, ending with the words, “Lord, what fools these mortals

be.” I had an approving letter from the American doctor.

I found a reluctance on the part of both editors and readers to

accept me in the r6le of a writer of fiction. They seemed, just on

the face of it, to resent the fact that I was trying my hand at

something they had not grown used to my doing. Everybody

wanted me to continue as a writer of doom, prophesying dread-

ful things. I was reminded of what the learned men of China

said when I asked what I should lecture on and they replied:

“Oh, just what you say in your last book.” Authors are not al-

lowed by their public to change their style or to part widely

from their previous subjects.

My defence for writing stories, if defence were needed, 1s that

T have often found fables the best way of making a point. When

I returned from America in 1944, I found British philosophy in

a very odd state, and, it seemed to me, occupied solely with

trivialities. Everybody in the philosophical world was babbling

about “common usage.” I did not like this philosophy. Every

section of learning has its own vocabulary and I did not see

why philosophy should be deprived of this pleasure. I therefore

wrote a short piece containing various fables making fun of this

cult of “common usage,” remarking that what the philosophers

really meant by the term was “common-room usage.” I received

a letter when this was published from the arch offender saying

that he approved, but that he could not think against whom it

was directed as he knew of no such cult. However, I noticed

that from that time on very little was said about “common

usage.”

Most of my books, I find on looking back over them, have

myths to enforce the points. For instance, I turned up the fol-

lowing paragraph recently in The Impact of Science on Soci-

ety: “What I do want to stress is that the kind of lethargic

despair which is now not uncommon is irrational. Mankind is in

the position of a man climbing a difficult and dangerous preci-
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pice, at the summit of which there is a plateau of delicious

mountain meadows. With every step that he climbs, his fall, if

he does fall, becomes more terrible; with every step his weari-

ness increases and the ascent grows more difficult. At last, there

is only one more step to be taken, but the climber does not know

this, because he cannot see beyond the jutting rocks at his head.

His exhaustion is so complete that he wants nothing but rest. If

he lets go, he will find rest in death. Hope calls: ‘One more effort

— perhaps it will be the last effort needed.’ Irony retorts: ‘Silly

fellow! Haven’t you been listening to hope all this time, and see

where it has landed you.’ Optinrism says: ‘While there is life,

there is hope.’ Pessimism growls: ‘While there is life, there is

pain.’ Does the exhausted climber make one more effort, or does

he let himself sink into the abyss? In a few years, those of us

who are still alive will know the answer.”

Others of my stories, nightmares and dreams and so forth,

later formed the fiction part of my book Fact and Fiction. I had

expected reviewers to make witticisms at my expense in regard

to the title and contents of this book, but this did not occur. My

“Maxims of La Rochefoucauld” contained in it afforded me

considerable amusement and I have added to them periodically.

The making of my Good Citizen’s Alphabet entertained me

greatly. It was published at their Gabberbochus (which, I am

told, is Polish for Jabberwocky) Press by my friends the

Themersons with exceedingly clever and beautifully executed

illustrations by Franciszka Themerson which heighten all the

points that I most wanted made. They also published my jez

@’ esprit on the end of the world, a short History of the World,

for my ninetieth birthday in a little gold volume. My only ven-

ture into verse was published by the Humanists of America and

is called — with apologies to Lewis Carroll — “Th

and The Commissar.”
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LETTERS

To and from Lucy Donnelly 212 Loring Avenue

Los Angeles, Cal.

Dec. 22, 1939

My dear Lucy

Ever since I got your nice letter I have been meaning to write

to you, but have been terribly busy. It is the custom of this

country to keep all intelligent people so harassed and hustled

that they cease to be intelligent, and I have been suffering from

this custom. The summer at Santa Barbara, it is true, was

peaceful, but unluckily I injured my back and was laid up for a

long time, which caused me to get behindhand with my lec-

tures. — John and Kate, who came for the summer holidays,

stayed when war broke out; it is a comfort to have them here,

but John does not find the University of California a satisfac-

tory substitute for Cambridge. I think of sending them both

East to some less recent university, but last September there

was no time for that. Apart from homesickness and war misery,

we all flourish.

I am, when I can find time, writing a book on “Words and

Facts,” or “semantics” as it is vulgarly called. The only thing to

be done in these times, it seems to me, is to salvage what one

can of civilization, personally as well as politically. But I feel

rather like a strayed ghost from a dead world.

The visit to you was delightful. As time goes on, one values

old friends more and more.

Remember me to Miss Finch. With love to yourself,

Yours aff

BERTRAND RUSSELL
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New Place

Bryn Mawr

Pennsylvania

29 April, 1940

My dear Bertie

Week by week I have sympathized with you and regretted

bitterly that you have not been allowed to live and work in peace

in America. Then, after all the muddlement and disgusting

publicity, came your admirable letter in The New York Times

— so wise, so right in feeling and so to the point at the close.

Something was needed from you personally in repiy to the Edi-

torial distributing blame judiciously afl round and very suspi-

ciously avoiding the issue. Too bad of the Times: Your article

in the American Mercury I also rejoiced in as just right and

very useful. But this cause célébre which scores for academic

freedom for our country, I fear will have cost you yourself dear

in many ways and have seriously upset your plans for the next

year. I am very sorry.

I think of you always and hope to see you when you come to

the East again — and perhaps your family with you. They look

one and all of them delightful in their pictures. In these bad

times your children must be a joy and hope. Your letter at

Christmas was a happiness to me, when I remember all the peo-

ple in the world to whom you have given happiness and enlight-

enment I marvel the more over this last confusion.

Ever yours with love

Lucy DONNELLY

P.S. The cutting I enclose from the College News, our student

paper, is Bryn Mawr’s modest testimony to the cause in your

name,
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Fallen Leaf Lodge

Lake Tahoe, Cal.

August 25, 1940

My dear Lucy

Peter is terribly busy, and I have finished my book, so I am

answering your very nice letter to her.

We are leaving here in about a fortnight, and expect to get to

Philadelphia about the 12th of September, except John and

Kate, who go back to Los Angeles. I expect to be in Philadel-

phia only a few days, and then to go to Harvard, but Peter, with

Conrad and the governess (Miss Campbell), means to stay

somewhere near Philadelphia and hunt for a house. I have ac-

cepted the Barnes Institute; there was no other prospect of any

post, however humble. No university dare contemplate employ-

ing me.

You once offered to put us up if we were in Philadelphia, and

it would be very pleasant for us if you could have us for a few

days from about the 12th, but I don’t know if you have two

spare rooms, one for Peter and me and one for Conrad and Miss

Campbell. Still less do I know whether you would want a boy of

three, whose behaviour might not always be impeccable. Please

be quite frank about this.

Yes, I know Newman of John’s. I have found him, on occa-

sion, a very valuable critic.

Iam sorry you will have to put up with us as a feeble substi-

tute for the Renoirs. Perhaps in time I shall be able to soften

Barnes’s heart.

With Peter’s thanks and my love,

Yours affectionately

BERTRAND RUSSELL
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April 15, 1941

My dear Lucy

I blush with shame in the middle of the night every time I

think of my outrageous behavior at your dinner, when I deaf-

ened you by shouting at your ear. Please forgive me. Since the

New York row I have been prickly, especially when I encounter

the facile optimism which won’t realize that, but for Barnes, it

would have meant literal starvation for us all — But that is no

excuse for abominable behaviour. I used, when excited, to calm

myself by reciting the three factors of a® + b* + c® — Jabe; I

must revert to this practice. J find it more effective than

thoughts of the Ice Age or the goodness of God.
Your affectionately

BERTRAND RUSSELL

Peacock Inn

Twenty Bayard Lane

Princeton, N.J.

May 14, 1944

My dear Lucy

This is a good-bye letter, with great regret that I can’t bid

you good-bye in person. After months of waiting, we are being

suddenly shipped off at a moment’s notice—Peter and Conrad

are already gone and I go in 2 or 3 days. It was nice being your

neighbours, and your house seemed almost a bit of England.

Please tell Helen* I am very sorry not to write to her too —

and give my love (or whatever she would like better) to Edith.

Ever yours aff

B.R.

* Helen Thomas Flexner.
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Trinity College

Cambridge

Oct. 7, 1944

My dear Lucy

It was nice to get your letter written in August. Coming to

your house always seemed almost like coming home; it and its

contents, animate and inanimate, were so much more English

than one could find elsewhere in U.S.A.

D. S. Robertson is a man I know only slightly, but he has a

considerable reputation. How Keynes has expanded since he

used to come and stay at Tilford! Last time I saw him he had an

enormous paunch — but this was not the sort of expansion |

had in mind!

John is still in London, learning Japanese forms of polite-

ness. One would have thought forms of rudeness more useful.

He will go to the East before the end of this year, and probably

be there a long time. Kate has been home about a month. She

ended in a blaze of glory, with a $250 prize, an offer from Rad-

cliffe to go on their staff, and from a Southern university to be-

come a Professor, though not yet of age. Now the British Gov-

ernment pays her to read Goebbels.

The Robot bombs have been trying, and have not quite

ceased, but they are no longer very serious. We all flourish.

Love to Edith. Much love and friendship to yourself.

Ever yours

BERTRAND RUSSELL

New Place

Bryn Mawr, Penna.

February 20th, °45

My dear Bertie

Edith’s great pleasure in your two letters I have shared. I am

especially glad that you thought well of her book — whatever of

M.C.T. [M. Carey Thomas] herself. After living under the two
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presidents who have succeeded at the College, I confess that my

opinion of her has risen a good deal. The new ways on the Cam-

pus make it strange and unheimlich to me. O, for “the Culture”

of the 90’s! . . .

The world all round now is a very grim one, as you say, and

bitter to those of us who once lived in a happier time. Here in

America of course we are among the fortunate ones, well fed,

well housed and all the rest, but we do not grow wiser, more

gruesome minded I fear. Everywhere it seems we can depend

only on old affections and tried loyalties.

I turn to you, who have for so lng added to my life so much

interest and pleasure, and to my happiness in hearing that you

are planning to write your autobiography. You will make a

great and important book. I hope from my very heart that I may

live to read it. Your letters of course I will look up and send

along for any help they can give you. Notes and reminders are

useful. . . .

I have long wanted to write and to hear from you again but

seem away here to have nothing worth saying. Edith and I and

other friends of course often talk of you and wish you back. Our

neighborhood fell into dulness when you left. We drove out,

Edith and I, one day in the autumn in a pietas to Little Datch-

ett, now alas painted up in all colors and newly named “Stone

Walls” on a sign at the gate. But the wide Jeffersonian view

was the same and very delightful. Are either of your elder chil-

dren still in America? Conrad of course will have grown beyond

my recognition. Will you not send me some word of them and

of Peter. I hope that she is better in health and able to get

proper food.

Even the London where you are living is almost unknown to

me, though I remember once walking up and down Gloucester

Place, looking out the house where Lady Louisa Stuart lived in

old age: and you must be near Portman Square and Mrs. Mon-

tagu’s grand mansion there. The late eighteenth century in
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England is a safe retreat in these days for one lost in the

America of Bob Taft and Henry Wallace and the rest of all you

know from the papers.

Alas, that Edith and I are too poor to go to England this

summer to breathe its air again and to see our friends. How I

wish it were not so.

Affectionately yours

Lucy DONNELLY

P.S. Barnes has been as quiet as a mouse these last years.

Hotel Bellerive au Lac

Zurich

June 23, 1946

My dear Lucy

Thank you for your letter. I had not heard of Simon Flexner’s

death, which is sad. I don’t know Helen’s address; if I did, I

would write to her. Will you please give her my very sincere

sympathy, and tell her how greatly I admired and respected

Simon.

What you say about my History of Philosophy is very pleas-

ant reading. ] am glad you like my Chap. on Plotinus, as I

rather fancied it myself!

I am at the moment doing a short lecture tour in Switzerland;

T return to Peter and Conrad in N. Wales in a week for the long

vacation, after which I shall be back in Trinity, where I have

been inhabiting Newton’s rooms. I go about with the feeling

that within twenty years England will have ceased to exist. It

makes everything hectic, like the approach of closing time at a

party in a hotel — “We are for the night.” A few bombs will

destroy all our cities, and the rest will slowly die of hunger.

In America, large sections of the rural Middle West and the

desert South-west will probably survive. But not much of your
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America. Three cheers for Patagonia, the future centre of world

culture.

Meanwhile Rabbis and Moftis, Jinnah and Nehru, Tito and

the Italians, etc., play their silly games. I am ashamed of be-

longing to the species Homo Sapiens.

The Swiss are passionately Anglophile, and very glad to be

liberated from Nazi encirclement. I try not to depress them.

You and I may be thankful to have lived in happier times—

you more than I, because you have no children.

Ever yours affectionately

BERTRAND RUSSELL

Penralltgoch

Llan Ffestiniog

Merioneth

March 17, 1948

My dear Lucy

Thank you for your good letter. It was a great pleasure to get

It.

I enclose a letter to Helen, as I am not sure whether I have

deciphered correctly the address you gave me. If not, will you

please alter it as may be necessary. I have started on my autobi-

ography, and find it an immense task. J shall be infinitely grate-

ful for your batch of letters. It doesn’t matter whether you send

them to above address or to London.

My daughter Kate has just married an American named

Charles Tait. She still lives in Cambridge, Mass. I don’t know

him, but all I hear of him sounds nice.

I am terribly busy with international affairs, and have not

time to write proper letters. Give nice messages to Edith. With

love,

Yours aff

B.R.
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New Place

Bryn Mawr College

Bryn Mawr

Pennsylvania

May 8, 1948

My dear Bertie

I am sorry to have been so long in complying with any re-

quest of yours. This has been a bad and busy year here in Bryn

Mawr and though I keep very well for my age, I am so easily

tired and do every thing so slowly, I accomplish little in a day.

In a word, I have only been able in the last fortnight to go

through the papers and letters stored in the attic. The task was

formidable and painful as well as happy. Many letters from

you I found, dating from 1902 on, and have put aside to send

you if you still want them. From your letter some time ago, I

was uncertain whether you ask for all letters, or particularly for

the one written to Helen on the last day of the nineteenth cen-

tury.

All that you wrote to me I seem to have treasured down to the

merest notes. They are wonderfully friendly, wise, kind letters,

sympathetic almost beyond belief with my personal concerns

and smal] Bryn Mawr affairs, while bringing in an invigorating

breath from a larger freer world. I well remember the vivid

pleasure of their coming, one after another, and the strength

and interest they were to me. — A lifetime of gratitude I send

back to you for them. — Whether they would be useful to you I

cannot tell, possibly for dates, plans, places and whatnot, and as

a record of your own friendliness. Your memory is extraordinar-

ily good and you have written so much that is wise and witty

and important. Will you say whether you want the packet, and

they really shall go off to you at once. In that case I should like

to have them back when you are done with the letters. They are

a precious record of a long friendship to me, though as I under-

stand, your property. .. .
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All is well I hope with you, as well as may be with the world

in desperate confusion. Here we are in the midst of strikes,

Presidential primaries, indecisions about Palestine, [indeci-

pherable] bills and all that you can guess.

Edith asks me to give you her love with mine. And all good

wishes for the summer. We plan to go to Canada.* The nearest

we are able to get to the British flag.

Affectionately yours

Lucy

From the 12th Duke of Bedford Froxfield House

Woburn

Bletchely

April 16th, 1945

Dear Lord Russell

Many thanks for your kind letter. I should have been very

pleased for you to see Woburn but unluckily the abbey is in-

fested by a government War Department of a very “hush-hush”

description and I am not allowed to enter the sacred precincts

myself without a permit and suitable escort! Most of the pic-

tures, etc., are stored away, so I am afraid you will have to post-

pone your visit until the brief interlude between this war and

world-war no 3. — if there is an interlude!! I am so sorry.

Yours sincerely

BEDFORD

From H. G. Wells 13, Hanover Terrace

Regent’s Park, N.W.1

May 20th, 45

My dear Russell

I was delighted to get your friendly letter. In these days of

revolutionary crisis it is incumbent upon all of us who are in

any measure influential in left thought to dispel the tendency to

* Where she died in the summer of 1948.
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waste energy in minor dissentions and particularly to counter

the systematic and ingenious work that is being done to sabo-

tage left thought under the cloak of critical reasonableness. I get

a vast amount of that sort of propaganda in my letter-box. I

get more and more anarchistic and ultra left as I grow older. I

enclose a little article “Orders is Orders” that the New Leader

has had the guts, rather squeamish guts, to print at last. What

do you think of it?

We must certainly get together to talk (and perhaps con-

spire) and that soon. What are your times and seasons? My

daughter-in-law Marjorie fixes most of my engagements and

you and Madame must come to tea one day and see what we can

do.

I have been ill and I keep ill. I am President of the Diabetic

Soc’y and diabetes keeps one in and out, in and out of bed every

two hours or so. This exhausts, and this vast return to chaos

which is called the peace, the infinite meanness of great masses

of my fellow creatures, the wickedness of organized religion

give me a longing for a sleep that will have no awakening.

There is a long history of heart failure on my paternal side but

modern palliatives are very effective holding back that moment

of release. Sodium bicarbonate keeps me in a grunting state of

protesting endurance. But while I live I have to live and I owe a

lot to a decaying civilization which has anyhow kept alive

enough of the spirit of scientific devotion to stimulate my curi-

osity [and] make me its debtor.

Forgive this desolation. I hope to see you both before very

long and am yours most gratefully.

H. G. WELLS
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From Clement Attlee

10 Downing Street

Whitehall

11 October, 1945

My dear Russell

Many thanks for your letter of October 9 and for sending me

your article—“What America could do with the Atomic

Bomb.” I have read this with interest and I am grateful to you

for bringing it to my notice. I need hardly tell you that this is

one of the most difficult and perplexing problems with which

statesmen have ever been faced and I can assure you that all

the points you have made are present In my mind.

Yours sincerely

C. R. ATTLEE

The following is the account that I wrote to my wife Peter im-

mediately after the plane accident in which I was involved. It is

dated October 1948.

You will no doubt have learnt that I was in an accident to-day —

luckily one in which I suffered no damage beyond loss of suit-

case, etc. I was sure the newspapers would exaggerate so I tele-

graphed to you at once. I came from Oslo in a seaplane, and just

as it touched the water on arrival here a sudden wind blew it

onto its side and let the water in. Boats were sent out instantly,

and we had to jump from a window and swim till they reached

us, which was only about a minute. I did not know till later that

some who could not swim were drowned. It did me no harm

whatever. My writing is queer because my pen is lost. I went to

bed because I had no dry clothes. The Consul has now brought

me some and the Vice-Consul has lent me a suit till mine is dry.

Everybody has made far more fuss of me than the occasion

warranted, I was struck by the good behavior of the passengers

— all did exactly as they were told without any fuss.
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I will try to relate everything.

The weather was stormy, heavy rain and a gale of wind. The

seaplane had just touched the water of the fjord when there was

a violent jerk and I found myself on the floor with some inches

of water in which hats, coats, etc., were floating. I exclaimed

“well, well!” and started looking for my hat, which I failed to

find. At first I thought a wave had broken in at a window; it

didn’t occur to me it was serious.

I was in the very back of the plane, the only part where one

could smoke; this turned out to be the best place to be. After a

few minutes the crew opened a door and got the passengers

from the back through to an open window, and shoved us one

by one into the sea. By this time their haste had made me realize

that things were serious. I jumped, clutching my attaché case,

but had to let go of it to swim. When I got into the water I saw

there was a boat close by. We swam to it and were pulled on

board. When I looked round, nothing was visible of the plane

except the tip of a wing. The swim was about 20 yards. ] saw

nothing of what happened at the other end of the plane; I

Imagine they jumped through another window. I gather the

people killed were stunned when the accident happened. One of

them was a professor concerned in arrangements about my lec-

ture. I pointed out my floating attaché case to the people on the

boat, and last night a policeman brought it. The things in it

were all right, except that the silly books were somewhat dam-

aged. No other piece of luggage was rescued.

The people who had come to the airport to meet me were very

solicitous, and drove me at breakneck speed to the hotel, where I

got my wet clothes off, went to bed, and consumed large quanti-

ties of brandy and coffee, after which I went to sleep. The Con-

sul brought me socks, shirt, etc., and the Vice-Consul lent me a

suit. My own will be wearable to-morrow. Then came an aya-

lanche of journalists. One from Copenhagen asked what I

thought while in the water. I said I thought the water was cold.
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“You didn’t think about mysticism and logic?” “No” I said, and

rang off.

I was not brave, only stupid. I had always thought a seaplane

would float. I did not realize there was danger, and was mainly

concerned to save my attaché case. My watch goes as well as

ever, and even my matches strike. But the suitcase, with a suit,

shirts, etc., is gone for ever. I am writing with a beastly pen,

because mine 1s lost.

To Willard V. Quine

18 Dorset House

Gloucester Place, N.W.1

Feb. 4, 1949

Dear Dr. Quine

Thank you for your kind letter, and for your paper on “What

There Is” — a somewhat important subject. When I first sent

my theory of description to Mind in 1905, Stout thought it such

rubbish that he almost refused to print it.

T am glad you noticed the allusion to yourself on p. 140.

I was lucky in the aeroplane accident, as nearly half those on

the plane ceased to be among “what there is.”

Yours sincerely

BERTRAND RUSSELL

After my return to England I paid several visits to my first wife

at her invitation, and received the following letters from her.

The friendly correspondence lasted till her death very early in

1951.
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25 Wellington Square

Chelsea, S.W.3.

June 9, 1949

Dearest Bertie

I feel I must break the silence of all these years by sending

thee a line of congratulation on thy O.M. No one can rejoice in it

more heartily than I do, just as no one was more sorry for the

prison sentence and thy difficulties in America. Now I hope thee

will have a peaceful old age, just as I am doing at 81, after a

stormy time with Logan. I miss dear Lucy Donnelly’s letters

very much, but am glad they have raised over $50,000.00 to

endow a scholarship in English in her memory.

As ever, affectionately thine

ALys

Sept. 30, 1949

Dearest Bertie

I found these letters and this article of thine among my pa-

pers, and think thee may like to have them. I think I must have

destroyed all thy other letters. Our scrapbook about the Sozial-

Demokrats in Berlin in 1895 I presented to the London School

of Economics, but have borrowed it back now as the BBC may

want a Talk on it. I have told them thee could give it much

better than I.

I have been told thee is writing thy Autobiography, which

ought to be deeply interesting. (I don’t care for B.B. [Bernard

Berenson]’s but like George Trevelyan’s.) I am also writing

some Memoirs, and enclose a copy of what I think of saying

about our marriage. But if thee thinks it incorrect, or wounding

to thee, I could make it much shorter.

Thine ever

ALys
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I hope thee will be interested in these recently published Letters

of Mother’s.

What Alys wrote of our marriage:

Bertie was an ideal companion, and he taught me more than I

can ever repay. But I was never clever enough for him, and per-

haps he was too sophisticated for me. I was ideally happy for

several years, almost deliriously happy, until a change of feel-

ing made our mutual life very difficult. A final separation led to

a divorce, when he married again. But that was accomplished

without bitterness, or quarrels, or recriminatious, and later with

great rejoicing on my part when he was awarded the O.M. But

my life was completely changed, and I was never able to meet

him again for fear of the renewal of my awful misery, and

heartsick longing for the past. I only caught glimpses of him at

lectures or concerts occasionally, and thro’ the uncurtained win-

dows of his Chelsea house, where I used to watch him some-

times reading to his children. Unfortunately, I was neither wise

enough nor courageous enough to prevent this one disaster from

shattering my capacity for happiness and my zest for life.

Jan. 13, 1950

Dearest Bertie

In September I sent thee a book of Mother’s Letters, A Reli-

gious Rebel, with a 1909 packet of thy own letters to me, and a

note from myself. I could not understand why I had no reply,

but now the packet has been returned to me — my name was on

the outside and it was addressed to the Hon. Bertrand Russell,

O.M., Penralltgoch, Llan Festoniog, Merioneth, but marked

“not known.” I should like it to reach thee if I knew thy ad-

dress,

Thine ever

ALys
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Feb. 14,50

Dearest Bertie

I enjoyed thy visit immensely, and hope we can be friends

and see each other soon again. I wrote to B.B. about thy coming

here, and he sends thee a warm invitation to go and stay with

him at any time. He says there is no man alive whom he would

rather be seeing and talking with than thee, and that he practi-

cally always agrees with everything thee writes. He has asked

me to lend thee his book on Aesthetics, which I will do, tho’ I do

not think thee will care for it. The Autobiography is better, tho’

not well written.

J should like to know thy opinion of Bob Gathorne-Har-

dy’s Recollections of Logan, and will send thee my extra copy,

if thee has not already seen it. It has been very well reviewed,

and B.B. calls it “a masterpiece.”

Ever thine

ALYs

Mar. 9, 1950

Dearest Bertie

Thanks for thy letter. I was not surprised at thy not answer-

ing mine of Sept. 30th, as I thought thee probably preferred not

to have any intimate talk of the past, but I am thankful that thee

did not feel unduly censured, nor that my radiant memories of

our life together should be marred. Please do come and have

lunch with me again as soon as thee can possibly spare time. I

shall count the days till then, as I have so many questions |

want to discuss with thee, and I hope it will be soon. Ring up

before 9:30 or after 12.

I don’t think I want thy letters from Paris, nor the German

volumes, as the BBC decline a talk on Germany in 1895.

Thine ever

ALYs
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April 14, 1950

Dearest Bertie °

I have so enjoyed our two meetings and thee has been so

friendly, that I feel I must be honest and just say once (but

once only ) that I am utterly devoted to thee, and have been for

over 50 years. My friends have always known that I loved thee

more than anyone else in the world, and they now rejoice with

me that I am now able to see thee again.

But my devotion makes no claim, and involves no burden on

thy part, nor any obligation, not even to answer this letter.

But I shall still hope thee can spare time to come to lunch or

dinner before very long, and that thee will not forget May 18th.

Thine ever

ALYsS

June 8, 1950

Dearest Bertie

Thanks for my book returned, with the address I wanted on a

very small slip of paper, and now for thy two volumes. I am

immensely pleased to have them from thee (tho’ I hope thee

doesn’t think I was hinting!) and shall enjoy them very much,

and send my warmest thanks. Florence Halévy is delighted thee

should have my copy of Elie’s posthumous book, and sends thee

her kindest remembrances and regards.

If thee can spare a minute before the 18th, do telephone about

breakfast-time any day to give me thy address in Australia. I

should like to write to thee on my b. day in July.

Ever thine

ALYS

July 21, 1950

Dearest Bertie

I have had a nice 88rd birthday with many callers with flow-

ers and books and fruits and telegrams, and it would have been
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perfect if there had been a letter from thee. But I know thee

must be desperately busy, and worse still desperately worried

over Korea and this awful drift to War. We can hardly think or

talk of anything else, but I try to keep serene and to distract my

visitors from too much worry, when there seems nothing we can

any of us do, and J think I have been successful today. This

little poem was a help, by Helen Arbuthnot and the friend she

lives with: “Alys Russell, hail to thee! Angel of the Square,

where would Wellontonia be If thou were not there.” (The rest

too fulsome to quote. I tried to write a poem to thee on May

18th, but got no further than “Bertrand Russell, hail to thee!

Darling of the BBC” — but cld. get no further.) I have only

just read thy Conquest of Happiness and some of the chapters

would have helped me very much in my talk on “Being over

80.” But nothing thee says cld. equal my concluding para-

graph, wh. I think thee missed, literally taken from the Times,

my wished-for epitaph “In loving memory of John and Mary

Williams who lived such beautiful lives on Bromley Common.”

This letter will be full of happy events, as my last was full of

woes, and I hope it will distract thee for a few minutes.

1. My kind Irish housekeeper, of 30 years service, is bet-

ter from a bad heart attack, and will be back soon.

2. My Tennyson Talk was a great success, with much ap-

proval from the 3rd Prog. Producers, and Bob G.H.

[Gathorne-Hardy] wrote to me: “Your Broadcast was ab-

solutely delicious, like an enchanting, exquisite, complete

little short story, with a perfect twist at the end ‘How we

must have bored him!”

3. Karin seems quite well again, and is writing a book on

“Despair.” Desmond is speaking, I hear, on the despair

of old age, which is a pity and not good news, and Hugh

Trevor-Roper writes that the Berlin Congress (on Cul-
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tural Freedom?) would not have been sponsored by thee

if thee hdd known how it would turn out, being a political

demonstration, which the Eng. representatives (following

the now classical tradition of Oxford Dons) did their best

to disrupt. I am surprised at his criticism, as he is him-

self a narrow Oxford Don.

I could write on forever, but must walk up to the King’s Rd.

and post this letter. I have said nothing about thy cruel private

grief in not seeing Conrad, and perhaps thy fear that John may

have to go back to the Navy. I do feel for thee, but hope thee is

somehow munaging to conquer happiness.

Thine ever

ALYsS

July 24, 1950

Dearest Bertie

Thy letter of the 16th arrived too late for my b. day, but ts

most welcome. I am glad the Australians are friendly and ap-

preciative, but wish I cld. hear the details of the Cath. B. Con-

trol invigorating fight. I remember Cath. trouble at the Wim-

bledon Election, but think it was over Education. Thee may not

remember my little Cardiff friend, Maud Rees Jones, who

helped us at Wimbledon. She only remembers wanting to pick

up the windblown stamps in thy room, and thy begging her not

to, saying “If you scrounge for them I shall have to scrounge

too, but if we leave them, Alys will pick them up,” wh. I did

presently —I can’t find Chas. Wood’s name in Edith Finch’s

book, only on p. 35 “He (Blunt) saw much of the 2 younger

Stanley sisters, Kate and Rosalind. Beautiful and vivid they

whirled him away in an orgy of lively talk with all the piquancy

of enthusiastic prejudice. Nothing in heaven and earth passed

unquestioned or undiscussed. They stimulated in him an intel-

lectual activity that had much to do with the later individuality
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of his views, and that more immediately proved disconcerting

during his life in Germany,” where in 1861 he became very

intimate with Lady Malet who troubled him by her constant

speculation on religious troubles.

Here is an amusing extract from one of my honeymoon let-

ters from The Hague: “I have sewed 2 buttons on Bertie’s

shirts and he doesn’t mind my sewing as much as he thought he

would.”

I envy thee seeing a Coral Island. Did we read together Cur-

zon’s Monasteries of the East? Robt. Byron, that clever yng.

writer killed in the War, has had republished his excellent book

on Mt. Athos, beautifully written and deeply interesting.

— Another b. day poem ends with:

So here’s a toast and drink it up

In lemonade or cyder cup

(For Auntie’s Temperance )

That decades on we still shall be

Blessed by her merry company

Her lovely countenance.

But not “merry” now with the attack on Formosa, and defeats

in Korea, alas!

Thine ever

ALys

Nov. 19, 1950

Dearest Nobel Lord

I am enchanted with thy new Honour, and am only sorry I

was not sure enough of thy address to cable my congratulations.

I knew of it on the 7th, when a Swedish journalist friend came

here for information about thee. (I lent him Leggatt’s book,

tho’ it has been trans‘ into Swedish I believe.) He told me inci-

dentally that Churchill and Croce were thy runners-up, but thee

won. The papers here have been very enthusiastic, including a
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BBC Talk to children, calling thee “an apostle of humanity and

of free speech.” The American papers must have gone wild over

thee. I hope thee will not share the Prize with the Amer. den-

tist’s wife, tho’ she must be feeling rather flat.

Thanks for thy letter from Swarthmore. I am shocked at thy

account of poor Evelyn [Whitehead]! And fee] most sorry for

her without her angelic Alfred to care for her. I hope he: chil-

dren are some comfort. I look forward to seeing thee before or

after Stockholm, but agree that Scandinavia is unhealthy for

philosophers. But anyhow the present King will not get thee up

at 5 A.M., nor force thee to sit on or in a stove for warmth. (He

is a “connustur” friend of B.B.’s by the way, and has paid a

fairly recent visit to I Tatti. B.B. telegraphed his congratula-

tions to thee thro’ me, and I hope thee remembered to send him

the Essays. ) I send on some cuttings thee may have missed, and

also a letter from Florence Halévy. Also Desmond on Shaw.

Has thy article on Shaw appeared yet?

I am glad thee doesn’t mean to travel again, as I feel thee shd.

not have the strain of it, and that thee can better serve the cause

of Internationalism, for which I have worked passionately for

30 years, by broadcasting at home, and writing.

Also it will save me from buying thee a new sponge-bag for

Xmas, which I felt sure thee must need!

Thine devotedly

ALYS

From and to T. S. Eliot

24 Russell Square, W.C.1

10 June, 1949

Dear Bertie

Permit me to add my sincere felicitations to your others; on

the occasion of your joining this small and odd miscellaneous

order, It is a fitting though belated tribute to the author of The

Philosophy of Leibnitz, the Principia and the other works on
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which I fed thirty-five years ago. And also to the author of the

Reith Lectures — who is one of the few living authors who can

write English prose.

Yours ever

T. S. Exviotr

The Master of Trinity recommends safety pins in the ribbon:

but a neat tuck on each side is much better.

Ffestiniog, N. Wales

13.6.’49

Dear Tom

Thank you very much for your nice letter. In old days when

we were huddled together in Russell Chambers, we could

hardly have expected that lapse of time would make us so re-

spectable.

I will test your opinion against George Trevy’s as soon as |

get the chance.

Yours ever

B.R.

Faber and Faber Ltd.

24 Russell Square.

London W.C.1

20th May, 1964

The Rt. Hon. The Earl Russell, O.M.

Plas Penrhyn

Penrhyndeudraeth

Merionethshire

Dear Bertie

My wife and I listened the other night to your broadcast in-

terview and thought it went over extremely well.

As you may know, I disagree with your views on most sub-

jects, but I thought that you put your beliefs over in a most
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dignified and even persuasive way. I wanted you to know this as

you are getting on so far, and as I myself am, I hope, somewhat

mellowed by age.

With grateful and affectionate memories,

Yours ever

Tom

Plas Penrhyn

23 May, 1964

Dear Tom

Many thanks for your letter of May 20. I am glad that you

found my broadcast remarks “dignified and even persuasive.” It

was nice to hear from you again.

Yours ever

BERTIE

From N. B. Foot

General Secretary to the New Commonwealth Society

(President British Section:

The Rt. Hon. Winston S. Churchill, O.M., C.H., M.P.)

25 Victoria Street

London S.W.1

September 25th, 1947

Dear Lord Russell

I am sending you this letter on the eve of your departure for

the Continent in the hope that it may provide you with a little

information about the New Commonwealth which you may find

useful. In the first place, however, I should like to reiterate our

thanks to you for having taken on this journey. We are deeply

appreciative of the honour you are doing us in acting as our

representative, and we feel confident that your visit will be quite

invaluable in arousing interest in the Society’s proposals, I hope

the arrangements which Miss Sibthorp has made for you will

prove satisfactory in every way.
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It was very kind of you to provide us with a précis of your

address. I have read it with the greatest admiration and, if I

may venture to say so without presumption, it seems to me to

provide a masterly analysis of the problems that confront us and

of the solution which it is our purpose to offer. As you know, we

have always laid stress on the urgent need for the internationali-

sation of the major weapons of war and the creation of machin-

ery for the peaceful settlement of all disputes, political as well

as judicial. We believe, as you do, that the establishment of a

full-fledged World Parliament is likely to prove a distant goal,

and probably the most distinctive feature of our programme is

the proposal that until such a development becomes feasible, the

legislative function to which you refer in your address should be

entrusted to a completely impartial Tribunal. We fully admit

that this Tribunal would not be a perfect instrument, but we are

convinced that it would be infinitely more suitable for the just

settlement of non-judicial issues than either the Security Coun-

cil or the Permanent Court, bearing in mind that the former is

made up of politicians whose first job is to further the interests

of their own countries and the latter of lawyers who have little

knowledge or experience outside the purely legal field.

With regard to the Society itself, we differ from U. N. A. and

other such organizations in that we have always endeavoured to

function as an international Movement in the sense that our ac-

tivities have never been confined to Great Britain. Before the

war we had managed to build up embryonic national sections of

the Movement in most of the European countries, and these

were linked together in what we called our International Sec-

tion. We are now faced with the task of rebuilding this machin-

ery, and there can be no doubt that your visit to the Low Coun-

tries will be of the greatest value in helping us to carry that task

a stage further.

In Holland the foundations of a New Commonwealth Com-

mittee have already been laid with Dr. van de Coppello as its
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President and Dr. Fortuin as its Honorary Secretary. You will,

of course, be meeting these gentlemen during your visit, and it

occurred to me that you might wish to be informed of their spe-

cial connection with the Movement. I should also like to men-

tion the names of Dr. Peter de Kanter and his wife Mrs. de

Kanter van Hettinga Tromp, who are members of our Commit-

tee and who have always played a leading part in New Com-

monwealth activity. |

In Belgium we have not as yet been able to establish any sort

of organism though we hope to be able to do so in the near fu-

ture.

In apologizing for bothering you with this letter, may I say

again how deeply grateful we are to you for having consented to

undertake this journey on our behalf.

Yours sincerely

N. B. Foor

From the Netherlands Section of the New Commonwealth So-

clety

Amsterdam, October 7th, 1947

Beursgebouw, Damrak 62A

Dear Lord Russell

Now that your tour through the continent of Western Europe

has come to an end and you are back again in England, we want

to xpress you once more our great thankfulness for the lectures

you delivered to the Netherlands Section of The New Common-

wealth in Amsterdam and The Hague. It was an unforgettable

event to hear you — whom many of us already knew by your

numerous important writings — speak about the question

which occupies and oppresses our mind: the centuries-old prob-

lem of war or peace. We cannot say that your words have re-

moved all our concern; on the contrary, to whatever we may

have got used since the thirties, your supreme analysis of the

present situation has considerably increased our anxiety. But
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we know now that you also joined those who are anxious to con-

struct a state of international justice which will aim at the

establishment of rules of law and in which the transgressor will

be called to order by force, if necessary.

You will have learnt from the number of your auditors and

the many conversations you had that your visit to our country

has been a great success. There is no Dutch newspaper nor
weekly that failed to mention your visit and your lectures.

Thank you for coming, Lord Russell; we shall not forget your

words!

Yours very truly

The Netherlands Section of

The New Commonwealth

Dr. VAN DE COPPELLO

President

Dr. ForTuIN

Secretary

From Gilbert Murray

Yatscombe

Boar’s Hill, Oxford

Sep. 12, 1951

Dear Bertie |

I was greatly touched by that letter you wrote to the Philo-

sophic Society Dinner about our fifty years of close friendship.

It is, I think, quite true about the fundamental agreement; I

always feel it — and am proud of it.

I had explained that I preferred you to other philosophers be-

cause, while they mostly tried to prove some horrible conclu-

sion — like Hobbes, Hegel, Marx etc, you were, I believe, con-

tent if you could really prove that 2 +2=4, and that

conclusion, though sad, was at least bearable (“To think that

two and two are four, and never five or three The heart of man

has long been sore And long is like to be.”)
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Have you read the life of Jos Wedgwood (The Last of the

Radicals) by his niece? He sent a questionnaire to a great list of

people in which one question was: “To what cause do you at-

tribute your failure?” The only one who said he had not failed

was Ld Beaverbrook! Interesting and quite natural.

Providence has thought fit to make me lame by giving me

blisters on my feet so that I can not wear shoes; a great nui-

sance.

Yours ever, and with real thanks for your letter, which made

me for a moment feel that I was not completely a failure.

G.M.

From General Sir Frank E. W. Simpson, K.C.B., K.B.E.,

D.S.O.

Imperial Defence College

Seaford House

37 Belgrave Square

S.W.1

16th July, 1952

Dear Lord Russell

May I introduce myself to you as the present Commandant of

this College, having taken over from Admiral Sir Charles

Danie] at the beginning of this year.

I am writing to ask whether you could possibly spare the

tine to visit us again this year in December and give your excel-

lent talk on “The Future of Mankind.” Admiral Daniel has told

me how valuable and stimulating your talks to this College

have been in recent years.

The date I have in mind is Thursday, 4th December next,

and the time 10:15 a.m. You know our usual procedure.

I much hope that you will agree to come and that the above

date will be convenient for you.

Your sincerely

F. E. W. Srmpson
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From the Manchester Guardian, 22nd April, 1954

ATOMIC WEAPONS

Sir

In a leading article of your issue of April 20 you say: “The

United States is not so foolish or wicked as to fire the first shot

in a war with atomic weapons.” This statement as it stands is

ambiguous. If you mean that the United States would not fire

the first shot, the statement may be correct. But if you mean

that the United States would not be the first to use atomic

weapons, you are almost certainly mistaken. The United States

authorities have declared that any aggression anywhere by

Russia or China will be met by all-out retaliation, which cer-

tainly means the bomb. It is apparently the opinion of experts

that in a world war the Western Powers will be defeated if they

do not use the bomb, but victorious if they use it. If this is the

view of the Russian authorities, they will abstain at the begin-

ning of a war from using the bomb and leave to our side the

odium of its first employment. Can anybody seriously suggest

that the Western Powers will prefer defeat? There is only one

way to prevent the necessity for this choice, and that is to pre-

vent a world war.

Yours &e.

BrerTRAND RussELL

[Our point was simply that China, knowing the scruples which

limit American action, could disregard an American threat to

retaliate with atomic weapons if China did not desist from inter-

vening in Indo-China. With Lord Russell’s general point we are

in agreement. — Ed. Guard.]
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From my cousin, Sir Claud Russell

Trematon Castle

Saltash, Cornwall

12 July, 52

Dear Bertie

I was given to read (in Vogue) by Flora your childhood’s

Memories, which I did with interest, and the more so, no doubt,

as they evoked memories of my own. There must be few sur-

vivors of the Pembroke Lodge days. I think my parents went

there fairly frequently on a Sunday, driving from London in a

hired one-horse brougham (they never owned a carriage in

London) and took one or two children with em. But I remem-

ber better an occasional week-end there, and no doubt your

grandmother and my parents thought, with reason, that our as-

sociation would be pleasant, and beneficial, to both. Your

grandfather was dead before those days. I never saw him, but I

remember my father telling my mother at breakfast in Audley

Square “Uncle John is dead”; and also that it fell to my father

to return his K.G. to the Queen, and that some important part of

the insignia — the Star or the Garter — could not be found,

which my father had to tell the Queen, who said: “That doesn’t

matter.” I would like to see Pembroke Lodge again, and walk

about the grounds. I believe it is in a dilapidated state, and no

longer the home of a deserving servant of the State. I remember

Windsor Castle, and that Henry VIII saw from Richmond Hill

the gun fired that told him Anne Boleyn was executed. I recall

the family prayers, and my embarrasment at having to sing the

hymn audibly. I wonder in how many houses are family prayers

now the rule? The last I recall were at Sir Ernest Satow’s. He

was my Chief in Peking, and I went to see him in his retire-

ment. He was a bachelor, an intellectual, who had read all there

is, and a man of encyclopaedic knowledge. Yet, I believe an un-

doubting Christian. I formed this impression of him from his

demeanour in the Legation Chapel at Peking, and the family
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prayers confirmed it. His Japanese butler, cook and housemaid,

appeared after dinner, and he led the prayers. My only unpleas-

ant memory of Pembroke Lodge arises from two boy friends of

yours of the name of Logan. They conceived, I suppose, a mea-

sure of contempt for me, and made no secret of it. Perhaps they

thought me a “milk-sop,” or “softy.” However, I didn’t see them

often. Per contra, like you, I have a happy memory of Annabel

(Clara we called her) * and I was often at York House. When

her parents were in India, she came to us for her holidays (she

was at school) and I was much in love with her — I being then

about 15-16 years old. I wonder what became of the furniture

and pictures, etc., at Pembroke Lodge. I suppose Agatha had

them at Haslemere. I remember particularly a statue, a life-size

marble of a female nude, in the hall.t I think a gift from the

Italian people to your grandfather, in gratitude for his contribu-

tion to the liberation and union of Italy. Like you, I owe to the

Russells shyness, and sensitiveness — great handicaps in life,

but no metaphysics, tho’ I have tried to feebly — my father and

elder brother had the latter, but not professionally, like you.

What I owe to my French progenitors I leave others to judge. I

noted lately in a volume of Lord Beaconsfield’s letters one writ-

ten from Woburn, in 1865, to Queen Victoria, in which he

says: “The predominant feature and organic deficiency of the

Russell family is shyness. Even Hastings is not free from it,

though he tries to cover it with an air of uneasy gaiety.” J am

much too shy for that.

I am happy to know of my family link with the heroic de-

fender of Gibraltar — my great-aunt’s great-uncle. Athenais

and I have taken to spending the winter at Gib. If ever, with

advancing years, you want to escape the English winter, I rec-

* A daughter of Sir Mounstuart Grant Duff.

+ This statue had an inscription on the pedestal:

4 L4 John Rusasell

Italia riconoscente.
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ommend it. A better climate than the Riviera, and in a sterling

area.

Excuse this long letter. One thing led to another.

Yours ever

CLAUD

9 Aug., "52

Dear Bertie

Thank you for your letter, and I fully share your indignation

at the fate of Pembroke Lodge. Can it be that what you call

“Bumbledom” is now the Crown? All the same, I hope when

I'm in London to go and see the old place again, and may:

Fond memory bring the light

Of other days around me,

or will I (more probably) :

Feel like one

Who treads alone

Some banquet hall deserted

Whose lights are fled, etc.

But did not Agatha wisely leave the Italia that I remember, to

Newnham, where such a work of art could excite admiration,

but never, I trust, an unruly thought.

I hope we may see you at Gib. next winter, if you want to

escape the English one. The climate is more equable and

healthy than that of the Riviera, and being British soil, if you

have a bank balance at home, you can draw on it — or over-

draw, for that matter. The Gibraltarians, tho’ not typical Eng-

lishmen, are amiable and loyal. They know which side their

bread is buttered, and there is no irredentism among them. O si

Sic omnes!
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The Rock Hotel is the place to say — well run, but not ex-

actly cheap.

Yours ever

CLaupD

From and to Albert Einstein

4.1 Queen’s Road

Richmond

Surrey

20 June, 1953

Dear Einstein

I am in whole-hearted agreement with your contention that

teachers called before McCarthy’s inquisitors should refuse to

testify. When The New York Times had a leading article dis-

apreeing with you about this, I wrote a letter to it supporting

you. But I am afraid they are not going to print it. I enclose a

copy, of which, if you feel so disposed, you may make use in any

way you like.

Yours very sincerely

BERTRAND RUSSELL

From Albert Einstein

(translation ) .

Princeton

28.V1.53

Dear Bertrand Russell

Your fine letter to The New York Times is a great contribu-

tion to a good cause. All the intellectuals in this country, down

to the youngest student, have become completely intimidated.

Virtually no one of “prominence” besides yourself has actually

challenged these absurdities in which the politicians have be-

come engaged. Because they have succeeded in convincing the

masses that the Russians and the American Communists en-

danger the safety of the country, these politicians consider
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themselves so powerful. The cruder the tales they spread, the

more assured they feel of their re-election by the misguided pop-

ulation. This also explains why Eisenhower did not dare to

commute the death sentence of the two Rosenbergs, although

he well knew how much their execution would injure the name

of the United States abroad.

I have read your latest publications, “Impact” and “‘Sa-

tan... ,” with great care and real enjoyment. You should be

given much credit for having used your unique literary talent in

the service of public enlightenment and education. I am con-

vinced that your literary work will exercise a great and lasting

influence, particularly since you have resisted the temptation to

gain some short-lived effects through paradoxes and exaggera-

tions.

With cordial greetings and wishes,

Yours

A. EINSTEIN

5 July, 1953

Dear Einstein

Thank you very much for your letter, which I found most

encouraging. Rather to my surprise The New York Times did

at last print my letter about you. I hope you will be able to have

an influence upon liberal-minded academic people in America.

With warmest good wishes,

Yours very sincerely

BERTRAND RUSSELL

Albert Einstein on Russell — 1940 (time of New York City

College Row)

Es wiederholt sich immer wieder

In dieser Welt so fein und bieder

Der Pfaff den Poebel alarmiert

Der Genius wird executiert.
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Translation

It keeps repeating itself

In this world, so fine and honest:

The parson alarms the populace,

The genius is executed.

Albert Einstein on Russell’s History of Western Philosophy,

1946

Bertrand Russelfs “Geschichte der Philosophie” ist eine

koestliche Lektuere. Ich weiss nicht, ob man die koestlische

Frische und Originalitaet oder die Sensitivitaet der Einfueh-

lung in ferne Zeiten und fremde Mentalitaet bei diesem grossen

Denker mehr bewundern soll. Ich betrachte es als in Glueck,

dass unsere so trockene und zugleich brutale Generation einen

so weisen, ehrlichen, tapferen und dabei humorvollen Mann

aufzuweisen hat. Es ist ein in hoechstem Sinne paedagogisches

Werk, das ueber dem Streite der Parteien und Meinungen

steht.

Translation

Bertrand Russell’s History of Philosophy is a precious book. I

don’t know whether one should more admire the delightful

freshness and originality or the sensitivity of the sympathy with

distant times and remote mentalities on the part of this great

thinker. I regard it as fortunate that our so dry and also brutal

generation can point to such a wise, honourable, bold and at the

same time humorous man. It is a work that is in the highest

degree pedagogical which stands above the conflicts of parties
and opinions.
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“A LIBERAL DECALOGUE” *

by
Bertrand Russell

Perhaps the essence of the Liberal outlook could be summe:!

up In a new decalogue, not intended to replace the old one but

only to supplement it. The Ten Commandments that, as a

teacher, I should wish to promulgate, might be set forth as

follows:

l.

2.

Do not feel absolutely certain of anything.

Do not think it worth while to proceed by concealing evi-

dence, for the evidence is sure to come to light.

Never try to discourage thinking for you are sure to suc-

ceed.

When you meet with opposition, even if it should be

from your husband or your children, endeavor to over-

come it by argument and not by authority, for a victory

dependent upon authority is unreal and illusory.

. Have no respect for the authority of others, for there are

always contrary authorities to be found.

Do not use power to suppress opinions you think per-

nicious, for if you do the opinions will suppress you.

Do not fear to be eccentric in opinion, for every opin-

ion now accepted was once eccentric.

. Find more pleasure in intelligent dissent than in passive

agreement, for, if you value intelligence as you should,

the former implies a deeper agreement than the latter.

Be scrupulously truthful, even if the truth is inconven-

ient, for it is more inconvenient when you try to conceal

it.

* This first appeared at the end of my article “The Best Answer to Fanaticism

~— Liberalism,” in The New York Times Magazine, December 16, 1951.
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10. Do not feel envious of the happiness of those who live in

a fool’s paradise, for only a fool will think that it is hap-

piness.

From the News Chronicle, 1st April, 1954

HE FORETOLD IT

In November, 1945, in a speech in the House of Lords on the

atomic bomb, Bertrand Russell said:

“It is possible that some mechanism, analogous to the present

atomic bomb, could be used to set off a much more violent ex-

plosion which would be obtained if one could synthesize heavier

elements out of hydrogen. All that must take place if our scien-

tific civilization goes on, if it does not bring itself to destruction:

all that is bound to happen.”

From the News Chronicle, 1st April, 1954

THE BOMB:

WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?

Bertrand Russell, mathematician, philosopher, answers the

questions that everyone is asking (in an interview with Robert

Waithman).

Bertrand Russell sat very upright in his armchair, smoking a

curved pipe and talking gently about the hydrogen bomb. But

there was nothing gentle about his conclusions.

Britain’s greatest living philosopher, whose mind and intel-

lectual courage have moved the twentieth century since its be-

ginning, is now 81. His hair is white and his voice is soft; and

his opinions, as always, are expressed with a memorable clarity.

I put a succession of questions to him and he answered them

thus:
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Is there any justification for alarm at the thought that some

disastrous miscalculation may occur in the H-bomb tests?

Though, obviously, there will come a time when these exper-

iments are too dangerous, I don’t think we have reached that

point yet.

If there were a hydrogen-bomb war it is quite clear that prac-

tically everybody in London would perish. A shower of hydro-

gen bombs would almost certainly sterilize large agricultural

areas, and the resulting famine would be fearful.

But we are talking of the current tests, in peacetime. I do not

expect disaster from them. I think those who may have been

showered with radio-active ash, whose fishing catches have

been damaged or destroyed, undoubtedly have every right to

complain.

But I do not forsee a rain of radio-active ash comparable

with the phenomena we saw after the explosion of the Krakatoa

Volcano in 1883 (which I remember well), I do not think that,

so long as the explosions are few, marine life will be grievously

affected.

It is affected now by oil pollution, isn’t it — though that 1s

much less dramatic a story?

Do you think that a feeling of dread and uncertainty at the

back of people’s minds might have an evil social effect?

Well, you know, it isn’t an effect that lasts long. As with the

atom bomb at first, people get into a state; but after a little while

they forget it.

If you have perpetually mounting crises, of course, it will be

different. The truth is, though, that the thought of an old peril,

however great, will not distract people from their daily jobs.

You will have observed that since the first atom bombs were

exploded the birth-rate has continued to go up. That is a reliable

test.

I should say that the fear of unemployment, which is some-
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thing everyone understands, has a much greater social effect

than the fear of atom bombs.

And the international effects? Do we seem to you to have

reached a strategic stalemate? Is there now a new basis for dis-

cussion between Russia and the West?

I think the existence of the hydrogen bomb presents a per-

fectly clear alternative to all the Governments of the world.

Will they submit to an international authority, or shall the hu-

man race die out?

T am afraid that most Governments and most individuals will

refuse to face that alternative. They so dislike the idea of inter-

national government that they dodge the issue whenever they

can.

Ask the man in the street if he is prepared to have the British

Navy partly under the orders of Russians. His hair will stand

on end.

Yet that is what we must think about.

You see no virtue in any proposal that the experiments should

be stopped?

None whatever, unless we have found a way of causing the

Russian experiments to be stopped, too.

In my opinion, there is only one way. It is to convince the Rus-

sians beyond doubt that they can win no victory: that they can-

not ever Communize the world with the hydrogen bomb.

Perhaps they are beginning to feel that. It seems to me to be

significant that the Russian leaders are now allowing the Rus-

sian people to know of the devastation to be expected from an

atomic war.

But I would hasten the process, I would invite all the Gov-

ernments of the world, and particularly the Russians, to send

observers to see the results of the American tests. It ought to be

made as plain as it can be made.

There is one more thing we should do. We should diminish

the anti-Communist tirades that are now so freely indulged in.

[ 74]



Return to England

We should try hard to bring about a return to international

good manners. That would be a great help.

And if — or when — the Russians are convinced?

I think it ought to be possible to lessen the tension and to

satisfy the Russians that there is no promise for them in atomic

war. Then the first, vital step will have to be taken.

We shall have to set up an arrangement under which all fis-

sionable raw material is owned by an international authority,

and is only mined and processed by that authority. No nation or

individual must have access to fissionable raw material.

And there would have to be an international inspectorate to

ensure that this law is maintained.

The Russians have a morbid fear of being inspected. We

shall have to help them to overcome it. For until they are agree-

able to it nothing can be effectively done.

The H-bomb tests must be helping to persuade them. Hence

to put off the tests would simply be to put off the day of agree-

ment. It goes without saying that we, too, must always be ready

to negotiate and to agree.

Once this first, vital agreement has been reached it should be

possible, gradually, to extend international control.

That is the only answer I can see.
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ORE important than anything in pulling me through the

dark apprehensions and premonitions of these last two

decades is the fact that I had fallen in love with Edith Finch and

she with me. She had been a close friend of Lucy Donnelly

whom J had known well at the turn of the century and had seen

something of during my various American visits as I had of

Edith during my years in the United States in the thirties and

forties, Lucy was a professor at Bryn Mawr, where Edith also

taught. I had had friendly relations with Bryn Mawr ever since

I married a cousin of the president of that college. It was the

first institution to break the boycott imposed on me in America

after my dismissal from the City College of New York. Paul

Weiss of its Department of Philosophy wrote asking me to give

a series of lectures there, an invitation which I gladly accepted.

And when I was writing my History of Western Philosophy,

the Bryn Mawr authorities very kindly allowed me to make use

of their excellent library. Lucy had died and Edith had moved

to New York, where I met her again during my Columbia lec-

tures there in 1950.

Our friendship ripened quickly, and soon we could no longer

bear to be parted by the Atlantic. She settled in London, and, as
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I lived at Richmond, we met frequently. The resulting time was

infinitely delightful. Richmond Park was full of reminiscences,

many going back to early childhood. Relating them revived

their freshness, and it seemed to me that I was living the past all

over again with a fresh and happier alleviation from it. I almost

forgot the nuclear peril in the joys of recollection. As we walked

about the grounds of Pembroke Lodge and through Richmond

Park and Kew Gardens, I recalled all sorts of things that had

happened to me there. There is a fountain outside Pembroke

Lodge at which the footman, employed to make me not afraid of

water, held me by the heels with my head under water. Con-

trary to all modern views, this method was entirely successful:

after the first application, I never feared water again.

Edith and I each had family myths to relate. Mine began

with Henry VIII, of whom the founder of my family had been a

protégé, watching on his Mount for the signal of Anne

Boleyn’s death at the Tower. It continued to my grandfather’s

speech in 1815, urging (before Waterloo) that Napoleon

should not be opposed. Next came his visit to Elba, in which

Napoleon was affable and tweaked his ear. After this, there

was a considerable gap in the saga, until the occasion when the

Shah, on a state visit, was caught in the rain in Richmond Park

and was compelled to take refuge in Pembroke Lodge. My

grandfather (so I was told) apologized for its being such a

small house, to which the Shah replied: “Yes, but it contains a

great man.” There was a very wide view of the Thames valley

from Pembroke Lodge, marred, in my grandmother’s opinion,

by a prominent factory chimney. When she was asked about

this chimney, she used to reply, smiling: “Oh, that’s not a fac-

tory chimney, that’s the monument to the Middlesex Martyr.”

Edith’s family myths, as I came to know them, seemed to me

far more romantic: an ancestor who in 1640 or thereabouts was

either hanged or carried off by the Red Indians; the adventures

of her father among the Indians when he was a little boy and his
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family for a short time lived a pioneering life in Colorado; attics

full of pillions and saddles on which members of her family had

ridden from New England to the Congress at Philadelphia;

tales of canoeing and of swimming in rocky streams near where

Eunice Williams, stolen away by the Indians in the great mas-

sacre at Deerfield, Massachusetts, was killed. It might have

been a chapter from Fenimore Cooper. In the Civil Wat,
Edith’s people were divided between North and South. Among

them were two brothers, one of them (a Southern General) at

the end had to surrender his sword to his brother, who was a

Northern General. She herself had been born and brought up in

New York City, which, as she remembered it, seemed very like

the New York of my youth of cobbled streets and hansom cabs

and no motor cars.

All these reminiscences, however entertaining, were only

some of the arabesques upon the cake’s icing. Very soon we had

our own myths to add to the collection. As we were strolling in

Kew Gardens one morning, we saw two people sitting on a

bench, so far away that they seemed tiny figures. Suddenly, one

of them jumped up and ran fast towards us and, when he

reached us, fell to his knees and kissed my hand. I was horri-

fied, and so abashed that I could think of nothing whatsoever to

say or do; but I was touched, too, by his emotion, as was Edith,

who pulled herself together enough to learn that he was a Ger-

man, living in England, and was grateful to me for something;

we never knew for what.

We not only took long walks in the neighbourhood of Rich-

mond and in London, along the River and in the Parks and in

the City of a Sunday, but we sometimes drove farther afield for

a walk. Once on the Portsmouth Road we met with an accident.

Through no fault of ours we were run into by a farm lorry and

our car was smashed to bits. Luckily, at the time there were

plenty of observers of our guiltlessness. Though shaken up, we

accepted a lift from some kind passers-by into Guildford where
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we took a taxi to Blackdown to have our intended walk. There I

recalled my infant exploits. My people had taken Tennyson’s

house during a summer’s holiday when I was two years

old, and I was made by my elders to stand on the moor and

recite in a heart-rending pipe,

O my cousin, shallow-hearted! O my Amy, mine no more!

O the dreary, dreary moorland! O the barren, barren shore!

We went to plays, new and old. I remember particularly Cym-

beline, acted in Regent’s Park, Ustinov’s Five Colonels, and

The Little Hut. My cousin Maud Russell invited us to a party

celebrating the achievement of the mosaic floor designed by

Boris Anrep in the National Gallery. My portrait summoning

Truth from a well occurs there with portraits of some of my

contemporaries, I enjoyed sittings to Jacob Epstein for a bust

that he asked to make of me, which I now have.

These small adventures sound trivial in retrospect, but every-

thing at that time was bathed in the radiant light of mutual

discovery and of joy in each other. Happiness caused us for the

moment to forget the dreadful outer world, and to think only

about ourselves and each other. We found that we not only

loved each other entirely, but, equally important, we learned

gradually that our tastes and feelings were deeply sympathetic

and our interests for the most part marched together. Edith had

no knowledge of philosophy or mathematics; there were things

that she knew of which I was ignorant. But our attitude to-

wards people and the world is similar. The satisfaction that we

felt then in our companionship has grown, and grows seem-

ingly without limit, into an abiding and secure happiness and is

the basis of our lives. Most that I have to relate henceforth may

be taken, therefore, to include her participation.

Our first long expedition was to Fontainebleau when the only

reminder of public squabbles was owing to Mussadeq’s attempt
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to secure a monopoly of Persian oil. Apart from this, our happi-

ness was almost as serene as it could have been in a quiet world.

The weather was sunny and warm. We consumed enormous

quantities of fraises du bois and créme fraiche. We made an

expedition into Paris where, for past services, the French radio

poured unexpected cash upon me that financed an epic luncheon

in the Bois, as well as solemner things, and where we walked in

Tuileries gardens and visited Notre Dame. We never visited

the chateau at Fontainebleau. And we laughed consumedly —

sometimes about nothing at all.

We have had other holidays in Paris since then, notably one

in 1954 which we determined should be devoted to sightseeing.

We had each lived in Paris for fairly long periods, but I had

never visited any of the things that one should see. It was pleas-

ant to travel up and down the river in the bateaux mouches, and

to visit various churches and galleries and the flower and bird

markets. But we had set-backs: we went to the Ste.-Chapelle one

day and found it full of Icelanders being lectured to on its beau-

ties. Upon seeing me, they abandoned the lecture and crowded

about me as the “sight” of most importance. My remembrance

of the Ste.-Chapelle is somewhat garbled. We retreated to the

terrace of our favourite restaurant opposite the Palais de Jus-

tice. The next day we went to Chartres, which we both love.

But, alas, we found it turned — so far as it could be — into a

tourists’ Mecca full of post-cards and souvenirs.

In the spring of °52 we visited Greece, where we spent some

time in Athens and then ten days or so driving through the Pel-

oponnesus, As everyone does, we at once set off for the Acropo-

lis. By mistake and thinking to take a short cut, we approached

it from the back. We had to scramble up a cliff by goat paths

and through barbed wire to get there. We arrived scratched and

breathless, but triumphant. We returned again often by more

orthodox routes. It was very beautiful by moonlight. And very
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quiet; till suddenly, at my elbow, I heard a voice say: “Mis-ter

Russ-ell, is it not,” with the accent portentous upon each sylla-

ble. It was a fellow-tourist from America.

The mountains were still snow-capped, but the valleys were

full of blossoming fruit trees. Kids gamboled in the fields, and

the people seemed happy. Even the donkeys looked contented.

The only dark spot was Sparta, which was sullen and brooding

beneath Taygetus from which emanated a spirit of frightening

evil. I was thankful to reach Arcadia. It was as Arcadian and

lovely as if born of Sidney’s imagination. At Tiryns, the guard-

ian of the ancient citadel bemoaned the fact that it had been

very badly restored. Upon being asked when this distressing

renovation had taken place, he replied, “During the Mycenaean

times.” Delphi left me quite unmoved, but Epidaurus was gen-

tle and lovely. Oddly enough its peace was not broken by a bus-

load of Germans who arrived there shortly after us. Suddenly as

we were sitting far up in the theatre dreaming, a beautiful clear

voice soared up and over us. One of the Germans was an oper-

atic diva and, as we were, was enchanted by the magic of the

place. On the whole, our fellow-tourists did not trouble us. But

the United States Army did. Their lorries were everywhere, es-

pecially in Athens, and the towns were noisy with the boister-

ous, cock-sure, shoutings and demands of their men. On the

other hand, the Greeks whom we met or observed in passing

seemed gentle and gay and intelligent. We were impressed by

the happy way in which they played with their children in the

Gardens at Athens.

I had never before been in Greece and I found what I saw

exceedingly interesting. In one respect, however, I was sur-

prised. After being impressed by the great solid achievements

which everybody admires, I found myself in a little church be-

longing to the days when Greece was part of the Byzantine Em-

pire. To my astonishment, I felt more at home in this little

church than I did in the Parthenon or in any of the other Greek
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buildings of pagan times. I realized then that the Christian out-

look had a firmer hold upon me than I had imagined. The hold

was not upon my beliefs, but upon my feeling. It seemed to me

that where the Greeks differed from the modern world it was

chiefly through the absence of a sense of sin, and J realized with

some astonishment that I, myself, am powerfully affected by

this sense in my feelings though not in my beliefs. Some ancient

Greek things, however, did touch me deeply. Among these, I

was most impressed by the beautiful and compassionate Her-

mes at Olympia.

In 1953, Edith and I spent three weeks in Scotland. On the

way we visited the house where I was born on the hills above

the Wye valley. It had been called Ravenscroft, but is now

called Cleddon Hall. The house itself was kept up, but during

the war the grounds had got into a sorry condition. My parents

had, at their own instructions, been buried in the adjoining

wood, but were later, at the family’s wish, transported to the

family vault at Chenies. On the way, too, we visited Seatoller in

Borrowdale, where I had spent five weeks as a member of a

reading party in 1893. The party was still remembered, and the

visitors’ book contained proof of a story that I had told Edith

without obtaining belief, namely that Miss Pepper, who had

waited on us, subsequently married a Mr. Honey. On arriving

at St. Fillans (our destination) I told the receptionist that I had

not been there since 1878. She stared, and then said: “But you

must have been quite a little boy.” I had remembered from this

previous visit various landmarks at St. Fillans such as the

wooden bridge across the river, the house next to the hotel

which was called “Neish,” and a stony bay which I had imag-

ined to be one of the “sun-dry places” mentioned in the Prayer

Book. We had many drives, sometimes along no more than cart

tracks, and walks over the moors that remain memorable to us.

One afternoon, as we climbed to the crest of a hill, a doe and her

fawn appeared over the top trotting towards us and, on our way
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down, on the shore of a wild little tarn, a proud and very tame

hoopoe alighted and looked us over. We drove home to St. Fil-

lans through the gloomy valley of Glencoe, as dark and dread-

ful as if the massacre had just taken place.

Two years later we went again to St. Fillans. This time, how-

ever, we had a far less care-free time. We had to stop on the way

in Glasgow for me to make a speech in favour of the Labour

candidate for Rotherglen, a tireless worker for World Govern-

ment. Our spirits were somewhat damped by the fact that I had

gradually developed trouble with my throat which prevented

me from swallowing properly, a trouble which I take pleasure

in saying resulted from my efforts to swallow the pronounce-

ments of politicians. But much more distressing than any of this

was the fact that my elder son had fallen seriously ill. We were

beset by worry about him during the whole of this so-called

“holiday.” We were worried, too, about his three young chil-

dren who were at that time more or less, and later almost

wholly, in our care.

When Peter left me I had continued to live at Ffestiniog,

happily working there in a house on the brow of the hill with a

celestial view down the valley, like an old apocalyptic engraving

of Paradise. I went up to London only occasionally, and when I

did, I sometimes visited my son and his family at Richmond.

They were living near the Park in a tiny house, much too small

for their family of three little children. My son told me that he

wanted to give up his job and devote himself to writing.

Though I regretted this, I had some sympathy with him. I did

not know how to help them as I had not enough money to stake

them to an establishment of their own in London while I lived in

North Wales. Finally I hit upon the scheme of moving from

Ffestiniog and taking a house to share with my son and his

family in Richmond.

Returning to Richmond, where I spent my childhood, pro-

duced a slightly ghostly feeling, and I sometimes found it diffi-
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cult to believe that I still existed in the flesh. Pembroke Lodge,

which used to be a nice house, was being ruined by order of the

Civil Service. When they discovered, what they did not know

until they were told, that it had been the home of famous people,

they decided that everything possible must be done to destroy

its historic interest. Half of it was turned into flats for park-

keepers, and the other half into a tea-shop. The garden was cut

up by a complicated system of barbed wire, with a view, so I

thought at the time, to minimizing the pleasure to be derived

from it.*

I had hoped vaguely that I might somehow rent Pembroke

Lodge and install myself and my family there. As this proved

impossible, I took a largish house near Richmond Park, turning

over the two lower floors to my son’s family and keeping the top

two for myself. This had worked more or less well for a time in

spite of the difficulties that almost always occur when two fami-

lies live at close quarters. We had a pleasant life there, living

separately, each having our own guests, and coming together

when we wished. But it made a very full life, with the family

coming and going, my work, and the constant stream of visi-

tors.

Among the visitors were Alan and Mary Wood who came to

See me about a book that he wished to write on my philosophical

work. He soon decided to do a life of me first. In the course of its

preparation we saw much of both him and his wife and came to

be very fond of them and to rely upon them. Some of the encoun-

ters with visitors, however, were odd. One gentleman from

America who had suggested coming to tea, turned up accompa-

nied by an admirer of the American McCarthy whose virtues

she extolled. I was angry. Another was an Indian who came

with his daughter. He insisted that she must dance for me while

he played her accompaniment. I had only a short time before re-

* Later, I changed my opinion of their proceedings and thought that they had
done the adaptation very well if it had to be done.
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turned from hospital and did not welcome having all the furni-

ture of our sitting-room pushed back and the whole house shake

as she cavorted in what, under other circumstances, I might

have thought lovely gyrations.

That visit to the hospital became one of the myths to which I

have already referred. My wife and I had gone a long walk in

Richmond Park one morning and, after lunch, she had gone up

to her sitting-room, which was above mine. Suddenly I ap-

peared, announcing that I felt ill. Not unnaturally, she was

frightened. It was the fine sunny Sunday before the Queen’s

coronation.. Though my wife tried to get hold of a neighbour

and of our own doctors in Richmond and London, she could get

hold of no one. Finally she rang 999, and the Richmond police,

with great kindness and much effort, came to the rescue. They

sent a doctor, who was unknown to me, the only one whom they

could find. By the time the police had managed to get hold of

our own doctors, I had turned blue. My wife was told by a well-

known specialist, one of the five doctors who had by then con-

gregated, that I might live for two hours. I was packed into an

ambulance and whisked to hospital, where they dosed me with

oxygen and J survived.

The pleasant life at Richmond had other dark moments. At

Christmas, 1953, I was waiting to go into hospital again for a

serious operation and my wife and household were all dwn

with flu. My son and his wife decided that, as she said, they
were “tired of children.” After Christmas dinner with the chil-

dren and me, they left, taking the remainder of the food, but

leaving the children, and did not return. We were fond of the

children, but were appalled by this fresh responsibility, which

posed so many harassing questions in the midst of our happy

and already very full life. For some time we hoped that their

parents would return to take up their réle, but when my son

became ill we had to abandon that hope and make long-term

arrangements for the children’s education and holidays. More-
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over, the financial burden was heavy and rather disturbing: I

had given £10,000 of my Nobel Prize cheque for a little more

than £11,000 to my third wife, and I was now paying alimony

to her and to my second wife, as well as paying for the education

and holidays of my younger son. Added to this, there were

heavy expenses in connection with my elder son’s illness; and

the income taxes which for many years he had neglected to pay

now fell to me to pay. The prospect of supporting and educat-

ing his three children, however pleasant it might be, presented

problems.

For a time when I came out of the hospital I was not up to

much, but by May I felt that I had recovered. I gave the Her-

man Ould Memorial Lecture to the P.E.N. Club called “History

As an Art.” We were asked to supper afterwards by the Secre-

tary of the Club and I enjoyed indulging my literary hates and

loves. In particular, my great hate is Wordsworth. I have to

admit the excellence of some of his work — to admire and love

it, in fact — but much of it is too dull, too pompous and silly to

be borne. Unfortunately, I have a knack of remembering bad

verse with ease, so I can puzzle almost anyone who upholds

Wordsworth.

A short time later, on our way home to Richmond from Scot-

land, we stopped in North Wales where our friends Rupert and

Elizabeth Crawshay-Williams had found a house, Plas Pen-

rhyn, that they thought would make a pleasant holiday house

for us and the children. It was small and unpretentious, but had

a delightful garden and little orchard and a number of fine

beech trees, Above all, it had a most lovely view, south to the

Sea, west to Portmadoc and the Caernarvon hills, and north up

the valley of the Glaslyn to Snowdon. I was captivated by it,

and particularly pleased that across the valley could be seen the

house where Shelley had lived. The owner of Plas Penrhyn

agreed to let it to us largely, I think, because he, too, is a lover

of Shelley and was much taken by my desire to write an essay
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on “Shelley the Tough” (as opposed to the “ineffectual

angel”). Later, I met a man at Tan-y-Ralt, Shelley’s house, who

said he had been a cannibal — the first and only cannibal I have

met. It seemed appropriate to meet him at the house of Shelley

the Tough. Plas Penrhyn seemed to us as if it would be an ideal

place for the children’s holidays, especially as there were friends

of their parents living nearby whom they already knew and who

had children of their own ages. It would be a happy alternative,

we thought, to cinemas in Richmond and “camps.” We rented

it as soon as possible.

But all this was the daily background and the relief from the

dark world of international affairs in which my chief interest

lay. Though the reception accorded Human Society in Ethics

and Politics was so amiable, its publication had failed to quiet

my uneasiness. I felt I must find some way of making the world

understand the dangers into which it was running blindly, head-

on. I thought that perhaps if I repeated part of Human Society

on the BBC it would make more impression than it had hitherto

made. In this, however, I was thwarted by the refusal of the

BBC to repeat anything that had already been published. I

therefore set to work to compose a new dirge for the human

race.

Even then, in the relatively early days of the struggle against

nuclear destruction, it seemed to me almost impossible to find a

fresh way of putting what I had already, I felt, said in so many

different ways. My first draft of the broadcast was an anaemic

product, pulling all the punches. I threw it away at once, girded

myself up and determined to say exactly how dreadful the pros-

pect was unless measures were taken. The result was a distilled

version of all that I had said theretofore. It was so tight-packed

that anything that I have since said on the subject can be found

in it at least in essence. But the BBC still made difficulties, fear-

ing that I should bore and frighten many listeners. They asked

me to hold a debate, instead, with a young and cheerful foot-
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baller who could offset my grim forebodings. This seemed to

me utterly frivolous and showed so clearly that the BBC author-

ities understood nothing of what it was all about that I felt des-

perate. I refused to accede to their pleadings. At last, it was

agreed that I should do a broadcast in December by myself. In

it, as I have said, I stated all my fears and the reasons for them.

The broadcast, now called “Man’s Peril,” ended with the fol-

lowing words: “There lies before us, if we choose, continual

progress in happiness, knowledge, and wisdom. Shall we, in-

stead, choose death, because we cannot forget our quarrels? I

appeal, as a human being to human beings: remember your hu-

manity, and forget the rest. If you can do so, the way lies open

to a new Paradise; if you cannot, nothing lies before you but

universal death.”

The broadcast had both a private and a public effect. The

private effect was to allay my personal anxiety for a time, and to

give me a feeling that I had found words adequate to the sub-

ject. The public effect was more important. I received innumer-

able letters and requests for speeches and articles, far more than

I could well deal with. And I learned a great many facts that I

had not known before, some of them rather desolating: a Bat-

tersea County Councillor came to see me and told me of the pro-

visions that the Battersea Council had promulgated that were to

be followed by all the inhabitants of that district in case of nu-

clear attack. Upon hearing the warning siren, they were to rush

to Battersea Park and pile into buses. These, it was hoped,

would whisk them to safety in the country.

Almost all the response to the broadcast of which I was

aware was serious and encouraging. But some of my speeches

had farcical interludes. One of them I remember with some

smug pleasure: a man rose in fury, remarking that I looked like

a monkey; to which I replied, “Then you will have the pleasure

of hearing the voice of your ancestors.”

I received the prize given by Pear’s Cyclopaedia for some
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outstanding work done during the past year. The year before,

the prize had been given to a young man who ran a mile in

under four minutes. The prize cup which I now have says “Ber-

trand Russell illuminating a path to Peace 1955.”

One of the most impressive meetings at which I spoke was

held in April 1955, in memory of the Jews who died in Warsaw

in February 1943. The music was tragic and beautiful, and the

emotion of the assembled company so deep and sincere as to

make the meeting very moving. There were records made of my

speech and of the music.

Among the first organizations to show a pronounced interest

in my views were the World Parliamentarians and, more seri-

ously perhaps, the Parliamentary World Government Associa-

tion, with whom I had many meetings. They were to hold joint

meetings in Rome in April 1955, at which they invited me to

speak. We were put up, oddly enough, in the hotel in which I

had stayed with my aunt Maude on my first trip to Rome over a

half century before. It was a cold barracks that had ceased to

provide meals for its guests, but was in a pleasant part of the

old city. It was spring and warm. It was a great pleasure to

wander about the city and along the Tiber and up the Pincio for

the otherwise unprovided meals. I found the Roman meetings

very moving and interesting. I was happy that my speeches

seemed to affect people, both at the meeting in the Chamber of

Deputies and elsewhere. At all of them there were very mixed

audiences. After one, I was held up by a man almost in tears

because he had not been able to understand what had been said

because he spoke no English. He besought me to translate what

I had said into Esperanto. Alas, I could not. I enjoyed, too,

meeting a number of friendly and notable literary and political

figures in whose work I had been interested but with whom I

had never before had a chance to discuss matters.

I had hoped, on the way north from Rome, to pay a visit to

Bernard Berenson at Settignano. In this I was prevented by the
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pressure of work. Later, I learned that he took my defection

very ill, especially as he had felt me, he said, to be arrogant and

unfriendly at our last meeting. I was extremely sorry for this

since my feelings towards him were, as they had always been,

most friendly and I felt anything but arrogant towards him. But

the last meeting to which he alluded had been a somewhat try-

ing occasion to me. His wife Mary had asked me to lunch with

them and I had gone. At the time of my separation from her

sister Alys, she had written me a cutting letter saying that they

did not wish to have anything further to do with me. Her invita-

tion to lunch came many years later. I was glad to accept as I

had never wished any break in our friendship, but I felt a little

awkward and shy as I could not forget entirely her previous

letter. Bernard Berenson had evidently never known of the letter

or had forgotten it. I myself had felt that the luncheon had

healed the breach and had been glad when he begged me to

come to I Tatti again, as I should have liked to do.

Meantime, as I assessed the response that my broadcast had

achieved and considered what should be done next, I had real-

ized that the point that I must concentrate upon was the need of

co-operation among nations. It had occurred to me that it might

be possible to formulate a statement that a number of very well-

known and respected scientists of both capitalist and Commu-

nist ideologies would be willing to sign calling for further joint

action. Before taking any measures, however, I had written to

Einstein to learn what he thought of such a plan. He had re-

plied with enthusiasm, but had said that, because he was not

well and could hardly keep up with present commitments, he

himself could do nothing to help beyond sending me the names

of various scientists who, he thought, would be sympathetic. He

had begged me, nevertheless, to carry out my idea and to formu-

late the statement myself. This I had done, basing the statement

upon my Christmas broadcast, “Man’s Peril.” ] had drawn up a

list of scientists of both East and West and had written to them,
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enclosing the statement, shortly before I went to Rome with the

Parliamentarians. I had, of course, sent the statement to Ein-

stein for his approval, but had not yet heard what he thought of

it and whether he would be willing to sign it. As we flew from

Rome to Paris, where the World Government Association were

to hold further meetings, the pilot announced the news of Ein-

stein’s death. I felt shattered, not only for the obvious reasons,

but because I saw my plan falling through without his support.

But, on my arrival at my Paris hotel, I found a letter from him

agreeing to sign. This was one of the last acts of his public

life.

While I was in Paris I had a long discussion about my plan

with Frédéric Joliot-Curie. He warmly welcomed the plan and

approved of the statement except for one phrase: I had written,

“It is feared that if many bombs are used there will be universal

death — sudden only for a fortunate minority, but for the major-

ity a slow torture of disease and disintegration.” He did not like

my calling the minority “fortunate.” “To die is not fortunate,”

he said. Perhaps he was right. Irony, taken internationally, 1s

tricky. In any case, I agreed to delete it. For some time after I

returned to England, I heard nothing from him. He was ill, I

learned later. Nor could I induce an answer from various other

important scientists. I never did hear from the Chinese scientist

to whom I had written. I think the letter to him was probably

misaddressed. Einstein had advised me to enlist the help of

Niels Bohr, who, he thought, would certainly be in favour of

my plan and my statement. But I could achieve no reply from

him for many weeks in spite of repeated letters and telegrams.

Then came a short letter saying that he wished to have nothing

to do with either plan or statement. The Russian Academicians,

still suspicious of the West, also refused to sign, although they

wrote commending the plan with some warmth. After some cor-

respondence, Professor Otto Hahn refused to sign, because, I

understood, he was working for the forthcoming “Mainau Dec-
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laration” of scientists. This declaration was already in prepara-

tion, but seemed to me to be somewhat emasculated by the fact

that it was intertded to include among its signatories only scien-

tists of the West. Fortunately, others who signed the Mainau

Declaration agreed with me and signed both. My most personal

disappointment, was that I could not obtain the signature of

Lord Adrian, the President of the Royal Society and Master of

my College, Trinity. I knew that he agreed with the principles

in my broadcast, which were those of the manifesto that I hoped

he would sign. He had himself spoken publicly in similar vein.

And I had been pleased when I learned that Trinity wished to

have in its Library a manuscript of “Man’s Peril.” But when I

discussed my statement or manifesto with him I thought I un-

derstood why he was reluctant to sign. “It is because it is too

eloquent, isn’t it?” I asked. “Yes,” he said. Many of the scien-

tists to whom I wrote, however, at once warmly agreed to sign,

and one, Linus Pauling, who had heard of the plan only at sec-

ond hand, offered his signature. I was glad to accept the offer.

When I look back upon this time I do not see how the days

and nights provided time to get through all that I did. Journeys

to Rome and Paris and again to Scotland, family troubles, ar-

rangements to settle in North Wales for the holidays, letters,

discussions, visitors, and speeches. I wrote innumerable arti-

cles. I had frequent interviews and much correspondence with

an American, R. C. Marsh, who was collecting and editing var-

lous early essays of mine which appeared the following year

under the title Logic and Knowledge. And I was also preparing

my book Portraits from Memory for publication in 1956. In

January, 1955, I gave a lecture at the British Academy on J. S.

Mill, which I had considerable difficulty in composing. I had

already spoken so often about Mill. But the speech had one

phrase that I cherish: in speaking about the fact that proposi-

tions have a subject and a predicate, I said it had led to “three

thousand years of important error.” And the speech was ac-
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claimed in a most gratifying manner. The audience rose,

thumped and clapped.

June came and still all the replies to my letters to the scien-

tists had not been received. I felt that in any case some concrete

plan must be made as to how the manifesto should be publi-

cized. Jt seemed to me that it should be given a dramatic

launching in order to call attention to it, to what it said and to

the eminence of those who upheld it. After discarding many

plans, I decided to get expert advice. I knew the editor of the

Observer slightly and believed him to be liberal and sympa-

thetic. He proved at that time to be both. He called in colleagues

to discuss the matter. They agreed that something more was

needed than merely publishing the fact that the manifesto had

been written and signed by a number of eminent scientists of

varying ideologies. They suggested that a press conference

should be held at which I should read the document and answer

questions about it. They did far more than this. They offered to

arrange and finance the conference with the proviso that it not

become, until later, public knowledge that they had done so. It

was decided finally that the conference should take place on

July 9th (1955). A room was engaged in Caxton Hall a week

before. Invitations were sent to the editors of all the journals

and to the representatives of foreign journals as well as to the

BBC and representatives of foreign radio and TV in London.

This invitation was merely to a conference at which something

important of world-wide interest was to be published. The re-

sponse was heartening and the room had to be changed to the

largest in the Hall.

It was a dreadful week. All day long the telephone rang and

the doorbell pealed. Journalists and wireless directors wanted to

be told what this important piece of news was to be. Each hoped,

apparently, for a scoop. Three times daily someone from the

Daily Worker rang to say that their paper had not been sent an

invitation, Daily, three times, they were told that they had been

[ 96 ]



At Home and Abroad

invited. But they seemed to be so used to being cold-shouldered

that they could not believe it. After all, though they could not be

told this, one purpose of the manifesto was to encourage co-

operation between the Communist and the non-Communist

world. The burden of all this flurry fell upon my wife and my

housekeeper. I was not permitted to appear or to speak on the

telephone except to members of the family. None of us could

leave the house. I spent the week sitting in a chair in my study

trying to read. At intervals, I was told later, I muttered dis-

mally, “This is going to be a damp squib.” My memory is that

it rained during the entire week and was very cold.

The worst aspect of the affair was that not long before this I

had received a letter from Joliot-Curie saying that he feared

that, after all, he could not sign the manifesto. I could not

make out why he had changed. I begged him to come to London

to discuss the matter, but he was too ill. I had been in constant

touch with Dr. E. H. S. Burhop in order that the manifesto

should not in any way offend those of Communist ideology. It

was largely due to his efforts that the night before the confer-

ence was scheduled to take place Monsieur Biquard came from

Paris to discuss with Burhop and myself Joliot-Curie’s objec-

tions. Monsieur Biquard has since taken Joliot-Curie’s place in

the World Federation of Scientific Workers. They arrived at

11:30 p.m. Sometime after midnight we came to an agreement.

The manifesto could not be changed from the form it had had

when Einstein had signed it and, in any case, it was too late to

obtain the agreement of the other signatories to a change. I sug-

gested, therefore that Joliot-Curie’s objections be added in foot-

notes where necessary and be included in my reading of the text

the following morning. I had hit upon this scheme in dealing

with an objection of one of the Americans. Joliot-Curie’s em-

issary at last agreed to this and signed the manifesto for him,

as he had been empowered to do if an agreement could be

reached,
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Another difficulty that had beset me was the finding of a

chairman for the meeting who would not only add lustre to the

occasion but would be equipped to help me in the technical

questions that would surely be asked. For one reason or another

everyone whom I approached refused the job. I confess that I

suspected their refusal to have been the result of pusillanimity.

Whoever took part in this manifesto or its launching ran the

risk of disapproval that might, for a time at any rate, injure

them or expose them to ridicule, which they would probably

mind even more. Or perhaps their refusal was the result of their

dislike of the intentional dramatic quality of the occasion.

Finally, I learned that Professor Josef Rotblat was sympathetic.

He was, and still is, an eminent physicist at the Medical College

of St. Bartholomew’s Hospital and Executive Vice-President of

the Atomic Scientists’ Association. He bravely and without

hesitation agreed to act as Chairman and did so when the time

came with much skill. From the time of that fortunate meeting I

have often worked closely with Professor Rotblat and I have

come to admire him greatly. He can have few rivals in the cour-

age and integrity and complete self-abnegation with which he

has given up his own career (in which, however, he still re-

mains eminent) to devote himself to combatting the nuclear

peril as well as other allied evils. If ever these evils are eradi-

cated and international affairs are straightened out, his name

should stand very high indeed among the heroes.

Amongst others who encouraged me at this meeting were

Alan Wood and Mary Wood, who, with Kenneth Harris of the

Observer, executed a variety of burdensome and vexatious

drudgeries to make the occasion go off well. And in the event it

did go well. The hall was packed, not only with men, but with

recording and television machines, I read the manifesto and the

list of signatories and explained how and why it had come into

being. I then, with Rotblat’s help, replied to questions from the

floor. The journalistic mind, naturally, was impressed by the
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dramatic way in which Ejinstein’s signature had arrived.

Henceforth, the manifesto was called the Einstein-Russell (or

vice-versa) manifesto. At the beginning of the meeting a good

deal of scepticism and indifference and some out and out hostil-

ity was shown by the press. As the meeting continued, the jour-

nalists appeared to become sympathetic and even approving,

with the exception of one American journalist who felt affronted

for his country by something I said in reply to a question. The

meeting ended after two and a half hours with enthusiasm and

high hope of the outcome of the call to scientists to hold a con-

ference.

When it was all over, however, and we had returned to our

flat at Millbank where we were spending the week-end, reaction

set in. I recalled the horrid fact that in making various remarks

about the signatories I had said that Professor Rotblat came

from Liverpool. Although he himself had not seemed to notice

the slip, I felt ashamed. The incident swelled to immense pro-

portions in my mind. The disgrace of it prevented me from even

speaking of it. When we walked to the news hoardings outside

of Parliament to see if the evening papers had noted the meeting

and found it heralded in banner headlines, I still could not feel

happy. But worse was to come. I learned that I had omitted

Professor Max Born’s name from the list of signatories, had,

even, said that he had refused to sign. The exact opposite was

the truth. He had not only signed but had been most warm and

helpful. This was a serious blunder on my part, and one that I

have never stopped regretting. By the time that I had learned of

my mistake it was too late to rectify the error, though I at once

took, and have since taken, every means that I could think of to

set the matter straight. Professor Born himself was magnani-

mous and has continued his friendly correspondence with me.

As in the case of most of the other signatories the attempt and

achievement of the manifesto took precedence over personal

feelings.
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Word continued to pour in of the wide news coverage all over

the world of the proclamation of the manifesto. Most of it was

favourable. My spirits rose. But for the moment I could do

nothing more to forward the next step in opposition to nuclear

armament. J had to devote the next few weeks to family matters.

During the dreadful week before the proclamation when the

telephone was not ringing about that subject it was ringing to

give me most distressing news about my elder son’s illness. I

now had to devote all my mind to that and to moving my family

for the summer to our new house in North Wales. The latter

had been painted and refurbished during our absence under the

kind auspices of Rupert and Elizabeth Crawshay-Williams.

The necessary new furnishing to augment what we had bought

from the estate of the former tenant had been bought in London

during five afternoons at the end of June. So all was more or

less ready for us. We went there to prepare for the coming of

the three grandchildren as soon as possible. I was glad to escape

from London. Most people seem to think of me as an urban

individual, but I have, in fact, spent most of my life in the coun-

try and am far happier there than in any city known to me. But,

having settled the children with the nurse who had for some

years taken care of them at Richmond, I had to journey to Paris

again for another World Government Conference. It was held

in the Cité Universitaire and the meetings proved interesting.

There were various parties in connection with it, some official

and some less so. One was at the Quai d’Orsay. At one, a cock-

tail party held in the house of the great couturiére Schiaparelli,

I went out into the garden where I was quickly surrounded by a

group of women who thought that women should do something

special to combat nuclear warfare. They wished me to support

their plans. I am entirely in favour of anyone doing what they

can to combat nuclear warfare, but I have never been able to

understand why the sexes should not combat it together. In my

experience, fathers, quite as much as mothers, are concerned for
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the welfare of their young. My wife was standing on a balcony

above the garden. Suddenly she heard my voice rise in

anguished tones: “But, you see, I am not a mother!” Someone

was dispatched at once to rescue me.

After this Paris conference at the end of July, we returned to

Richmond for another congress. The Association of Parlia-

mentarians for World Government had planned in June to hold

a congress for both Eastern and Western scientists and others if

they could manage it during the first days of August. They, as I

did, believed that the time had come for Communists and non-

Communists to work together. I had taken part in their deliber-

ations and was to speak at the first meeting. Three Russians

came from the Moscow Academy as well as other people, par-

ticularly scientists, from many parts of the world. The Russians

were led by Academician Topchiev of whom I was later to see

much and whom I grew to respect and greatly like. This was

the first time since the War that any Russian Communists had

attended a conference in the West and we were all exceedingly

anxious to have the meetings go well. In the main they did so.

But there was a short time when, at a committee meeting to-

wards the end of the second day, the Russians could not come to

agreement with their Western colleagues. The organizers tele-

phoned me and asked if I could do anything to soothe matters.

Fortunately agreement was managed. And at the final meeting I

was able to read the resolutions of the conference as having

been reached unanimously. Altogether, the conference augured

well for co-operation. I could return to Wales for a few weeks of

real holiday with the happy feeling that things were at last

moving as one would wish.

Naturally, all work did not stop even during the holiday. I

had already been considering with Professors Rotblat and

Powell how we could implement the scientists’ manifesto, which

had called for a conference of scientists to consider all the mat-

ters concerning and allied to the nuclear dangers. Professor
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Joliot-Curie, who was himself too ill to take active part in our

plans, encouraged us at long distance. We were fairly sure by

this time of being able to get together a good group of scientists

of both East and West.

In the early days of preparing the manifesto, I had hoped that

I might be supported in it by the Indian scientists and Govern-

ment. At the beginning of Nehrw’s visit to London in February

1955, my hope of it soared. Nehru himself had seemed most

sympathetic. I lunched with him and talked with him at various

meetings and receptions. He had been exceedingly friendly. But

when I met Dr. Bahba, India’s leading official scientist, towards

the end of Nehrw’s visit, I received a cold douche. He had pro-

found doubts about any such manifesto, let alone any such con-

ference as I had in mind for the future. It became evident that I

should receive no encouragement from Indian official scientific

quarters. After the successful promulgation of the manifesto,

however, Nehru’s more friendly attitude prevailed. With the

approval and help of the Indian Government, it was proposed

that the first conference between Western and Eastern scientists

be held in New Delhi in January 1957.

Throughout the early part of 1956, we perfected, so far as we

could, our plans for the conference. By the middle of the year

we had sent off invitations over my name to about sixty scien-

tists. But 1956 was a year of bits and pieces for me, taken up

chiefly by broadcasts and articles. An endless and pleasant

stream of old friends and new acquaintances came and went.

We decided to sell our Richmond house and move permanently

to North Wales. We kept, however, as a pied a terre in London,

our flat in Millbank, with its wonderful view of the river in

which I delighted. Later, we were turned out of this flat for the

modernization of Millbank. Politically, I took part in number-

less meetings concerned with a variety of affairs, some to do

with the troubles in Cyprus, some to do with World Govern-

ment. (The World Government Association gave a dinner in
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my honour in February at the House of Commons. I have never

felt sure how many of the people at the dinner knew that it had

been announced as a dinner in my honour. At any rate, some of

the speeches might have turned my head happily if only I could

have believed them.) I was especially concerned with a cam-

paign about the imprisonment of Morton Sobell in the United

States.

At the time of the Rosenbergs’ trial and death (one is

tempted to say assassination) in 1951, I had paid, I am

ashamed to say, only cursory attention to what was going on.

Now, in 1956, in March, my cousin Margaret Lloyd brought

Mrs. Sobell, Morton’s Sobell’s mother, to see me. Sobell had

been kidnapped by the United States government from Mexico

to be brought to trial in connection with the Rosenberg case. He

had been condemned, on the evidence of a known perjuror, to

thirty years’ imprisonment, of which he had already served five.

His family was trying to obtain support for him, and his mother

had come to England for help. Several eminent people in

America had already taken up cudgels on his behalf, but to no

avail. People both here and in the United States appeared to be

ignorant of his plight and what had led up to it. I remember

talking of the case with a well-known and much admired Fed-

eral Court judge. He professed complete ignorance of the case

of Morton Sobell and was profoundly shocked by what I told

him of it. But I noted that he afterwards made no effort to get at

the facts, much less to do anything to remedy them. The case

seemed to me a monstrous one and I agreed to do all I could to

call people’s attention to it. A small society had already been

formed in London to do this, and they agreed to help me. I

wrote letters to the papers and articles on the matter. One of my

letters contained the phrase “a posse of terrified perjurors,”

which pleased me and annoyed those who did not agree with

me. I was inundated by angry letters from Americans and

others denying my charges and asking irately how I could be so
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bold as to call American justice into question. A few letters

came from people, including members of the above-mentioned

London group, who agreed with me, though no one in England,

so far as I know, upheld my point of view publicly. I was gen-

erally and often venomously charged with being anti-American,

as I often have been when I have criticized adversely any Amer-

icans or anything American. I do not know why, since I have

spent long periods in that country and have many friends there

and have often expressed my admiration of various Americans

and American doings. Moreover, I have married two Ameri-

cans. However — ten years later it had come to be generally

agreed that the case against Morton Sobell did not hold water.

The Court of Appeals pronounced publicly on the case in 1962-

63. On reading the judges’ verdict, I understood them to say

that it was not worth granting Sobell a new trial. On appealing

for advice from Sobell’s defence lawyers on my interpretation of

the verdict, I was informed: “It was terrible, though not quite

so crude as you’d imagined.” The defence lawyers had argued

that “Ethel Rosenberg’s Constitutional Fifth-Amendment

rights had been violated during the trial, and that this had been

fully established in a subsequent Supreme Court decision,

known as the ‘Grunewald’ decision. This decision indicated

that Ethel Rosenberg had been entitled to a new trial; and since

her innocence would have established her husband’s and

Sobell’s, they too were entitled to new trials. . . . The Rosen-

bergs, alas, were no longer around, but Sobell should have his

day in court.” Although his family continue their long, brave

fight to obtain freedom for him, Morton Sobell remains in

prison. *

Early in 1947 I had said in the House of Lords that in Amer-

ica “any person who favours the United Nations is labelled as a

* Since this was written, Sobell has been released, his term having been com-

muted for good behavior.
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dangerous ‘Red.’” I was alarmed by such uncritical anti-

Communism, especially as it was adopted increasingly by or-

ganizations purporting to be liberal. For this reason I felt ob-

liged, early in 1953, to resign from the American Committee for

Cultural Freedom. I remained Honorary President of the inter-

national Congress for Cultural Freedom. Three years later I

was sent the proof of a book called Was Justice Done? The

Rosenberg-Sobell Case by Malcolm Sharp, Professor of Law at

the University of Chicago. It made it quite clear to me, and I

should have thought to anyone, that there had been a miscar-

riage of justice. I denounced in the press the hysteria and police-

state techniques which had been used against the Rosenbergs

and Sobell. The response of the American Committee for Cul-

tural Freedom seems even more absurd in the light of the evi-

dence which has mounted during the intervening years than it

seemed at the time. “There is no evidence whatsoever,” the

American Committee pronounced, “that the Federal Bureau of

Investigation committed atrocities or employed thugs in the

Rosenberg case. There is no support whatever for your charge

that Sobell, an innocent man, was the victim of political hys-

teria. There is no ground whatever for your contention that

either Sobell or the Rosenbergs were condemned on the word of

perjurors, terrified or unterrified. . . . Your remarks on Amer-

ican judicial procedure, the analogy you draw between the

technique of the Federal Bureau of Investigation and the policy

(sic) methods of Nazi Germany or Stalin’s Russia, constitute a

major disservice to the cause of freedom and democracy.” Hav-

ing learned that the American branch approved of cultural free-

dom in Communist countries but not elsewhere, I resigned from

the Congress for Cultural Freedom.

But in the summer of 1956 things seemed to be moving in

our direction so far as the proposed conference of scientists was

concerned. Then, in October, two misfortunes overtook the
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world: the first was the Hungarian Revolt and its suppression; *

the second was the Suez affair. In relation to the latter I felt

shocked, as I said publicly, and sickened by our Government’s

machinations, military and other. I welcomed Gaitskell’s speech,

dry and late in coming though it was, because it said more or

less officially a number of things that should have been said.

But the loss of influence in international affairs which Great

Britain must suffer in consequence of this ill-advised Suez ex-

ploit seemed to me well-nigh irreparable. In any case, it was

obviously impossible to take the Western participants in the

conference by the roundabout route then necessary to arrive in

India in January 1957. So we had to replan our next move.

The problem was how the work was to be curried out and

where such a conference should be held and, above all, how it

could be financed. I felt very sure that the conference should not

be bound by the tenets of any established body and that it

should be entirely neutral and independent; and the other plan-

ners thought likewise. But we could find no individual or organ-

ization in England willing, if able, to finance it and certainly

none willing to do so with no strings attached. Sometime before,

I had received a warm letter of approbation for what I was do-

ing from Cyrus Eaton in America. He had offered to help with

money. Aristotle Onassis, the Greek shipping magnate, had

also offered to help if the conference were to take place at Monte

Carlo. Cyrus Eaton now confirmed his offer if the conference

were to be held at his birthplace, Pugwash in Nova Scotia. He

had held other sorts of conferences there of a not wholly dis-

similar character. We agreed to the condition. Plans went

ahead fast under the guidance of Professors Rotblat and

Powell. They were greatly helped by Dr. Burhop and, then and

later, by Dr. Patricia Lindop, a physicist of St. Bartholomew’s

*I am sometimes asked why I did not at the time fulminate against the Rus-

sian suppression of the Hungarian Revolt. I did not because there was no need.

Most of the so-called Western World was fulminating. Some people spoke out

strongly against the Suez exploit, but most people were acquiescent.
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Medical College. Her informed and dedicated devotion to the

causes of peace and co-operation among scientists was, I found,

comparable even to Professor Rotblat’s. She managed her work,

her children and household and the scientists with apparently

care-free grace and tact. And the first conference took place in

early July 1957, at Pugwash.

I was unable to go to this first conference because of my age

and ill health. A large part of my time in 1957 was devoted to

various medical tests to determine what was the trouble with my

throat. In February, I had to go into hospital for a short time to

find out whether or no I had cancer of the throat. The evening

that I went in I had a debate over the BBC with Abbot Butler of

Downside which I much enjoyed, and I think he did also. The

incident went off as pleasantly as such a trying performance

could do and it was discovered conclusively that I did not have

cancer. But what did I have? And so the tests continued and I

continued to have to live on baby’s food and other such pabulum.

Since that time I have made several journeys abroad, though

none so long as that to Pugwash. I fight shy of longer journeys

partly because I fear if I go to one country people in other coun-

tries who have pressed me to go there will be affronted. The

only way around this, for one who is not an official personage, is

to renounce distant travels. In 1958, however, I journeyed to a

Pugwash conference in Austria. I stayed on after the meetings

and, with my wife, made a journey by motor car. We drove

along the Danube to Durnstein, which I had wished to see ever

Since my boyhood delight in Richard Coeur de Lion. I was

greatly impressed by the magnificent bleak grandeur of Melk on

its bluff above the river and by the beauty of its library. Then

we drove in a large circle through the mountains back to

Vienna. The air was delicious and spicy. It seemed like a jour-

ney into the story-books of my youth, both in the countryside,

which is that of fairy books, and in the kindness and simplicity

and gaiety of the people. Above one little village there was a

great lime tree where the villagers gathered to gossip of an eve-

[ 107 ]



The Autobiography of Bertrand Russell

ning and on Sunday. It was a magical tree in a magical

meadow, calm and sweet and full of peace. Once, as we drove

along a narrow lane beside a dashing stream at the foot of a

mountain, we were held up by a landslide. Great trunks of fir

trees were piled up across the road. We stopped, wondering

how to turn or to pass it. Suddenly, men and women appeared,

as if sprung from the ground, from the nearby farms and set to

work, laughing and joking, to move the obstruction. In a trice,

it seemed to me, the road was free and we were being waved on

by smiling people.

But to return to Pugwash — I was kept in close touch by let-

ter and telephone with the proceedings of the first conference

and was pleased with what I heard. We had decided that not

only physicists but biological and social scientists should be in-

vited to attend. There were twenty-two participants in all —

from the United States, the Soviet Union, China, Poland, Aus-

tralia, Austria, Canada, France, Great Britain, and Japan. The

meetings were carried on in both English and Russian. It

pleased me especially that it showed that real co-operation, such

as we had hoped, could be achieved among scientists of ex-

tremely divergent “ideologies” and apparently opposing scien-

tific as well as other views.

The conference was called the Pugwash Conference of Scien-

tists and for the sake of continuity the movement has continued

to be identified by the name Pugwash. It established among

other things a “Continuing Committee” of five members, of

which I was the Chairman, to organize further conferences.

More important, it established a form that future conferences

followed. A number of plenary meetings were held at which im-

portant papers were read. There were a greater number of

meetings of the small committees set up at the start, at which

particular aspects of the general subjects were discussed and

decided. Most important of all, it was held in an atmosphere of

friendliness, Perhaps the unique characteristic of this and sub-
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sequent Pugwash Conferences was the fact that the members

consorted with each other in their spare time as well as during

the scheduled meetings and grew to know each other as human

beings rather than merely as scientists of this or that potentially

inimical belief or nation. This most important characteristic

was in large part made possible by the astute understanding by

Cyrus Eaton of the situation and what we wished to accomplish

and by his tactful hospitality.

As I was not present, J shall not attempt to describe in detail

the action or findings of this or any of the other conferences.

Professor Rotblat compiled an excellent and comprehensive his-

tory of this and the following seven conferences that were held

up to the time of its publication in 1962. Suffice it to say here

that there were three committees at the first conference: (1) on

the hazards arising from the use of atomic energy; (2) on the

control of nuclear weapons, which outlined the general objec-

tives of disarmament which subsequent conferences discussed

in detail; and (3) on the social responsibilities of scientists. The

findings of the first, as Professor Rotblat points out, probably

comprise the first agreement reached between scientists of East

and West on the effects of nuclear tests. The third committee

summarized its findings in eleven items of common belief which

became, little more than a year later, the basis of what is known

as the “Vienna Declaration.” This first Pugwash conference

published a statement that was formally endorsed by the Soviet

Academy of Sciences and warmly welcomed in China, but less

publicized and more slowly in the West.

The Continuing Committee first met in London in December

1957, and a further and similar conference, again made posst-

ble by Cyrus Eaton, was held at Lac Beauport in Canada in the

Spring of 1958. Then came a more ambitious endeavour: a

large conference in September 1958, at Kitzbithel in Austria. It

was made possible through the good offices of Professor Hans

Thirring, under the auspices of the Theodor-Koerner Founda-
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tion. It was followed by meetings held in Vienna. At the former

conferences no press or observers had been permitted to attend.

At this third conference not only were observers present but

they included members of the families of the participants. At

the great meetings at Vienna the press was in evidence. At the

meeting in the Austrian Academy of Sciences on the morning of

September 20th the Vienna Declaration was promulgated. It

was a Statement that had been accepted with only one absten-

tion by all the members of the conference at Kitzbiihel and it

forms, as Professor Rotblat has said, the credo of the Pugwash

movement. It is too long to be included here, but may be found

in his history. The meeting was opened by the President of Aus-

tria, Dr. Adolf Schaef, for the conference had been given a very

generous welcome by the Austrian State. Amongst others of

both East and West I spoke in my capacity of President of the

movement and Chairman of the Continuing Committee. It

seemed to me an impressive and unforgettable formal occasion.

In my speech I recalled my grandfather’s speech at a Congress

(also in Vienna) during the Crimean War, in which he spoke

in favour of peace, but was overruled. Following the great meet-

ing, we attended the President’s lunch in the Alter Hof. Then

came an important meeting when ten of the participants in the

conference addressed ten thousand people at the Wiener Stad-

halle — but this I could not attend.

The most obvious achievement of the Pugwash movement

has been the conclusion, for which it was largely responsible, of

the partial Test-ban Treaty, which forbade nuclear tests above

ground in peace time. I, personally, was not and am not happy

about this partial ban. It seems to me to be, as I should expect it

to be, a soother of consciences and fears that should not be

soothed. At the same time, it is only a slight mitigation of the

dangers to which we are all exposed. It seemed to me more likely

to be a hindrance than a help towards obtaining the desired

total ban. Nevertheless, it showed that East and West could
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work together to obtain what they wished to obtain and that the

Pugwash movement could be effective when and where it de-

sired to be. It was rather a give-away of the bona fides of the

various “Disarmament Conferences” whose doings we have

watched with some scepticism for a good many years.

The Pugwash movement now seems to be firmly established

and part of the respectable progress of scientific relations with

international affairs. I myself have had little to do directly with

its progress in the last years. My interest turned to new plans

towards persuading peoples and Governments to banish war

and in particular weapons of mass extermination, first of all nu-

clear weapons. In the course of these fresh endeavours, I felt

that I had become rather disreputable in the eyes of the more

conservative scientists. The Pugwash movement held a great

meeting of scientists from all over the world in London in Sep-

tember 1962. I was to speak about the founding of the move-

ment and I warned my friends that I might be hissed — as J was

fully convinced that I should be. I was deeply touched by being

given a standing ovation when I rose to speak which included, I

was told, all the participants, all, that is, save Lord Hailsham.

He was present in his capacity as the Queen’s Minister of Sci-

ence. He was personally, I think, friendly enough to me, but,

weighed down by office, he sat tight. That was the last occasion

on which I have taken public part in a Pugwash conference.
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LETTERS

From Bernard Berenson

I Tatti

Settignano

Florence

March 29, 1945

Dear Bertie

Mary died the 23d, and as I know that she remained very

fond of you to the end, I wish you to hear of her end. It was a

liberation, for she suffered distressingly, and increasingly in

recent years.

Not many months ago, I read out to her yr. article in Horizon

about America. It delighted her and me as well.

Of other publications of yours we have seen nothing in years.

We have been cut off from the Western World for a good five

years. I learned with pleasure that you had returned to your

Cambridge and to Trinity. It makes me believe that we may

meet again some day. It will have to be here, as I doubt whether

I shall get to England soon.

You must have a grown-up son by now. What of him?

With affectionate remembrance.

Sincerely yours

B.B.

Hotel Europa e Britannia

Venezia

June 1, 54, till July

Dear Bertie

I hear from Mrs. Sprigge that you would like to revisit I

Tatti. It would give me real pleasure to see you again, and your

wife whom I remember. I propose your coming for ten days or a
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fortnight at any time between Dec. 1 and April 1. The other

months we are either away or too crowded and I want you to

myself. For many years I have been reading what you published

about things human, feeling as if nobody else spoke for me as

you do.

Do not delay, for in these weeks I shall be reaching my 90th

year and “le Grand Peut-étre” may want me any day.

With affectionate remembrance.

Ever yrs

B.B.

I Tatti

Settignano

Florence

July 12, 54

Dear Bertie

Thank you for Nightmares. I have enjoyed yr. wit, your evo-

cation, your Galgenhumors. Continuez!

Yes, any time between Jan. 10 and March 1 would suit me

best. I should be happy if you could stay a fortnight.

Sincerely yours

B.B.

P.S. Later, you will give me precise dates. B.B.

Nov. 16, °54

Dear Bertie

Your note of the 12th grieves me. I looked forward to seeing

you, the last of my near-contemporaries, and one with whom I

have so much in common.

Unless work chains you to London you could carry it on at

least as well here as at home. I never see guests except at meals,

or if they want to join me in my now so short walks.
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If Jan. 14~March 15 are impossible is there another time that

would suit you better?

Could you come in the summer? We three are at Vallom-

brosa in a paradise but rustic, and far less roomy and comfy.

Incline yr. heart toward my proposal.

Sincerely

B.B.

P.S. I never shall cross the Alps again. London, Paris, New

York, etc., are far, far too tiring for me now.

Saniet Volpi-Tripoli

May 8, 55

Dear Bertie

Of course I knew you were in Rome, and I had a faint hope

that you might find time to spend a day or two with me in Flor-

ence. I was disappointed that you could not make it.

Let me urge you again to come for a fortnight or so any time

between Nov. 15 and March 15, preferably Jan. 15 to March

15. You could work as well as at home for I never see guests

except at meals and evenings — if they care to keep me com-

pany after dinner.

It would be a joy to live over the remembered days of so long

ago. Of your wife too I retain pleasant remembrance and should

be happy to renew our acquaintance.

Do you really hope that disaster can be averted? I fear experi-

ments can not be avoided, and damn the consequences.

Sincerely yrs

B.B.

I wrote the following soon after going to live in Richmond in the

house which I shared with my son and his family.
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May 12th, 1950

I have been walking alone in the garden of Pembroke Lodge,

and it has produced a mood of almost unbearable melancholy.

The Government is doing great works, all bad. Half the garden

is incredibly lovely: a mass of azaleas and bluebells and narcis-

sus and blossoming may trees. This half they have carefully

fenced in with barbed wire (I crawled through it), for fear the

public should enjoy it. It was incredibly like Blake’s Garden ot

Love, except that the “priests” were bureaucrats.

I suffer also from entering into the lives of John and Susan.

They were born after 1914, and are therefore incapable of hap-

piness. Their three children are lovely: I love them and they like

me. But the parents live their separate lives, in separate prisons

of nightmare and despair. Not on the surface; on the surface

they are happy. But beneath the surface John lives in suspicious

solitude, unable to believe that any one can be trusted, and

Susan is driven beyond endurance by sharp stabs of sudden

agony from contemplation of this dreadful world. She finds re-

lief in writing poetry, but he has no relief. I see that their mar-

riage will break up, and that neither will ever find happiness or

peace. At moments I can shut out this terrifying intuitive

knowledge, but I love them both too much to keep on thinking

about them on a level of mundane common sense. If I had not

the horrible Cassandra gift of foreseeing tragedy, I could be

happy here, on a surface level. But as it is, I suffer. And what is

wrong with them is wrong with all the young throughout the

world. My heart aches with compassion for the lost generation

— lost by the folly and greed of the generation to which I be-

long. It is a heavy burden, but one must rise above it. Perhaps,

by suffering to the limit, some word of comfort may be re-

vealed.

To Charles W. Stewart, the illustrator of my Nightmares of

Eminent Persons. J longed to find a Daumier or, better still, a
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Goya to point up the savage irony of this book as well as the

warning contained in my Human Society in Ethics and Politics,

20 Nov., 1953

Dear Mr. Stewart

Thank you for the roughs. I like them very much and shall

be glad to have you do the pictures. I note what you say about

Stalin and am assuming that the picture will be somewhat

different from the rough. I particularly like the existentialist’s

nightmare and the one in Zahatopolk where the lady is being

burnt. In the other Zahatopolk picture I like it all except that I

think the valley ought to be more smiling and full of flowers,

but perhaps it will be so when you have finished the picture. In

the picture of Dr. Southport Vulpes I suppose the things in the

sky are aeroplanes, and J think it might be a good thing if they

were somewhat larger and more emphatic. I quite agree to your

suggestion of a single heading for every other nightmare, and I

have no objection to having Vulpes put between Eisenhower

and Acheson as you suggest. I am looking forward with pleas-

ure to a picture of the quarrel between the two ladies in Faith

and Mountains. As this story is at the printers, I am sending

you a spare typescript which, however, I should like to have

back when you have finished with it.

I am engaged on another book, not of stories, but on ethics

and politics, to be called Human Society: Diagnosis and Prog-

nosis. I want in this book to have three pictures, or one picture

in three parts, like a triptych, illustrating the uses of intelligence

in the past, present, and future. If you feel inclined to undertake

this and if Stanley Unwin is agreeable, I shall be very glad. Any

time within the next four months would do. I should like all

three as savage and bitter as possible.

I return the roughs herewith.

Yours sincerely

BERTRAND RUSSELL
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From Ion Braby about The Good Citizen’s Alphabet

Queensland

St. Nicholas-at-W ade

near Birchington, Kent

March 31, 1953

Dear Lord Russell

Thank you so much for the book. It is delightful. I am not

sure whether the drawings are worthy of the text or the text

worthy of the drawings. In either event they could hardly be

better. I think FOOLISH, GREEDY and JOLLY are my favourites,

but I am very fond of UNFAIR, ERRONEOUS and DIABOLIC and

many more. And, also, of the opening address (I feel that is the

word) and its illustrations. I am sure you and the artist will be

due for a triple dose of hemlock, for you will be accused of cor-

rupting not only the young but the middle-aged and elderly too

— and corrupting the latter two is very wrong, as they have less

time to recover. Anyway, I am very glad to be subverted by it;

thank you again.

I sent my book off to The Bodley Head at the end of the week

before last, and hope to get an answer soon. J needly hardly say

once more how much I appreciate your interest and help.

With best wishes

Yours sincerely

Ion

From Rupert Crawshay- Williams

Castle Yard

Portmeirion

Penrhyndeudraeth

Merioneth

August 1, 1953

Dear Bertie

I was so delighted by your story — and especially as I read

most of it in a remarkably dingy cubicle in a Divinity students’
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hoste] in Dublin — that I determined to write you a letter long

enough for comment on the particular bits J liked; and I’ve been

putting this off — largely because my holiday in Ireland did not

do as a holiday is supposed to, but somehow put me into a state

of mind in which all my work was worse — and much slower

— than it had been before. (But this may have been a bit be-

cause revising, and particularly cutting down, 1s so much more

boring than the actual working out of ideas. )

Anyway Faith and Mountains is certainly my favourite of all

your stories so far. I suppose this 1s partly because its theme Is a

cup of tea just up my street. But I think you have worked it out

beautifully, with just the right amount — not too much — of

pastiche and exaggeration. The pseudo-scientific plausibility of

the two opposing doctrines is delightful, especially in the light

of Mr. Wagthorne’s later point about man’s ability to believe

what afterwards appears to have been nonsense. Incidentally,

that whole paragraph on p. 43 builds up with beautifully timed

comic effect to all the names beginning with M. The timing of

your effects in general — for instance, the moments you choose

for understatement or for sharp statement — is now technically

most efficient. (The Professor’s opening speech at the grand

meeting; the conciseness of the paragraph at the beginning of

Chapter VII in which his future is outlined — nice bit about

Tensing!: “And with that they fell into each other’s arms.”)

Also there are a nice lot of sly digs put over with a straight

face (which is one of your finger-prints, of course): The Mag-

net’s dismissal of mere brawn; the believers finally remaining in

out-of-the-way suburbs. And J liked the conceits about the very

narrow valley and about Mr. Thorney’s use of a sextant. And

the T.L.S. pastiche, with its “shallow certainty” and “deeper

sources of wisdom” and “the coldly critical intellect.”

Your “message” of course is highly commendable; and as a

matter of fact Zachary’s answer to his father at the end is most

concise and decisive. But, for me, even more decisive -— be-
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cause it made me laugh out loud (and also Elizabeth, who

sends her love and entire agreement ) — is the last paragraph.

You have caught’so neatly and ludicrously the dingy common-

placeness of so many hymns. (Now I come to think of it, part of

the effect comes from the slight confusion of thought between

third and fourth lines: diseases of the chest and Makes our

muscles grow.) And then comes — perfectly correctly — the

word “Sublimities” in the last line.

I was glad to see, by the way, your emphasis, in a review in

the Sunday Times some weeks ago, upon the role of power poli-

tics rather than ideologies — and also your re-emphasis upon

the way in which science and scientific method have conditioned

(all that is “best” in) Western Values. It is maddening the way

in which the opposite “soupy” belief is accepted even by most

unsoupy people.

My word “soupy” was used the other day — in exactly my

sense — by a novelist called Angus Wilson when reviewing a

book on George Sand in the Observer. I very much hope this is

a sign that it is spreading; Angus Wilson is I believe a friend of

Cyril Connolly’s to whom J did once introduce the word.

The names Tomkins and Merrow (together) ring a faint

bell in my mind. Should it be a loud bell, and should I recognize

it?

Yours ever

RUPERT

It’s now Sunday, and I’ve just remembered that the local post-

office box won’t take large envelopes. So I'll send the MS back

to-morrow.
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From J. B. S. Haldane

University College London

Department of Biometry

5th November, 1953

Dear Russell

Thank you very much for your information. I have, of

course, altered the passage to bring it into line with the facts. In

my old age I am getting rather interested in animal behaviour,

and have even done something to “decode” the bees’ language

(of which a fair account is to be found in Ribbands The Behav-

iour and Social Life of Honeybees). As you know, bees return-

ing from a rich source of food dance. The class of all dances 1s a

propositional function with four variables, which may be ren-

dered

“There is a source of food smelling of A, requiring B workers, at

a distance C, in direction D.”

A is indicated by demonstration, B, C, and D symbolically. I

have brought a little precision into the translations of the sym-

bols for C. The paper will be sent you in due course. If, how-

ever, bees are given honey vertically above them they cannot

communicate this fact, though they dance in an irregular man-

ner. There are undanceable truths, like the ineffable name of

God.

The political system of bees, discovered by Lindauer, is even

more surprising. He has records of a debate as to a nest site

which lasted for five days.

You will perhaps correct me if I am incorrect in describing a

propositional function as a class of propositions. If one comes to

them “from outside” as in the observation of bees, this seems a

natural way of looking at the matter.

Meanwhile various Germans (not v. Frisch and Lindauer)
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are plugging the fixity of animal behaviour in a rather Nazi

manner (v. reprint by my wife). The word “imprinting,” due to

Thorpe, is used for long-lasting changes in conduct due to a

juvenile experience (e.g., the following of Spalding by chick-

ens).

Yours sincerely

J. B. S. HALDANE

From H. McHaigh Esq.

87 Orewa Rd.

Auckland, N.Z.

17/viii/’51

Dear Sir

I had the pleasure of lecturing you last year: while you were

in Sydney. But, one evening this week you were closer: here, in

Auckland, I heard your voice — reproduced from I.Y.A. Auck.

Radio Broadcast.

Now I understand how, or why, the “Bulletin” artist was able

to depict so terribly the vile personality shewn in that weekly’s

columns — labelled with your name: as well as seeing you in

the flesh, he must have heard you speak.

Frequently, while the radio is turned on, I have wondered

whether members of Broadcasting Boards have ears; or,

whether, having ears, they have a grain of good taste amongst

them. But, as soon as the announcer named you as the person

emitting those dreadfully disgusting sounds, I knew that, ears

or no ears, those men are utterly careless about inflicting pain

and about dislosing the shocking ruin that (as in your

case) a human being can make of himself. For, unless thor-

oughly bestialized, no man could possibly give out such sounds

from his mouth.

When, or if, you ever entertain shame and self-disgust (and I

pray it may be soon), I suggest that you gather and destroy

[ 121 ]



The Autobiography of Bertrand Russell

every sound-record of your voice: you owe that reparation at

least.

God help you.

Yours truly

H. McHaicu

From and to H. N. Brailsford

37 Belsize Park Gardens

London

N.W.3

19 May, 1952

My dear Russell

You have been overwhelmed, I’m sure, with congratulations,

and yet I would like to add mine, for few can have come from

friends who knew you in the last century. I recall vividly our

first meeting at the Courtneys’ during the Boer War. I welcome

this birthday because it gives me a happy occasion to thank you

for all I have gained from your writings. Best of all in these

days were the courage and optimism of your recent broadcasts.

Evamaria joins me in sending you, with our gratitude, our

warmest greetings.

Yours ever

NoEt BrAILSFORD

[undated] May 1952

My dear Brailsford

Thank you for your letter of May 19. I owe much to you.

Your review of my “Social Reconstruction” encouraged me

more than any other at a time when I very much needed encour-

agement. I caused fury in Cambridge by quoting from your

“War of Steel and Gold” a passage showing how much parsons

and such were making out of armaments. The fury was of a

sort which I was glad to cause. I am very glad you have liked
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my recent broadcasts. Please convey my thanks to Mrs. Brails-

ford as well as to yourself.

Yours ever

BERTRAND RUSSELL

From Ernest Jones, the psycho-analyst

The Plat

Elsted, Mr. Midhurst, Sx..

February 20, 1955

Dear Bertrand Russell

What pleasure you have given to a host of people by your

characteristically courageous, forthright and penetrating obser-

vations in to-day’s Observer. You and W. K. Clifford greatly

resemble each other in these attributes. I wonder how much the

study of mathematics conduced to them in both of you. Your

concluding paragraph might be a paraphrase of the concluding

one in his Lectures and Essays, a copy of which I enclose in

case you have mislaid his book. Many of his Essays could very

well be reprinted to-day. It is sad to think that the eighty years

since he wrote them have shown such little progress in the ap-

prehension of the clear principles he enunciated.

By the way, he quotes elsewhere Coleridge’s pungent apho-

rism: “He who begins by loving Christianity better than Truth,

will proceed by loving his own sect or Church better than Chris-

tianity, and end in loving himself better than all.”

Yours very sincerely

ERNEST JONES

April 25, 1955

Dear Bertrand Russell

In your luminous essay on Einstein in the Observer there is

one sentence which I am a little inclined to question: it is about

his being surprisingly indifferent to empirical confirmations.
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The following is a quotation from a letter he wrote to Freud in

April 1936:

Bis vor Kurzem war mir nur die spekulative Kraft Ihrer Gedanken-

gdnge sowie der gewaltige Einfluss auf die Weltanschauung der

Gegenwart klar geworden, ohne mir tiber den Wahrheitswert Ihrer

Theorien klar werden zu kénnen. In letzter Zeit aber hatte ich

Gelegenheit von einigen an sich geringfiigigen Fallen zu héren, die

jegliche abweichende Auslegung (von der Verdréngungslehre ab-

weichend ) ausschliessen. Dies empfand ich als begliickend; denn es

ist stets begliickend, wenn eine grosse und schéne Idee sich als in

der Wirklichkeit zutreffend erweist.*

I had taken the concluding sentence to be based on his own

experience, such as the 1919 bending of light, etc.

If a subscription or the use of my name could make any con-

tribution to the magnificent campaign you inaugurated in Rome

pray command me.

Yours sincerely

ERNEST JONES

Miss Graves was a deeply religious lady who surprised me by

her tolerance. I first came in contact with her over Chinese

affairs. Afterwards she was chiefly concerned with Latin

America.

* “Until recently I was only able to speculate over your trains of thought con-

cerning the powerful influence of our present environment. I understood these

without having to assess the validity of your theories. Of late, however, I have

had the opportunity to attend a colloquium on you, which laid out each divergent

interpretation (of the Theories of Inhibition). This gave me great pleasure as it is

always satisfying when a grand and wonderful idea is found to be practical.”
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From Anna Melissa Graves

921 Jahncke Ave.

Covington, Louisiana

U.S.A.

February 24, 1957

Dear Lord Russell

I have not heard from Victor Haya de la Torre, that is I have

not had a letter, but he sent me an account of himself which

appeared in the Observer, and from that account or “interview”

he had evidently made the pilgrimage to see you. I am glad for I

am sure that seeing you and meeting you was — or should have

been — of real benefit to him. I hope you did not think the time

you gave him wasted.

In this “interview” he said you were so “true” and “hopeful.”

He does not need the example of optimism, having always been

a believer in a better time coming; but most Latin Americans —

perhaps all politicians of every land — need the example of

anyone to whom Truth means as much as it does to you. I am

very glad he recognized that first of all in you.

I wonder if you remember IJ asked you if you could to return

his letter to me, asking me to ask you to receive him. It was

enclosed in my second note to you and you answered the first

note. It would be very natural if you thought the second note did

not need an answer; but if you have not destroyed or mislaid

Victor’s letter I should be grateful if you could return it; but if it

is lost that would not be at all a serious matter.

I should also be grateful if you told me your impression of

him. I think I am going to Los Angeles, California, to live with

Anna Louise Strong. I think I can do more for the Negroes here

after having lived here than I could if I stayed. If one does what

one longs to do, one often gets them into trouble. I think the

condition here is worse than it is (or rather worse than it was

when Reginald Reynolds wrote his book) worse here than in

South Africa, of course not worse than in Kenya, but in South
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Africa the non-Africans (British and Boers) who wish to treat

the Africans justly seem freer to — seemed freer to — work for

justice than one is here. Eastland is very determined to call all

who are working for justice to the Negroes “Communists,”

“Agents of Moscow.” But it is not the Eastlands who are so

dangerous, it is the cultured charming “White Southerners.”

They could end all the injustice, but then they would not be

themselves if they did. They can’t open their eyes, because they

don’t dare.

Very sincerely yours, and gratefully for giving time to Victor

ANNA MELIssA GRAVES

From Clement Davies

31 Evelyn Mansions

Carlisle Place

London S.W.1

(undated )

My dear Bertrand Russell

May I be allowed to say “thank you” for your splendid

Broadcast speech last night. I say my “thank you” most sin-

cerely. What memories you stirred!! and how my thoughts

went speeding along with yours at a super-sonic rate. Yes, we

have accomplished much that I longed to see done 50 and more

years ago — and how one battled in those days against great

odds, while, to-day, those very opponents not only are on our

side but actually are so enthusiastic about the reforms that they

claim they originated them.

The remembrance of those days and the changes that have

been brought about and secured, hearten me with regard to the

International Situation. The odds against your and my ideals

and against adopting Reason instead of Force as the arbiter in

human differences are so apparently strong that our struggles

might seem hopeless. But here again, we shall see and see soon

a great change and if our experience in home affairs is re-
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peated in international affairs, then those who today oppose us

and reject our remedies will not only accept the remedies but

claim that they-and they alone were responsible for them and

that they brought to suffering humanity the Peace which all

men and women desire.

Well; I hope I am right, and I shall cheer them loud and

long, just as I today cheer my opponents who long ago said they

would not lick stamps.

Again my most grateful thanks. With our united warmest

regards and wishes to you both

Very sincerely yours

CLEMENT DAVIES

Sept. 19. °55

My dear Bertrand Russell

You have tempted me into reminiscence by recalling your ex-

cursion into the political arena against the redoubtable Joe

Chamberlain and his raging tearing propaganda in favour of

tariffs and ultra-nationalism.

My first effort was also against the formidable Joe. It was in

November 1899 and I was of the very ripe experienced age of

15. I went on the platform at a Tory meeting to denounce the

South African War — my oratory was not allowed to last long

in spite of a strenuous effort, and I returned home with black

eyes (two) and a bloody nose. It was not so much an anti-war

effort as a Defence of the Boers. Little did I dream that they

would misuse the Freedom which we wanted them to have and

which we restored to them in 1906 — to the disadvantage of

the Black and Coloured Africans.

With warmest regards and best wishes from us to you both.

Ever yours sincerely

CLEMENT DAVIES
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PRESS CONFERENCE

by
THE EARL RUSSELL

at

Caxton Hall, Westminster

on

Saturday, 9th July, 1955

Professor J. ROTBLAT: Ladies and gentlemen, this confer-

ence was Called by Lord Bertrand Russell in order to make pub-

lic a statement signed by a number of scientists on the signifi-

cance of nuclear warfare. I hope that each of you received a

copy of the statement. I am going to call on Lord Russell to give

you a short summary of this statement and afterwards it will be

open to you to ask questions relating to this topic. Lord Russell.

Earl russELL: Ladies and gentlemen, the purpose of this

conference is to bring to your notice, and through you to the

notice of the world, a statement signed by eight of the most

eminent scientists in the field cognate to nuclear warfare, about

the perils that are involved in nuclear warfare and the absolute

necessity therefore of avoiding war.

I will just read you a brief abstract here which I think you

already have:

The accompanying statement, which has been signed by some of

the most eminent scientific authorities in different parts of the

world, deals with the perils of a nuclear war. It makes it clear that

neither side can hope for victory in such a war, and that there is a

very real danger of the extermination of the human race by dust

and rain from radio-active clouds. It suggests that neither the pub-

lic nor the Governments of the world are adequately aware of the

danger. It points out that an agreed prohibition of nuclear weapons,

while it might be useful in lessening tension, would not afford a

solution, since such weapons would certainly be manufactured and
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used in a great war in spite of previous agreements to the contrary.

The only hope for mankind is the avoidance of war. To call for a

way of thinking which shall make such avoidance possible is the

purpose of this statement.

The first move came as a collaboration between Einstein and

myself. Einstein’s signature was given in the last week of his life.

Since his death I have approached men of scientific competence

both in the East and in the West, for political disagreements should

not influence men of science in estimating what is probable, but

some of those approached have not yet replied. I am bringing the

warning pronounced by the signatories to the notice of all the pow-

erful Governments of the world in the earnest hope that they may

agree to allow their citizens to survive.

Now I should like to say just a little about the genesis of this

statement. I think it was an outcome of a broadcast which |

gave on the 23rd December last year on the BBC on the perils

of nuclear war. I had appreciative letters from various people,

among others from Professor Joliot-Curie, the eminent French

man of science, and I was particularly pleased at getting an ap-

preciative letter from him because of his being a noted Commu-

nist.

I thought that one of the purposes that J had in view was to

build a bridge between people of opposing political opinions.

That is to say, to unite men of science on a statement of facts

which would leave out all talk of what people thought in the

matter of politics. I wrote to Einstein suggesting that eminent

men of science should do something dramatic about nuclear

war, and I got a reply from him saying that he agreed with

every word. I therefore drew up a draft, after consultation with

a certain number of people, which I sent to Einstein and he —

being already not in very good health — suggested, I quote his

own phrase, that I “should regard myself as dictator of the en-

terprise” because I think chiefly his health was not equal to do-

ing it. When I sent him the draft he replied, “I am gladly will-

ing to sign your excellent statement.” I received this letter on
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the very day of his death and after I had received news of his

death, so that this was I suppose about the very last public act of

his life.

The aims of drawing up the statement were to keep to what

men of science as such can pronounce upon, to avoid politics

and thus to get signatures both from the Right and from the

Left. Science ought to be impartial, and I thought that one

could get a body of agreement among men of differing politics

on the importance of avoiding nuclear war, and I think that in

that respect this document is fairly successful.

There are, apart from myself, eight signatories* of the docu-

ment. All eight are exceedingly eminent in the scientific world.

Most of them are nuclear physicists, some in a field which is

very important in this connection, geneticists, and men who

know about mutations caused by radiation, a very important

subject which arises when you are considering nuclear warfare.

But they were chosen solely and only for their scientific emi-

nence and with no other view.

I applied to eighteen, I think, altogether and of these, half, or

nearly half, eight in fact, agreed. Some I have not yet heard

from for various reasons. In particular, I applied to the most

eminent of Chinese physicists, Dr. Li Sze Kuang, and I have

not yet had his answer. None of the answers I have received

were unsympathetic. Those who did not sign had various good

reasons, for instance, that they had official positions or were en-

gaged in some official work which made it difficult, but nobody

either of the Right or of the Left replied in a manner that was

unsympathetic.

I had one signature from Professor Infeld of the University

of Warsaw, who was joint author with Einstein of two books. I

had not a signature, but a very sympathetic letter, from

Skobeltsyn of Moscow. Professor Joliot-Curie was, in the first-

place, son-in-law of the discoverer of radium, but he does not

* Ten — Professor Max Born and Professor Linus Pauling to be added.
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depend on that for his fame, he is a Nobel Prize-winner. He is

the sixth of the eight who has got the Nobel Prize for work of

scientific character; and the other two I think probably will get

the Nobel Prize before very long! That is the order of eminence

of these men.

Mr. Joliot-Curie made two reservations, one of which was of

some importance, the other not so important. I spoke of the

necessity for limitations of sovereignty and he wants it added

that these limitations are to be agreed by all and in the interest

of all, and that is a statement which I entirely agreed to. Then

there is another reservation that he made. I say, “Shall we put

an end to the human race: or shall mankind renounce war?”

and he wants to say, “Shall mankind renounce war as a means

of settling differences between states?” With these limitations

he agreed to sign the document.

Professor Muller also made a very small reservation that

seemed only to be explaining what I had meant.

I will say just a few words about these men, some of whom

possibly are not so well-known in the journalistic world as they

are in the scientific world. They consist of two British scientists,

two Americans — Einstein himself, whom J do not reckon

among Americans, because Einstein’s nationality is somewhat

universal — one Pole, one Frenchman, and one Japanese. Pro-

fessor Rotblat I am very happy to have here. He is, as you know,

Director of Research in Nuclear Physics in Liverpool.* He did

a very interesting piece of what you might almost call detective

work about the Bikini bomb. Those of you who are old enough

may possibly remember that in 1945 people were quite shocked

by the atom bomb. Well that seems now ancient history if you

think of the atom bomb as something like bows and arrows.

We advanced from that to the H-bomb which was very much

worse than the atom bomb and then it turned out, at first I think

through the detective work of Professor Rotblat and afterwards

* Professor of Physics in the University of London.
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by the admission of the American authorities, that the bomb

exploded at Bikini was very much worse than an H-bomb. The

H-bomb now is ancient history. You have a twofold trigger ar-

rangement. You have first uranium 235 to set off the hydrogen.

Then you have the hydrogen to set off uranium 238, of which

there are vast slag heaps discarded in producing uranium 235.

Now we use uranium 238 for the purpose, it is very much

cheaper to make, the bombs are very much more destructive

when they are made, and so you see science advances rapidly.

So far the Bikini bomb is the latest thing, but we cannot tell

where we are going to come to.

I think that this statement, as I conceive it, is only a first step.

It will be necessary to go on to get the men of science to make

authoritative pronouncements on the facts and I think that

should be followed by an international congress of men of sci-

ence from all scientific countries at which the signatories would,

I hope, propose some such resolution as I have suggested at the

end of this statement. I think resolutions with something of

those terms could be suggested at the various national con-

gresses that take place in due time. I think that the men of sci-

ence should make the public and the governments of the world

aware of the facts by means of a widespread popular campaign.

You know it is a very difficult thing to get men of science to

embark on popular campaigns; they are not used to that sort of

thing and it does not come readily to them, but it is their duty, I

think, at this time to make the public aware of things; they have

to persuade the world to avoid war, at first by whatever expedi-

ents may suggest themselves, but ultimately by some interna-

tional machinery that shall make the avoidance of war not a

matter of day-to-day expedients but of world organization. I

think they should emphasize that science, which has come to

have a rather sinister meaning in the minds of the general pub-

lic, I think, if once this question of war were out of the way,

would be capable of conferring the most enormous benefits
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upon mankind and making the world a very much happier place

than it has ever been before. I think they should emphasize that

as well as the dafgers that arise through war.

I am here to answer questions, and I should be very happy to

do my best to answer any questions that any of you may wish to

ask.
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URING the first five months of 1957 I made a great many

broadcasts for the BBC. Almost the last of these was an

interview between Alan Wood and myself and a representative

of the BBC in connection with Alan’s publication of his biogra-

phy of me. Alan was bitterly disappointed by this interview. His

experience of broadcasting was less than mine and so he was

considerably surprised when the lady who represented the

BBC asked us questions which she had not asked at our re-

hearsal, indeed which concerned subjects such as my private

life. We were both somewhat disconcerted by her questions.

However, the book itself had a good reception in spite of being

rather tepidly advertised. It seems to me to be an excellent piece

of work.

I very much hope that Alan was happy in the reviews given

to the book. We launched it pleasantly among some of my old

friends and relations at a small party at Millbank on my birth-

day. This was almost the last time that I saw Alan. He fell very

ill shortly after this and died in October. A little over two

months later, his wife, Mary, died. It was a heart-breaking loss.

They were young and happy and clever and able, and full of

plans for their future and that of their two small sons, Their
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loss to me was incalculable. I not only was very fond of them,

but had come to depend upon their knowledge of everything to

do with me and their sympathetic understanding, and I greatly

enjoyed their companionship.

It must be said that there were limitations to Alan’s under-

standing of the matters discussed in my books. This showed

particularly in regard to political matters. I regarded him as

rather conservative, and he regarded me as more radical than |

was or am. When I argued that everybody ought to have a vote,

he thought that I was maintaining that all men are equal in

ability. I only disabused him of this belief by pointing out that I

had supported eugenics, which is concerned with differences in

natural ability. Such disagreements, however, never marred our

friendship, and never intruded in purely philosophical conversa-

tions.

These sad happenings and the fact that my wife fell ill of a

bad heart attack in early June dislocated and slowed up our ac-

tivities for some months. I got through little that could be of

any conceivable public interest for some time. By November,

however, my concern with international affairs had boiled up. I

felt that I must again do something to urge at least a modicum

of common sense to break into the policies of the two Great

Powers, Russia and America. They seemed to be blindly, but

with determination, careering down a not very primrose-strewn

path to destruction, a destruction that might — probably would

— engulf us all. I wrote an open letter to President Eisenhower

and Premier Khrushchev, addressing them as “Most Potent

Sirs.” In it I tried to make clear the fact that the things which

they held in common were far more numerous and far more im-

portant than their differences, and that they had much more to

gain than to lose by co-operation. I believed then, as I still be-

lieve, in the necessity of co-operation between nations as the sole

method of avoiding war; and avoidance of war is the only

means of avoiding disaster. This, of course, involves rather dis-
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agreeable concessions by all nations. A decade later, Russia

seemed to have recognized the need of co-operation — except,

possibly, in relations to her co-Marxist state, China. The United

States continued to confound co-operation with domination.

But, in 1958, I had hope, though slight hope, of both Great

Powers coming to their senses, and in this letter I tried to lay

my case before them.

Almost at once a reply came from Premier Khrushchev. ‘io

answer came from President Eisenhower. Two months later

John Foster Dulles replied for him. This reply stung Premier

Khrushchey into writing to me again answering various points

made by Mr. Dulles. All these letters appeared in the New

Statesman. They were soon published in book form with an in-

troduction by that paper’s editor, the late Kingsley Martin, and

a final reply from me to Mr. Dulles and Mr. Khrushchev. The

letters speak for themselves and my final reply gives my point of

view on them. The righteously adamantine surface of Mr.

Dulles’s mind as shown in his letter filled me with greater fore-

boding than did the fulminations and, sometimes, contradic-

tions of Mr. Khrushchev. The latter seemed to me to show some

underlying understanding of alternatives and realities; the

former, none.

During that autumn, George Kennan had been giving the

Reith Lectures over the BBC and saying some excellent things

drawn with acumen from his wide and first-hand knowledge of

American and Russian policies. Early in December a group of

us met with Kingsley Martin at his invitation to talk things

over. As far as I remember it was at this meeting that the first

glimmerings flickered of what was to become the Campaign for

Nuclear Disarmament. A meeting of the sponsors of the Na-

tional Council for the Abolition of Nuclear Weapons Tests was

held at the house of Canon John Collins in Amen Court and the

CND was formally started early in January 1958. The officers

were to be: Canon Collins, the Chairman; Mrs. Peggy Duff, the
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Secretary; and myself, the President. An Executive Committee

was formed comprising some of those leaders already estab-

lished in anti-nuclear movements and a certain number of other

interested notables. There had been for some time various asso-

ciations working to overcome the dangers with which the inter-

national scene was fraught. The CND proposed to take them all

in — or at least almost all.

The CND was publicly launched at a large meeting at the

Central Hall, Westminster, on February 17, 1958. So many

people attended this meeting that there had to be overflow meet-

ings. It seems now to many people as if the CND has been part

of the national scene from the beginning of time, and it has lost

its lustre and energy through familiarity. But in its early days

its information and reasoning were not only sincere but were

fresh and commanded considerable attention among a variety of

individuals and circles important in the nation. And the first

meeting went off with great éclat and success. Moreover, inter-

est in the CND quickly spread. Soon there were committees

formed in different parts of the country and then Regional Com-

mittees. Many meetings were held, at some of which I spoke. I

remember, in particular, one at Manchester in 1959 at which

Lord Simon of Wythenshawe was in the chair.

I saw much of Lord Simon in those days and until his death

in October 1960, as he was greatly concerned by the nuclear

peril and worked hard to make the dangers known. He arranged

a debate on the subject in the House of Lords and held a great

number of meetings and press conferences at his London flat.

He was a member of the executive committee of the CND and

we Saw eye to eye in most matters to do with it. He became, as I

already was, an upholder of the activities of the Direct Action

Committee. We both believed that the dangers must be called to

the attention of the public in as many ways as possible and that

if we stuck to merely meetings and even marches, no matter
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how admirable they might be, we should end by preaching

only to the already converted. The chairman of the CND did

not approve of civil disobedience and so, though nominally the

Direct Action Committee was to be tolerated, it could not be

aided openly by the CND. The latter did not, for instance, take

part in the Aldermaston March as it was staged by the Direct

Action Committee in 1958. The march proved a success, and

the CND took it over lock, stock, and barrel the following ye.r

and made, of course, a much larger and more important thing

of it. I was not able to attend the 1959 march or the subsequent

meeting in Trafalgar Square, but the following year I spoke in

the Square at the end of the march. I wished, in these years, that

I had been young enough to take part in the marches. Later,

they seemed to me to be degenerating into something of a yearly

picnic. Though individual marchers were as sincere as ever 1n

their endeavours and as admirable, the march was quite ineffec-

tive in achieving their aim, which was to call serious attention

to and spread the movement. For the most part, the march be-

came a subject of boredom or distress or hilarity, and converted

very few of those hitherto unconverted. It was useful, neverthe-

less, as I think it still is, in continuing, if not enlarging, the

movement. New and fresh forms of opposition to dangerous nu-

clear policies must be sought constantly in order to obtain con-

verts and to catch and hold the interest of people of very diverse

outlook.

Shortly after this 1960 Aldermaston March, the Summit

Meeting between Eisenhower and Khrushchev took place —

and crashed. We had all had high hopes of it and its break-up

following the U-2 incident was a blow to us. The more we

learned of the skulduggery behind it the greater its foreboding

quality became. It augured ill for progress towards co-opera-

tion, let alone towards disarmament. It seemed more than ever

as if new methods must be sought to impress upon the public
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the increasingly precarious state of international affairs before

people relapsed into frustrated apathy. But what this new

means could be I did not see.

The CND had been working for unilateral disarmament, be-

lieving that if Great Britain gave up her part in the nuclear

race and even demanded the departure of United States bases

from her soil, other nations might follow suit. It was a slim

hope, and still is, but none the less it was, and is, a hope. As

such, it seemed worth following up. The Campaign also hoped

to persuade not only the general public to this way of thinking

but also the Government. As most of its upholders were drawn

from the Labour Party, it went to work upon the Parliamentary

Labour Party. My own view was that the matter was one that

transcends party politics and even national boundaries. As this

reasonable view, as it seemed to me, failed to grip the public

imagination, I was willing to uphold the Campaign in its

efforts. The means towards the end that we both desired mat-

tered less than its achievement. Perhaps, I thought, if the

Labour Party could be persuaded to support the Campaign, we

might be a short step towards the goal.

I had put my point of view clearly in the introduction to my

book Common Sense and Nuclear Warfare which I wrote dur-

ing the summer of 1958 and published early in 1959. I had been

encouraged during 1958 by receiving the Kalinga Prize, at

UNESCO in Paris as I could not travel to India. (To be sure

the French physicist who was deputed to bear-lead me on that

occasion remarked comfortingly to his wife after I had been ex-

pounding my views: “Never mind, my dear, by next year

France will be able to explode her own bomb.”) And the contin-

ued and growing success of the Pugwash movement, as well as

the interest shown in the open correspondence with Khrushchev

and Eisenhower (Dulles) were encouraging. I continued my

search, as I have done since, to find fresh approaches through

which to try to sway public opinion, including governmental

[ 142 ]



Trafalgar Square

opinion. All that I had succeeded in doing in 1958 touched only |
this or that relatively small circle of people. The CND at that

time gave hope that a more general public could be reached. It

seemed to me then as it does today that governmental policies

must be regarded in the light of common sense. They must be

shorn of red tape and “tradition” and general mystique. They

would be seen then to be leading, as they are, only to probable

general destruction.

The policies that were needed were those dictated by com-

mon sense. If the public could be shown this clearly, I had a

faint hope that they might insist upon governmental policies be-

ing brought into accord with common sense. I wrote my Com-

mon Sense and Nuclear Warfare in this hope. The book was

fairly widely read, I believe, and commended. But it did not tac-

kle the question as to exactly how each individual could make

his opinion known and influence policy-making, a fact that left

some readers dissatisfied. I had one moment of high hope when

the Minister of Defence, Duncan Sandys, wrote commending

the book and saying that he would like to talk with me about it.

He was a Conservative, and a policy-maker in a national Gov-

ernment, and had collaborated in a pamphlet on the subject

himself. But when I went to see him, he said, “It is a good book,

but what is needed is not only nuclear disarmament but the ban-

ning of war itself.” In vain I pointed out the passage in my book

in which I had said that the only way to ensure the world against

nuclear war was to end war. He continued to believe that I

could not have said anything so intelligent. He cast my other

arguments aside. I came away discouraged. I realized that most

of the already informed people who read my book would read it

with a bias so strong that they would take in only what they

wished to take in. For the following months, therefore, I re-

turned to the piecemeal business of speaking at meetings, CND

and other, and broadcasting, and to the pleasures of my own

life.
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To celebrate my eighty-seventh birthday, we drove down

through Bath and Wells and Glastonbury to Dorset. We visited

the swannery and gardens at Abbotsbury where, by chance, we

witnessed a peacock’s nuptial dance, precisely articulated, one

of the most enchanting and beautiful ballets that I have ever

seen. We made a sentimental pilgrimage to the small Italianate

eighteenth-century Kingston Russell House, which I had not

seen before. I thought it most perfect and most perfectly set in

its garden and valley. I wished immensely that I could myself

live in it. I seldom feel this kind of envy, but Kingston Russell

House touched me deeply. And I was interested in hunting out

the old farm buildings and the village where my family had

begun its more notable career. It was an altogether satisfactory

expedition, but for some reason that I have now forgotten had to

be cut short. So, to complete our allotted holiday, we went an-

other extended drive after my birthday, this time in the Peak

District. This, however, from the point of view of enjoyment

was a complete failure. Places that should have been lonely and

quiet were teeming with holiday-makers like ourselves; places

that should have seemed full of life even though quiet, like Jane

Austen’s Bakewell, were tarnished by convention meetings.

Perhaps it all seemed dreary because we struck the wrong note

in the beginning by visiting Alderley, where my Stanley grand-

parents had had an estate. The house had been destroyed. Only

the gardens remained, in derelict state. The Government had

taken it over for some unholy project. I have a small table made

for my mother and a larger one made for my father by the estate

carpenter, from the Alderley Doomsday Oak when it had to be

cut down. But the whole place made me melancholy. It was very

desolate.

Early in 1960 we went to Copenhagen for a short time for me

to receive the Sonning Prize for Contribution to European Cul-

ture, bestowed by the University of Copenhagen. The speech of

acceptance gave me a chance to outline my attitude towards
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present cultural differences, based upon the history of past

changes in cultures. If this were reflected upon and adopted as

being valid, as 1 think it is, it would change for the better

present co-operation between nations and would increase the

possibility of further and effective co-operation. My speech was

published later under the title “Old and New Cultures” in my

book Fact and Fiction.

The occasion of the Prize-giving was a pleasant one with a

reception and a fine state dinner following it. My wife was

seated between the Minister of Education, who declared himself

to be unable to speak English, and Professor Niels Bohr, upon

whom the burden of conversation therefore fell. He took his

duties seriously and talked steadily through the banquet. He

was very difficult to understand, we were told, even when speak-

ing his native Danish to Danes; and, in English, I had always

found it extremely hard to follow him as he spoke very quickly.

My wife found it impossible. That was exasperating enough,

since he was clearly talking of things that she would have

wished to hear about. But, far worse on such an occasion, as he

talked, he leaned further and further towards her, absorbed in

his own words. Finally, he was eating the delicious confections

from her plate and drinking her wine whilst the notable com-

pany of diners looked on, smiling and entranced. It was a trib-
ute to his charm that she continued to like him, as I did.

I have seldom enjoyed my many speeches and articles during

these years as they usually concerned nuclear matters. But now

and again I have made a pleasurable excursion into other mat-

ters as I did at Copenhagen. I even ventured, a little later, into

Shakespearean exegesis in a letter to The Times. For some

weeks there had raged a discreet and venomous correspondence

concerning the probable person to whom the printed Sonnets

were dedicated. The initials W.H. were interpreted this way

and that by great stretches of imagination and with much

learning. It seemed to me that, like Melchisedek, Mr. W.H. was
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a clerical error for Mr. W.S. who was, in truth, “the onlie be-

getter” of the sonnets. I ventured, hesitantly and half in fun, to

put this view forward. No one took it up and no further letters

appeared on the subject. I fear that I spoiled the scholarly fun.

One evening I broadcast over the Asian service in company

with a number of Asian students. As I walked down the corri-

dor in the hotel where the occasion took place, a small, birdlike

lady leapt from one of the huge red plush thrones placed at in-

tervals along the wall, stood before me and declaimed, “And I

saw Shelley plain,” and sat down. I tottered on, shattered, but

delighted.

I did a series of TV interviews with Woodrow Wyatt as in-

terlocutor that came out in book form as Bertrand Russell

Speaks His Mind. It gave me a chance to say a good deal that I

wanted to say about international affairs as well as much else to

a wide audience in various parts of the world. In February 1960

I had a debate with the Indian scientist Bahba and Teller, the

Father of the Bomb, at which Ed Murrow was the interlocutor

on CBS. I found it a most distressing occasion. The debate was

difficult, since we were each speaking from our own country

and could not follow the facial expression or reaction of each

other as we talked. Still more disconcerting, I was inhibited by

my intense dislike of Teller and by what I felt to be disingenu-

ous flattery. I came away from the BBC studio feeling that J

had let down all those who agreed with my point of view by not

putting up the better show that the facts of our case warranted.

Another disappointing TV occasion was a BBC discussion of

nuclear matters by Mrs. Roosevelt, Lord Boothby, Mr.

Gaitskell, and myself. I was horrified to hear Mrs. Roosevelt

enunciate the belief that it would be better, and that she would

prefer, to have the human race destroyed than to have it suc-

cumb to Communism. I came away thinking that I could not

have heard aright. Upon reading her remarks in the next morn-
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ing’s papers I had to face the fact that she really had expressed

this dangerous view.

I had a controversy with an American philosopher named

Sidney Hook at this time that was one which both of us found

difficult to conduct on logical lines. He was a Menshevik who

had become apprehensive of Russia ruling the world. He

thought this so dreadful that it would be better the human race

should cease to exist. I combatted this view on the ground that

we do not know the future, which, so long as Man survives,

may be immensely better than the past. I instanced the times of

Genghiz Khan and Kublai Khan, separated by only a genera-

tion, but one horrible, the other admirable. But there were

plenty of contrary instances that he could have adduced, in view

of which a definite decision was impossible. I maintained, how-

ever, that any chance of a better world depended upon hope, and

was on this account to be preferred. This was not a logical ar-

gument, but I thought that most people would find it convinc-

ing. Several years later, Hook again attacked me publicly, but

this time in such a manner that no comment from me was neces-

sary. It amused me, however, that for his defence of “freedom”

and his attack on my views on Vietnam, he chose as his vehicle

a journal later admitted to be financed by the Central Intelli-

gence Agency.”

The attitude of most of humanity towards its own destruc-

tion surprised me. In December 1959 I had read Nevil Shute’s

On the Beach and I attended a private viewing of its film. I

was cast down by the deliberate turning away it displayed from

the horrible, harsh facts entailed by nuclear war — the disease

*The New Leader received $8,000 from Chiang Kai-shek’s treasury for pub-

lishing an article hostile to China. Later it prepared the book The Strategy of

Deception: A Study in World-Wide Communist Tactics and was secretly paid

$12,000 by the U.S. Government. When the U.S. Information Agency asked a

House Appropriations Sub-Committee to increase its allowance for “book de-

velopment” from $90,000 to $195,000, the Agency assured the legislators that

the funds would go for books “written to our own specifications” and having

“strong anti-Communist content” (The New York Times, May 3, 1964).
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and suffering caused by poisoned air and water and soil, the

looting and murder likely among a population in anarchy with

no means of communication, and all the probable evils and pain.

It was like the prettified stories that were sometimes told about

trench warfare during the First World War. Yet the film was

put out and praised by people who meant to make the situation

clear, not to belittle the horror. I was particularly distressed by

the fact that ] myself had praised the film directly after seeing it

in what J came to think the mistaken opinion that a little was

better than nothing. All that sort of thing does, I came to think,

is to make familiar and rob of its true value what should carry a

shock of revulsion. Irony such as that in Dr. Strangelove or in

Oh, What a Lovely War is a different matter. That does cause

people to think, at least for a short time.

By the summer of 1960 it seemed to me as if Pugwash and

CND and the other methods that we had tried of informing the

public had reached the limit of their effectiveness. It might be

possible to so move the general public that it would demand en

masse, and therefore irresistibly, the remaking of present gov-

ernmental policies, here in Britain first and then elsewhere in

the world. For a time, however, I had to put my bothers behind

me, especially as they were so shapeless and amorphous, as my

daughter and her husband and their children came to visit me. ]

had not seen them for a long time, not since I was last in the

United States. Since that time my son-in-law had become a full-

fledged Minister in the Episcopal Church — he had been a lay-

man and in the State Department — and he was taking his

whole family to Uganda where he had been called as a mission-

ary. My daughter had also become very religious and was

whole-heartedly in sympathy with his aspirations. I myself,

naturally, had little sympathy with either of them on this score.

When I had wished to send a sum of money to them shortly

before they came to England, and had to go to the Bank of Eng-

land to arrange the transfer, my request was greeted with
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smiles and sometimes laughter at so old and confirmed an athe-

ist wishing to help someone to become a Minister of the Gospel.

But about many things we agreed, especially in liberal politics,

and I loved my daughter dearly and was fond of her family.

They were to stay in England for two years to prepare for their

mission work, and each July they came to North Wales where

they were put up in one of the Portmeirion Hotel cottages and

we saw them daily. This, with other smaller happenings, ab-

sorbed most of my time during these two months.

Towards the end of July 1960 I received my first visit from a

young American called Ralph Schoenman. I had heard of some

of his activities in relation to CND so I was rather curious to see

him. I found him bursting with energy and teeming with ideas,

and intelligent, if inexperienced and a little doctrinaire, about

politics. Also, I liked in him, what I found lamentably lacking

in many workers in the causes which I espoused, a sense of

irony and the capability of seeing the humour in what was es-

sentially very serious business. I saw that he was quickly sym-

pathetic, and that he was impetuous. What I came only gradu-

ally to appreciate, what could only emerge with the passage of

time, was his difficulty in putting up with opposition and his

astonishingly complete, untouchable self-confidence. I believed

that intelligence working on experience would enforce the

needed discipline. I did not at first fully understand him but I

happened to be approved of by him and, in turn, to approve of

what he was then working for. And for his continued generosity

towards me personally I was, and can still only be, deeply grate-

ful. His mind moved very quickly and firmly and his energy

appeared to be inexhaustible. It was a temptation to turn to him

to get things done. At the particular time of our first meetings

he acted as a catalyst for my gropings as to what could be done

to give our work in the CND new life. He was very keen to start

a movement of civil disobedience that might grow into a mass

movement of general opposition to governmental nuclear poli-
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cies so strong as to force its opinions upon the Government di-

rectly. It was to be a mass movement, no matter from how small

beginnings. In this it was new, differing from the old Direct

Action Committee’s aspirations in that theirs were too often

concerned with individual testimony by way of salving individ-

ual consciences.

The scheme seemed to me to have great possibilities and the

more | talked with Schoenman the more favourable to it I be-

came. I was aware that the chairman of the CND did not ap-

prove of civil disobedience and had little sympathy with even

the Direct Action Committee. I also knew that the CND toler-

ated and was coming more and more to support in words if not

in action its activities. I discussed the matter with the Chair-

man. He did not dispute the possible efficiency of civil disobedi-

ence or oppose my upholding such a new movement. He only

urged me not to make any announcement about this fresh effort

till after the Conference of the Labour Party, when he hoped

that the Party might “go unilateral” and take up at least some

of our doctrines. To this I readily agreed.

Knowing that the Chairman would neither oppose nor aid

the new movement, it did not occur to me to consult him about

our day-to-day preparations. I went to work with Schoenman to

prepare a list of people who might be approached to uphold

such a movement. Letters went out to them over my name. I

was very insistent that letters should go to no one who was not

known to us as being sympathetic, but, unfortunately, mistakes

were made. One letter was sent to someone with a name similar

to the intended recipient but with a different address and en-

tirely, unhappily, different views. He at once sent our letter to

the Evening Standard with a scathing letter of his own about

our activities and intentions. This was published considerably

before our plans were thoroughly formed or the participants

gathered, and, worse still, before the Chairman thought the

project should be revealed. There was a big meeting in Trafal-
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gar Square on 24 September at which I spoke. Before it took

place, I suggested to the Chairman that I speak of the proposed

new mass movement of civil disobedience within the CND. He

replied that it might injure CND’s chances of influencing the

Labour Conference. I said that I would consult Frank Cousins,

the head of the Transport Workers’ Union, and if he felt it in

any way dangerous to the desires of CND, I would not touch

upon the subject. Frank Cousins replied to my letter briefly,

saying that it did not matter one way or the other what I did or

said. I informed the Chairman of Cousins’s letter and of my

consequent intention to speak of the new movement. He ac-

cepted this, and I spoke of the new movement in Trafalgar

Square.

After the announcement in the Evening Standard of the pro-

posed mass movement of civil disobedience, jt was necessary to

hurry through our plans. But the event caused a great uproar.

The Chairman of CND made statements to his friends and to

the Executive Committee and to the press which, in effect,

charged me with starting a new movement behind his back and

one not permissible within the rulings of CND. During the first

week of October, I met with him daily for many hours at my

house in Hasker Street to try to work out some modus vivendi.

He brought with him to these meetings a friend who was not an

upholder of methods of civil disobedience, to put it mildly, so I

asked a member of the CND Executive Committee who pro-

fessed then to be in sympathy with me, to come as balance. At

my insistence, because there had been so many allegations as to

what I had said and not said, a tape recording was taken of

these meetings, a copy of which was sent to the CND offices for

the chairman and the original of which I kept.

By October 7 we had come to an agreement which would per-

mit us to continue to work together and gave a statement to that

effect to the press. But within a short time it became evident to

me that I could not continue in my position of President of the
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CND, which necessitated work with its chairman, and that, if

only to preserve the harmonious working of the CND itself, I

must resign. This I did in a letter to the press, following a letter

to the Chairman.

The result of all this was, for me, a shower — a storm — of

letters and visits from upholders of the CND throughout the

country, expostulating with me and, most of them, accusing me

of causing a split in the CND. This surprised me, as I had no

intention of doing so. Nor do J think that I did. Moreover, I

observed no weakening in its work owing to my action. It

seemed to me that the CND would get on better if it had officers

who saw, at least broadly, eye to eye than it would do under the

leadership of those who patently did not trust each other. I

had no intention, as I said and continued repeatedly to say, of

withdrawing my support of much CND work. I sent statements

to the various branches of the CND explaining this and the rea-

sons for my actions. So far as I know, these statements went

unread. At the CND Executive Meeting on November 5, my

resignation was accepted. One member, I was told, wished me

to be sued for libel because of something I had said or written.

He was persuaded not to proceed — which was, perhaps, for

my personal reputation, a pity. I continued to speak at meetings

of the CND at which I was asked to speak, and I remained at

the head of the Welsh CND. I withdrew only my interest in

CND policy-making and any responsibility that, as its presi-

dent, I had for the actions of its officers.

Meantime, the new movement towards mass civil disobedi-

ence had come to be called the Committee of 100. I had been in

frequent touch with the small company of young people who

were its early upholders. Inspired largely by the enthusiasm of

Ralph Schoenman, this company had grown into a fairly large

and steadily expanding group. Early in September he had

brought the Rev. Michael Scott to see me. Scott was an active

member of the Direct Action Committee and became one of the
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most stalwart members of the Committee of 100. I saw him as

well as Schoenman almost daily, and he and I published under

our joint names a leaflet entitled “Act or Perish,” which pre-

sents the nucleus of the policy of the Committee.

The early members of the Committee of 100 were for the

most part drawn from the CND and the ranks of the Direct

Action Committee. There was much activity and there were

daily meetings, most of which I could not, and was not expected

to, attend. I spoke for the Committee, I think, only at a meeting

in Friends House, Euston, in October 1960 and, again, at a

press conference held in Kingsway Hall in December. Gradu-

ally, adherents were drawn from outside the fold, a process

greatly accelerated both by the opposition widely felt to the es-

tablishment of the U.S. Polaris Base at Holy Loch, and, espe-

cially, by the announcement of the first proposed demonstration

of civil disobedience. This was to be a “sit-down” — of at least

two thousand people, it was hoped — outside the Ministry of

Defence on February 18, 1961. It was planned that each suc-

ceeding demonstration would demand the participation of more

people, the number increasing at each fresh demonstration until

a really mass movement was achieved. To ensure a good begin-

ning it was decided to pledge as many as possible to take part in

the first sit-down.

The activity of the Committee was intense during the days

preceding February 18. Posters went up (and were torn

down), people were stopped in the street and approached in

pubs and cafés and were argued with till they were converted to

the need of the coming demonstration. But of all this I only

heard. I took part only in endless discussions.

I hope that no one who reads these pages will think that I am

attempting to write a history of the Committee of 100 or of the

CND or, indeed, of any other movement or public event. I am

trying only to recount what I remember that affected my own

life.
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My enthusiasm was high for the work and preparations that

were being made for February 18, and I was in complete agree-

ment with the plans and with the aspirations of the Committee.

T have already written in this volume of my views of civil dis-

obedience, and I stated them publicly in speeches and articles at

this time, notably in an article in the New Statesman for Febru-

ary 17. My sole misgivings were connected with the hurry and

piecemeal way in which our policies had been worked out

owing to their premature publication, and with the dread lest it

might be too difficult — impossible, perhaps — to avoid vio-

lence in such a crowd, considering the opposition that might be

encountered. Passive resistance, it seemed to me, might be very

difficult to inculcate amid such enthusiasm. In the event, it

posed no difficulty.

The morning of February 18 was dark and drizzly and cold,

and our spirits plummeted. If it rained, the numbers participat-

ing in the demonstration would undoubtedly dwindle in spite of

the large nucleus already pledged to take part. But when we

assembled in Trafalgar Square there was a great crowd. Pre-

cisely how great it was, it is impossible to say. The median

number as reckoned by the press and the police and the Com-

mittee made it about 20,000. The speeches went well and

quickly. Then began the march up Whitehall preceded by a

large banner and managed with great skill by the Committee’s

marshals. It comprised a surging but calm and serious crowd of

somewhat over 5000 of those who had been in the Square. At

one point we were held up by the police who tried to stop the

march on the ground that it was obstructing traffic. The objec-

tion, however, manifestly did not hold, and the march pro-

ceeded. Finally, over 5000 people were sitting or lying on the

pavements surrounding the Ministry. And there we sat for

about two hours till darkness had fallen, a very solid and quiet,

if not entirely mute, protest against governmental nuclear poli-

cies, A good many people joined us during this time, and more
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came to have a look at us, and, of course, the press and TV

people flocked about asking their questions. As soon as word

came that the marchers had all become seated, Michael Scott

and Schoenman and I took a notice that we had prepared and

stuck it on the Ministry door. We learned that the Government

had asked the Fire Department to use their hoses upon us.

Luckily, the Fire Department refused. When six o'clock ar-

rived, we called an end to the sit-down. A wave of exultation

swept through the crowd. As we marched back towards White-

hall in the dusk and lamplight, past the cheering supporters, I

felt very happy — we had accomplished what we set out to do

that afternoon, and our serious purpose had been made mani-

fest. I was moved, too, by the cheers that greeted me and by the

burst of “for he’s a jolly good fellow” as I passed.

The demonstration was much more auspicious than we had

any right to expect. During the next months the fortunes of the

Committee prospered. Branch Committees were established

about the country and in some foreign countries; and some

countries developed their own Committees. All the corre-

spondence entailed by this activity and by the necessary print-

ing and dissemination of “literature” (leaflets, statements, etc. )

not to speak of the need to keep some kind of office, cost a good

deal. This, of course, as it always does in any organization

without fixed membership or dues, meant much time wasted in

raising funds. Nevertheless, and owing to the generous and

often self-sacrificing voluntary efforts of many people, the Com-

mittee grew in strength.

To show my continued support of the CND, I spoke to the

Youth CND of Birmingham in mid-March and again in mid-

April. One of these speeches caused turmoil because of a remark

that I made about our then Prime Minister. The remark was

widely quoted out of context by the press. In context, it is

merely a Q.E.D. to the preceding argument. Unfortunately, by

the time the uproar had broken, I had fallen ill and was unable
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to defend myself for some weeks, too late to cut any ice. I spoke,

also, at the meeting in Trafalgar Square at the end of the Alder-

maston March.

Towards the end of March, I had arranged with Penguin

Books, who, in turn, had arranged with my usual publisher, Sir

Stanley Unwin, to write a further book for them on nuclear

matters and disarmament, carrying on my Common Sense and

Nuclear Warfare and expanding parts of it. The new book was

to be called Has Man a Future? and I began work on it at once.

But it was interrupted by a series of recordings that I made in

London and by the two Birmingham meetings and then by a

very bad bout of shingles which prevented my doing any work

whatsoever for some time. But during my convalescence I wrote

a good deal of the new book, and it was finished in time to meet

its first deadline. It was published in the autumn.

On August 6, “Hiroshima Day,” the Committee of 100 ar-

ranged to have two meetings: a ceremony in the morning of lay-

ing a wreath upon the Cenotaph in Whitehall and, in the after-

noon, a meeting for speeches to be made at Marble Arch. The

former was carried out with dignity. We wished to remind peo-

ple of the circumstances of the nuclear bomb at Hiroshima. We

also thought that, in commemorating the British dead, we

might call attention to the fact that it was up to the living to

prevent their deaths from going for nothing. We hoped in the

afternoon’s speeches to support this point of view. To many

people, however, to bracket the deaths at Hiroshima and Naga-

saki with the deaths of those who fought the Japanese in the

Second War was blasphemous, It is doubtful if many of these

same people object to the statue of General Washington or of

General Smuts being given places of public honour.

The meeting in Hyde Park was a lively one. The police had

forbidden us to use microphones as their use was prohibited by

Park rules. This ruling had been overlooked in many previous

cases, but was firmly held to in our case. We had determined to
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try to use microphones, partly because we knew that they would

be necessary to make ourselves heard, and partly to expose the

odd discrepancy in the enforcement of Park rules. We were,

after all, an organization devoted to civil disobedience. I, there-

fore, started to speak through a microphone. A policeman

quietly remonstrated. I persisted. And the microphone was re-

moved by the police. We then adjourned the meeting, announc-

ing that we would march to Trafalgar Square to continue it. All

this we had planned, and the plan was carried out with some

success. What we had not counted on was a thunderstorm of

Majestic proportions which broke as the crowd moved down

Oxford Street and continued throughout most of the meeting

in the Square.

A month later, as we returned from an afternoon’s drive in

North Wales, we found a pleasant, though much embarrassed,

police sergeant astride his motorcycle at our front door. He de-

livered summonses to my wife and me to be at Bow Street on

September 12th to be charged with inciting the public to civil

disobedience. The summons was said to be delivered to all the

leaders of the Committee but, in fact, it was delivered only to

some of them. Very few who were summoned refused to appear.

We went up to London to take the advice of our solicitors

and, even more important, to confer with our colleagues. I had

no wish to become a martyr to the cause, but I felt that I should

make the most of any chance to publicize our views. We were

not so innocent as to fail to see that our imprisonment would

cause a certain stir. We hoped that it might create enough sym-

pathy for some, at least, of our reasons for doing as we had done

to break through to minds hitherto untouched by them. We had

obtained from our doctors statements of our recent serious ill-

nesses which they thought would make long imprisonment dis-

astrous. These we handed over to the barrister who was to

watch our cases at Bow Street. No one we met seemed to believe

that we should be condemned to gaol. They thought the Gov-
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ernment would think that it would not pay them. But we, our-

selves, did not see how they could fail to sentence us to gaol. For

some time it had been evident that our doings irked the Govern-

ment, and the police had been raiding the Committee office and

doing a clumsy bit of spying upon various members who fre-

quented it. The barrister thought that he could prevent my

wife’s and my incarceration entirely. But we did not wish either

extreme. We instructed him to try to prevent our being let off

scot-free, but, equally, to try to have us sentenced to not longer

than a fortnight in prison. In the event, we were each sentenced

to two months in gaol, a sentence which, because of the doctors’

statements, was commuted to a week each.

Bow Street seemed like a stage set as we walked down it with

our colleagues amid a mass of onlookers towards the Court at a

little before 10:30 in the morning. People were crowded into

most of the windows, some of which were bright with boxes of

flowers. By contrast the scene in the courtroom looked like a

Daumier etching. When the sentence of two months was pro-

nounced upon me cries of “Shame, shame, an old man of eighty-

eight!” arose from the onlookers. It angered me. I knew that it

was well meant, but I had deliberately incurred the punishment

and, in any case, I could not see that age had anything to do

with guilt. If anything, it made me the more guilty. The Magis-

trate seemed to me nearer the mark in observing that, from his

point of view, I was old enough to know better. But on the

whole both the Court and the police behaved more gently to us

all than I could have hoped. A policeman, before proceedings

began, searched the building for a cushion for me to sit upon to

mitigate the rigours of the narrow wooden bench upon which

we perched. None could be found — for which I was thankful

— but I took his effort kindly. I felt some of the sentences to be

quite unduly harsh, but I was outraged only by the words of the

Magistrate to one of us who happened to be a Jewish refugee

from Germany. The police witness appeared to me to cut a poor
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figure in giving evidence. Our people, I thought, spoke well and

with dignity and very tellingly. Neither of these observations

surprised me. And I was pleased to be permitted to say most of

what I had planned to say.

By the end of the morning all our cases had been heard and

we were given an hour for lunch. My wife and I returned to

Chelsea. We emerged from the Court into cheering crowds, and

to my confusion one lady rushed up and embraced me. But from

the morning’s remarks of the Magistrate and his general aspect,

we were not hopeful of getting off lightly when we returned to

receive our sentences in the afternoon. As each person in alpha-

betical order was sentenced, he or she was taken out to the cells,

where we behaved like boys on holiday, singing and telling sto-

ries, the tension of incertitude relaxed, nothing more to try to do

till we were carted away in our Black Marias.

It was my first trip in a Black Maria, as the last time I had

been gaoled I had been taken to Brixton in a taxi, but I was too

tired to enjoy the novelty. I was popped into the hospital wing

of the prison and spent most of my week in bed, visited daily by

the doctor who saw that I got the kind of liquid food that I

could consume. No one can pretend to a liking for being impris-

oned, unless, possibly, for protective custody. It is a frightening

experience. The dread of particular, severe, or ill treatment and

of physical discomfort is perhaps the least of it. The worst is the

general atmosphere, the sense of being always under observa-

tion, the dead cold and gloom, and the always noted, unmistak-

able, prison smell — and the eyes of some of the other prison-

ers. We had all this for only a week. We were very conscious of

the continuing fact that many of our friends were undergoing it

for many weeks and that we were spared only through special

circumstances, not through less “guilt,” in so far as there was

any guilt.

Meantime the Committee of 100 had put out a leaflet with

my message from Brixton. On the back of the leaflet was its
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urgent appeal to all sympathizers to congregate in Trafalgar

Square at five o’clock on Sunday, September 17th, for a march

to Parliament Square, where a public assembly was to be held

and a sit-down. The Home Secretary had issued a Public Order

against our use of Trafalgar Square on that occasion, but the

Committee had determined that this would be no deterrent. Un-

fortunately for us, my wife and I were still in gaol and were not

released till the following day. I say unfortunately because it

must have been a memorable and exhilarating occasion.

We delighted in our reunion in freedom at home very early

on Monday morning. But almost at once we were besieged by

the press and radio and TV people who swarmed into Hasker

Street. Our continued involvement with them prevented us from

learning for some time all that had been happening since the

Bow Street session of the previous week. From what we had

learned from the papers that we had seen in prison, we knew

that all sorts of meetings and sit-downs had been held, not only

in Britain, but also in many other countries, protesting against

our imprisonment. Moreover, my wife had gathered from some

of the prisoners at Holloway that the demonstration of the 17th

was a success. They had listened to the radio and stood on the

balcony above their nets in the great hall of the prison making

the sign of thumbs-up to her and shouting excitedly that the sit-

down was going splendidly. We learned only gradually quite

how unbelievably great a success it had been.

The full story of that demonstration I must leave to some

historian or participant to tell. The important part is that un-

precedented numbers took part. It augured well for an approach

to the mass movement that we desired. By early evening the

Square and the streets leading to it were packed with people

sitting down and with people coming only to observe what was

going on who tried to force themselves into possible observation

points. There was no question of marching to Parliament

Square. No one could get through, though attempts were
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made. There was no violence, no hullabaloo on the part of

the sitters-down. They were serious. And some of them were

making what was individually an heroic gesture. For instance,

Augustus John, an old man, who had been, and was, very ill (it

was a short time before his death) emerged from the National

Gallery, walked into the Square and sat down. No one knew of

his plan to do so and few recognized him. I learned of his action

only much later, but I record it with admiration. There were

other cases of what amounted to heroism in testifying to a pro-

found belief. There were also a good many ludicrous happen-

ings, particularly, I was told, later in the evening when various

notabilities arrived to see how things were going and were mis-

taken by the police for ardent upholders of the Committee and

were piled, protesting, into Black Marias. But the police could

hardly be blamed for such mistakes. In the vast crowd individ-

ual identities could not be distinguished, even in a dog-collar.

The police could, however, be very much blamed for their not

infrequent brutality. This could not be disputed, since there

were many pictures taken which sometimes caught instances of

regrettable police action.

Television and press accounts and pictures of this demon-

stration and of the preceding gaolings appeared in countries

throughout the world. They had an excellent effect in setting

people everywhere thinking about what we were doing and at-

tempting to do and why. That was what we had hoped would

happen, but we had not prepared sufficiently for the overwhelm-

ing publicity and interest that would be generated. From the

beginning we had been careful to arrange that only certain of

our members would expose themselves to possible imprison-

ment at any particular demonstration. There was always to be a

corps of leaders to carry on the work. But the Government, by

sentencing a large number, not for any particular misdeed at

any particular time, but for the general charge of incitement,

had managed to disrupt this rota. Added to this were the arrests
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made during the general scrum of the September 17th sit-down

when track could hardly be kept of who might be arrested and

who not. The result was that there were very few experienced

members of the Committee left to deal with pressing matters

and future plans. I was tired and kept busy by matters that only

I could deal with arising chiefly from my imprisonment. All this

was a grievous pity for we had been given a great chance which

we were unable to avail ourselves of fully.

At the end of the week after gaol we returned to North Wales

but the barrage of press and TV interviews continued wherever

we were and, of course, there were daily visitors from all over

— Italians, Japanese, French, Belgian, Singhalese, Dutch,

South and North Americans, etc., etc. It was all wearing, and

when we could we drove off into the country by ourselves. We

had a number of adventures. One afternoon we walked along a

sandy beach and around a rocky point to a cove. The rocks of

the point were covered by dried seaweed. At first we tested the

solidity of the way, but we grew careless, and unexpectedly I,

who was ahead, sank to my thighs. At each move, I sank fur-

ther. My wife was only at the edge of the bad patch. She man-

aged to crawl to a rock and finally to haul me out. On other

occasions, our car got stuck in the sand or in the bog and had to

be pulled out — once, to our amused annoyance, by a nuclear

station’s van.

When we returned to London, too, we had adventures. One

morning two young men and a young woman appeared upon my

doorstep and demanded to see me as, they said, they wished to

discuss anti-nuclear work. I discussed matters with them for

some time and then intimated that it was time for them to go.

They refused to go. Nothing that I or my housekeeper — we

were the only people in the house — could say would budge

them, and we were far from being strong enough to move them.

They proceeded to stage a sit-down in my drawing-room. With
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some misgivings, I sent for the police. Their behaviour was im-

peccable. They did not even smile, much less jeer. And they

evicted the sitters-down. The latter were later discovered, I was

told, to be a young actress who wanted publicity and two of her

admirers wishing to help her. They got their publicity and pro-

vided me with a good story and much entertainment. Some of

the Committee were rather annoyed by my having called in the

police.

During the next months there were a number of Committee

of 100 meetings, both public and private, at which I spoke, no-

tably in Trafalgar Square on October 29 and in Cardiff on No-

vember 1. Demonstrations had been announced for December 9

to be held at various U.S. air and nuclear bases in the country.

But in planning this the Committee, in its inexperience of hold-

ing large demonstrations not in London but in the country, were

too optimistic, especially in matters relating to transportation.

For instance, they felt sure that the buses that they hired to take

demonstrators from London to one of the targets, Wethersfield,

would turn up, since the bus drivers themselves had professed

themselves sympathetic to the Committee’s views. But, as some

of us had feared, the bus company refused its buses to the Com-

mittee at the last minute. Some hardy and determined demon-

strators made their way to Wethersfield by other means, but the

loss of the buses and the lack of any alternative arrangements

meant that the numbers were very much less than had been ex-

pected. The further difficulties encountered were great: The

machinations of the police, who had raided the Committee

rooms and harried its members, and the opposition of the Gov-

ernment, which employed a large number of its ground and air

force, its guard dogs and fire hoses to protect the Committee’s

targets from unarmed people pledged to non-violence. Never-

theless, the demonstration made a good showing. The Commit-

tee had made a mistake, however, in announcing beforehand
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that it would make a better showing than it could possibly hope

to do and in not planning thoroughly for alternatives in foresee-

able difficulties.

The Committee had already begun to weaken itself in other

ways. Long discussions were beginning to be held amongst its

members as to whether the Committee should devote itself only

to nuclear and disarmament matters or should begin to oppose

all domestic social and governmental injustice. This was a

waste of time and a dispersal of energies. Such widespread op-

position, if to be indulged in at all, was obviously a matter for

the far future when the Committee’s power and capabilities

were consolidated. By such projects consolidation could only be

delayed. Again, this unfortunate tendency was the outcome,

largely, of the practical political and administrative inexperience

of the Committee added to the overestimation of the meaning of

September 17th’s success. The latter should have been regarded

as very great encouragement but not as, by any means, the cer-

tain promise of a mass civil disobedience movement. In propor-

tion to the population of the country, the movement was still

small and too unproved to stand against determined opposition.

Unfortunately, the comparative failure of December 9th was

considered only as a discouragement, not as a lesson towards a

period of consolidation. I tried in my public statements at the

time to overcome the discouragement and, privately, to incul-

cate the lesson. But in both attempts I failed.

The immediate aftermath of the demonstration of December

9th was the charging of five leaders of the Commmittee under

the Official Secrets Act of 1911. It was, from a layman’s point

of view, a curiously conducted trial. The prosecution was al-

lowed to present its case in full, resting on the question as to

whether it was prejudicial to the safety of the nation for unau-

thorized people to enter the Wethersfield air field with the inten-

tion of immobilizing and grounding the air craft there. The de-

fence’s case was that such stations as Wethersfield, like all the
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stations engaged in nuclear “defence” of the country, were in

themselves prejudicial to the safety of the country. Professor

Linus Pauling, the physicist, and Sir Robert Watson-Watt, the

inventor of radar, who had come from the United States to give

evidence as to the dangers of the present nuclear policy of which

Wethersfield was a part, and I were kept hanging about for

many hours. Then all our testimony, like that of other defence

witnesses, of whom some, I believe, were not permitted to be

called at all, was declared irrelevant to the charges and ruled

out. It was managed quite legally, but all loopholes were ruth-

lessly blocked against the defence and made feasible for the

prosecution. There were a few bright moments, to be sure:

when Air Commander MacGill, the prosecution’s chief witness,

was asked how far it was from London to Wethersfield, he re-

plied, “in a fast plane, about fifty miles.” The jury returned the

verdict guilty, though, and this is rather interesting, they were

out for four and a half hours. No one had believed any other

verdict possible under the circumstances. The five convicted

men were given gaol sentences of eighteen months apiece; the

one woman, the welfare secretary of the Committee, was given a

year.

I felt keenly that I, since I had encouraged the demonstration

but had not been able to take part, was as guilty as the con-

demned and I managed, when I was finally able to speak at the

trial, to say so. Many others felt likewise, and, after the trial, we

repaired to the Canon Street police station to declare ourselves

guilty. As was to be expected, no notice was taken of our decla-

rations though they were received civilly by the police. The

Committee held a meeting in Trafalgar Square to state the sig-

nificance of the trial and its own attitude towards it. In snow

and gale, Sir Robert Watson-Watt and I and a number of

others spoke to a not inconsiderable audience.

For some time thereafter I had little to do in the way of public

speaking for the Committee. During the last week of July the
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Committee as well as the CND sent participants to the “World

Disarmament Conference” held in Moscow. Just as it was

about to start, I received a request from Professor Bernal press-

ing me to send a representative with a message to the confer-

ence. Christopher Farley, who had participated both in the

planning and in the action of the Committee, went on my be-

half. While he was there, he, in company with some other non-

Communists, held a public meeting in Red Square and handed

out leaflets. This was illegal, and was vehemently opposed, by a

variety of means, by the Chairman of the CND, who was there.

It was also opposed by others, even some who, at home, in-

dulged in civil disobedience. They felt that they were guests of

the Russians and should abide by the strict laws of hospitality.

The meeting was dispersed, but its holders were triumphant in

the belief that they had pointed out the international character

of the civil disobedience movement and had been able to hold

something of a debate before being dispersed. At the time, I

received only hot objections, but no reasons were given for the

objections. When Farley returned and I heard what he had to

say, I felt that he had done the right thing in backing the meet-

ing, and that it had helped to establish the fact that we were

neutral and should invoke civil disobedience wherever we could

in a cause which was international.

Towards the end of August the Committee began to put into

effect its plan for a demonstration on September 9. Taking

warning from the previous December 9th, they decided to re-

turn to central London and to pledge people to take part. They

announced that they would not hold the demonstration if they

could not get 7000 pledges. As September 9 drew near, it be-

came evident that they could not procure this number of pledges

in time. I felt very strongly that, in view of their public an-

nouncement, they should abandon the demonstration, especially

as to hold to their promise those who had pledged would be to
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ask them to attend the demonstration unprotected by the prom-

ised number of co-participants. The secretary of the London

Committee was very loath to give up and many members

thought that it was unnecessary to do so. This flouting of a given

promise disgusted me, and added itself to my growing belief

that the Committee was disintegrating. In the end, the demon-

stration was called off.

During the time since the Secrets trial many things had been

happening to me unconnected with the Committee — lunches

such as the one given me by the foreign journalists in London,

TV broadcasts such as the long one for United States consump-

tion at which the interlocutor was named Susskind, visits from

travelling dignitaries such as that of the five leading Russian

journalists who spent an afternoon with me in Wales. We also

went on a holiday drive for somewhat over a fortnight at the end

of March, a holiday which was a total failure since the weather

was cold, raw, and dreary and we were both ill throughout with

raging colds. The most important events in relation to my own

life were those centring about my ninetieth birthday on May

18th.

I looked forward to my birthday celebrations, I confess, with

considerable trepidation, for I had been informed of their pros-

pect though told nothing of the toil and anxiety that was going

into their consummation. Only afterwards did I hear of the pe-

culiar obstructions caused by impresarios and the managers of

concert halls, or of the extreme kindness and generosity of con-

ductors and orchestras and soloists. I only gradually learned of

the immense amount of time and energy, thought and sheer de-

termination to give me pleasure expended by my friends for

many weeks. The most active of these was Ralph Schoenman,

who was chiefly responsible for all aspects of the concert, in-

cluding the excellently arranged and, to me, most pleasing pro-

gramme. When I did learn all this, I was deeply touched, as I
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was by the parties themselves. And to my surprise, I found that

I enjoyed greatly being the centre of such unexpectedly friendly

plaudits and encomiums.

On my birthday itself, we had a jolly family tea-party with

two of my grandchildren and my London housekeeper Jean

Redmond and, to celebrate, a fine cake topped appropriately by

a small constable (donated by the baker) bearing one candle

for good luck. In the evening, a dinner arranged by A. J. Ayer

and Rupert Crawshay- Williams took place at the Café Royale.

It seemed to me a happy occasion. Some of my friends made

speeches: Ayer and Julian Huxley spoke most kindly of me and

E. M. Forster recalled the early Cambridge days and spoke de-

lightfully about my old friend Bob Trevelyan. And I met for the

first time the head of my family, the Duke of Bedford and his

wife. I admired his determination to keep Woburn a private es-

tate at however great cost to himself and against great odds. I

also liked his unconventionality. I had been told that when

asked to speak at the concert in my honour, he had accepted

without hesitation. So I was prepared to like him — and I was

not disappointed. The evening was not less enjoyable for me in

re-establishing connection with a number of old friends such as

Arthur Waley and Miles Malleson as well as in making a few

new ones.

Of the celebration party at Festival Hall that took place the

next afternoon, under the kind aegis of its manager, T. E. Bean,

I do not know what to say or how to say it. I had been told that

there would be music and presentations to me, but I could not

know beforehand how lovely the music would be, either the or-

chestral part under Colin Davis or the solo work by Lili Kraus.

Nor could I know how touching and generous would be the

presentation speeches: by Ralph Schoenman, the Master of

Ceremonies; Victor Purcell; Mrs. Sonning of Denmark; Ernst

Willi, the Swiss sculptor; Morley Nkosi of Africa; Vanessa

Redgrave, the actress; and my cousin Ian Bedford. Some of
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those who could not be there had sent gifts which were pre-

sented to me — a bust of Socrates from my cousin Flora Rus-

sell and an excellent portrait of me from its painter Hans Erni.

And many people had sent messages which Schoenman read

out or had printed in the “Tribute Programme.” It had a photo-

graph of me taken by T. E. Morris of Portmadoc on its cover. I

have been told that it has been sent to people all over the world.

The Musicians Union refused to have the music recorded and

the BBC refused to record any of the proceedings. The gifts, the

programme, the record that was privately made of the proceed-

ings, and, especially, the warm friendliness that I felt in the au-

dience as well as in the actors, I still, and always shall, treasure.

At the time I was so deeply moved that I felt I could not utter a

word, much less find words that might express my feeling of

gratitude and of what the occasion meant to me. But, merci-

fully, words came. I do not think that I can say again so freshly

or with such entire, unconsidered sincerity what I felt then, so I

give my speech itself, taking it from the recording:

Friends,

This is an occasion that I hardly know how to find words for.

J am more touched than I can say, and more deeply than I can ever

hope to express. I have to give my very warmest possible thanks

to those who have worked to produce this occasion: to the perform-

ers, whose exquisite music, exquisitely performed, was so full of

delight; to those who worked in less conspicuous ways, like my

friend Mr. Schoenman; and to all those who have given me gifts

— gifts which are valuable in themselves, and also as expressions

of an undying hope for this dangerous world.

I have a very simple creed: that life and joy and beauty are

better than dusty death, and I think when we listen to such music

as we heard today we must all of us feel that the capacity to pro-

duce such music, and the capacity to hear such music, is a thing

worth preserving and should not be thrown away in foolish squab-

bles. You may say it’s a simple creed, but I think everything impor-

tant is very simple indeed. I’ve found that creed sufficient, and I
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should think that a great many of you would also find it sufficient,

or else you would hardly be here.

But now I just want to say how it’s difficult, when one has em-

barked upon a course which invites a greater or less degree of per-

secution and obloquy and abuse, to find instead that one is wel-

comed as I have been today. It makes one feel rather humble, and

I feel I must try to live up to the feelings that have produced this

occasion. I hope I shall; and I thank you from the bottom of my

heart.

The last formal celebration of my birthday took place the fol-

lowing week when Fenner Brockway most kindly invited me to

a luncheon in my honour at the House of Commons. I was

somewhat nervous of this as it seemed unlikely to me that any

Members of either House would turn up to do me honour. My

tension mounted as we waited in an anteroom to be led to the

Harcourt Room where the banquet was to take place and, again,

stood at the door rather wistfully watching the Members fortify

themselves with preprandial drinks. But, when the party began,

it was pleasant and friendly, and I thought it generous of many

of those present to be there. I had not for some time been pulling

my punches in regard to the activities of politicians, nor, I fear,

did I on this occasion, seeing a chance and, indeed, an obliga-

tion, to speak to them direct.

When all this pleasant fuss to do with my becoming a nona-

genarian had passed, we retired to Wales, returning to London

only for a few days in July for the purpose of talking with

U Thant about international nuclear and disarmament policies.

This was the first time that I had met him and I was greatly

impressed not only by his energy and clear grasp of affairs, but

by his balanced objectivity and thoughtfulness and his delight-

ful good humour. At this time, too, I paid my first visit to Wo-

burn Abbey. I found the grandeurs of the house very pleasing

and the lovely serenity of the Park, with its great trees shelter-
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ing Father David's deer and its wide quiet stretches of green

turf, very calming.

The last months of that year were taken up with the Cuban

crisis and then with the Sino-Indian border dispute. Early in

December, Penguin accepted my offer to write my account of

these two happenings, which I did in January. It was published

by Penguin and Allen & Unwin in April under the title Un-

armed Victory. | have told in it all there is to tell of any interest

about my thought and action at that time, and I do not propose

to repeat it all here. Perhaps I should add, however, that I regret

nothing that I did at that time in relation to these two crises, My

point of view upon them, in spite of further study, remains the

same. I will give my critics only this olive branch: I am sorry

that I did not couch my telegram of October 23rd to President

Kennedy more gently. Its directness made it unlikely to cut

much Ice, I agree. But I had as little hope then as I should have

in similar circumstances now of wise and quick withdrawal on

the part of the U.S. Government.

I had become so tried by the folly of some of the leading

members of the Committee of 100 during the events of Septem-

ber and by the growing dissipation of the Committee’s policies

that, early in January, I resigned from the Main Committee in

London. I did not wish, however, to go into these reasons in my

public resignation. I based it upon the equally valid and conclu-

sive reason that my increasing absences in Wales prevented me

from participating usefully in the work of the Main Commit-

tee. I still have great sympathy with the early aims and actions

of the Committee, and J should support any recrudescence of

them if they seemed to me to stand any chance of success. Mass

civil disobedience still seems to me one of the most effective

ways of attacking present international policies, which remain

as bad as they were then, if not worse.

The British Government, meanwhile, had its own plans for
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what to do in the event of nuclear war. What these plans were

we learned, in part, from an organization which called itself

“Spies for Peace.” This organization had succeeded in ascer-

taining the secret plans of Authority to be put into force on the

outbreak of war. Britain was to be divided into a number of

regions, each with its own government, each with autocratic

power, each composed of a pre-arranged corps of officials who

were to live in supposed safety in underground “Regional Seats

of Government” and decide (so far as the enemy allowed) what

was to become of the rest of us, and, in particular, what was to

be done about fall-out if and while we remained alive. It was

feared that possibly the prospect of such measures might not

please the populace, and must therefore be kept secret. “Spies

for Peace” had discovered some of the documents involved, and

were anxious to publish them. They had no funds, and appealed

to me. I gave them £50 with my blessing. As soon as possible

the documents were published, and copies were distributed

among the Aldermaston marchers.

Unfortunately (as I felt) the leaders of CND were shocked

that secret methods should be employed by pacifists. They did

what they could to impede the spread of knowledge which the

“Spies” had sought to secure, A fresh batch of documents

which they had secured was taken to the editor of a leading

pacifist journal under the impression that he would publicize

their information. But he, horrified by the disclosures and the

retribution their publication would undoubtedly call down, sent

the documents to the mother of one of the “Spies” and she, fear-

Ing a police raid, burnt them. So died our hope of learning Gov-

ernment plans for governmental salvation and the succour of

such members of the public as might be allowed to live. This

bitter blow to the clarification of our position and to a great

impetus to work for peace was dealt by well-meaning and not

unknowledgeable pacifists.
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LETTERS

To and from Ernest Jones

Plas Penrhyn

2 February, 1957

Dear Dr. Jones

I enclose a copy of a letter from an eminent Anglican divine.

It seems to me a document worthy to go into your case-book. J

should be very grateful if you felt inclined to send me any com-

ments on it.

Yours sincerely

RUSSELL

The following is the letter I sent to Dr Jones (without the

Bishop's address or signature):

From the Bishop of Rochester

Personal

Bishopscourt

Rochester

Jan. 29, 1957

Dear Lord Russell

It has been laid upon my conscience to write to you, after

your article in the Sunday Times on the “Great Mystery” of

survival after death; seeing that you at 84 stand yourself upon

that threshold.

Your contemporaries, like myself, acclaim you the greatest

brain of our generation. And many must believe, with me, that

if only your moral stature had matched your intellectual power

and other singular endowments, you could have saved us from a

second World War. Instead, in your book on Companionate

Marriage, Marriage and Morals (1929), the cloven hoof of the
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lecher cannot be disguised; and it is lechery that has been your

Achilles’ heel, blinding your great mind from discerning that

infinitely greater Mind behind all phenomena, such as has

formed your enthralling study. Only the pure in heart can see

God; and four wives, with three divorces, must be an awful and

bitter humiliation, showing the man himself, entrusted with

such a magnificent brain.

Moreover, I cannot but believe that you must at times be

haunted by the remembrance of the murder, suicide, and untold

misery, between the wars, caused by the experiments of young

people with Companionate Marriage, of which you were the

Apostle, with all the immense authority of your fame. I am an

old man myself of 72, but with no outstanding gifts or learn-

ing; and yet I would, in humble sincerity, make my own, to you,

what that Dr. M. J. Routh, who died in his hundredth year as

President of Magdalen, Oxford, (1854), wrote to a Quaker ac-

quaintance in the condemned cell:

Sir, this comes from one who, like yourself, has not long to live, be-

ing in his ninetieth year. He has had more opportunity than most

for distinctly knowing that the scriptures of the New Testament

were written by the Apostles of the Saviour of mankind. In these

Scriptures it 1s expressly said that the blood of Jesus Christ cleanses

from all sin, and that if we confess our sins, God, being merciful

and just, will forgive us our sins on our repentance. Think, say,

and do everything in your power to save your soul, before you go

into another life.

You may know that the great Bishop Joseph Butler of Dur-

ham, your peer as regards intellect, died with this verse from I

John, I: 7, in his ears, and whispering: “Oh! but this is com-

fortable.”

I pray God that you will recognize that, for some reason, I

have been filled with a deep concern for you.

Yours sincerely

CHRISTOPHER ROFTEN
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The Plat, Elsted

Nr. Midhurst, Sx.

Feb. 4, 1957

Dear Russell

I am a little surprised that you should find the Anglican’s

letter at all odd. I should have thought you received many such,

and indeed I even wonder how many masses are already being

said for your soul.

The interest of such letters is of course the calm identification

of wickedness with sexual activity. Freud used to think that the

main function of religion was to check man’s innate aggressiv-

ity (the obvious source of all wickedness) , but it is curious how

often religious teachers bring it back again to sexuality. That

makes one think there must be some deep connection between

the two, and we believe nowadays that much aggressivity, pos-

sibly all, can ultimately be traced to the innumerable forms of

sexual frustration. It remains noteworthy, however, that you,

our leading apostle of true morality (love, charity, tolerance,

etc.) should be cast into perdition for not accepting the Catholic

view of marriage.

If you want a psycho-analytic comment on the letter there is a

clue in the omnipotence he attributes to you (ability to stop

wars, etc.). That can only point to a gigantic father-figure (an

earthly God), whose only sin, much resented by the son, was

his sleeping with the mother. It is curious that such people are

never shocked at God’s adulterous behaviour with the Virgin

Mary. It needs a lot of purification.

Yours sincerely

ERNEST JONES
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Plas Penrhyn

14 March, 1957

Dear Jones

Thank you for your very pleasant letter of February 4. Ever

since I got it, J have been luxuriating in the pleasure of seeing

myself as a formidable father-figure inspiring terror in the An-

glican hierarchy. What surprised me about the letter I sent you

was that J] had imagined eminent Anglican Divines to be usu-

ally fairly civilized people. I get hundreds of letters very similar

to the one I sent you, but they are generally from people with

very little education. I cannot make up my mind whether the

writer of the letter is gnawed with remorse for the sins he has

committed or filled with regret for those that he has not com-

mitted.

Yours sincerely

RUSSELL

From and to Lord Russell of Liverpool

Old Warren Farm

Wimbledon Common

S.W.19

13/2 [1959]

Dear Lord Russell

I am forwarding the enclosed as Monsieur Edmond Paris,

and he is not alone, has got us mixed up. The first paragraph of

his letter refers to you. The others are for me and I shall be

replying to them. Would you please return the letter when you

have read it.

Ts. truly

RUSSELL OF LIVERPOOL
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Plas Penrhyn

18 February, 1959

Dear Lord Russell

Thank you for your letter and for the enclosure which J re-

turn herewith. I have been wondering whether there is any

means of preventing the confusion between you and me, and I

half-thought that we might write a joint letter to 7’he Times in

the following terms: Sir, To prevent the continuation of confu-

sions which frequently occur, we beg to state that neither of us

is the other. Do you think this would be a good plan?

Yours sincerely

RussELL

20/2 [1959]

Dear Lord Russell

Many thanks for your letter of the 18th.

I am not sure whether you are in earnest or joking about a

joint letter to The Times but, in either event, I think it is a good

idea. Even were it not effective it would provide a little light

amusement, and if you would care to write such a letter I would

gladly add my signature below yours.

Incidentally, a propos this subject, you will find pages 61/2

of a book of my reminiscences to be published on March 19 by

Cassell & Co. under the title of That Reminds Me of some inter-

est. They contain details of two occasions on which I was mis-

taken for an Earl Russell. Your elder brother in India in 1927

and yourself in 1954,

Page 60 will also interest you.

Yours sincerely

RussELL OF LIVERPOOL
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23 February, 1959

Dear Lord Russell of Liverpool

Thank you for your letter of February 20. I was both serious

and joking in my suggestion of a joint letter. I enclose a draft

which I have signed, but I am entirely willing to alter the word-

ing if you think it too frivolous. I think, however, that the pres-

ent wording is more likely to secure attention than a more

solemn statement.

Yours sincerely

RUSSELL

Plas Penrhyn

23 February, 1959

To The Editor of The Times

Sir

In order to discourage confusions which have been constantly

occurring, we beg herewith to state that neither of us is the

other.

Yours etc.

RussELt oF LivERPOOL

(Lorp RussEizt oF LIvERPOOL)

RUSSELL

(BERTRAND, EARL Russe.)

25 /2/59

Dear Lord Russell

I have forwarded our letter to The Times but I have asked

them, of course, to put your name before mine.

I like the wording immensely.

RussELL OF LIVERPOOL
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To and from A. J. Ayer

Plas Penrhyn

19 January, 1957

Dear Ayer

I have just finished reading your Problem of Knowledge. I

have read the book with a great deal of pleasure and I agree

with most of it. I like your way of dissecting problems; for °x-

ample, what you say on such subjects as television and precogni-

tion seems to me to combine logic and sound sense in just pro-

portion. The only point upon which I seriously disagree with

you is as to perception. My view on this subject, although to

scientific people it seems a mere collection of truisms, is re-

jected as a wild paradox by philosophers of all schools. You need

not, therefore, be in any degree disquieted by not having my

support. I will, however, make one point: on page 126 you say

that from the fact that the perceived qualities of physical ob-

jects are causally dependent upon the state of the percipient, it

does not follow that the object does not really have them. This,

of course, is true. What does follow is that there is no reason to

think that it has them. From the fact that when I wear blue

spectacles, things look blue, it does not foliow that they are not

blue, but it does follow that I have no reason to suppose they

are blue.

As I find that philosophers, as opposed to men of science,

unanimously misunderstand my theory of perception, I am en-

closing a note on the subject with no special reference to your

book.

Yours very sincerely

RussELL
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New College

Oxford

26 May, 1961

Dear Russell

I have just heard from Routledge that you have withdrawn

permission for your preface to be included in the new transla-

tion of Wittgenstein’s Tractatus. The reason why I come in to

this is that I am editor of the series in which the book is to

appear.

I assume that you are taking this step because of the difficul-

ties which are being raised by Ogden’s brother. I do not know

what Ogden has told you; but I do hope that I can persuade you

to reconsider your decision. The most important fact, as I see it,

is that this new translation will supersede the old, so that if your

preface is not included in it, it will practically cease to be avail-

able. I think this would be a great pity as, quite apart from the

light it throws on Wittgenstein, it is a very interesting piece of

work in itself.

The authors of the new translation, Messrs, Pears and Mc-

Guinness, tell me that if there are any conditions which you

now wish to make before allowing them to use your preface,

they will do their very best to meet them.

I am very sorry to hear that you have been ill and hope that

you are now recovered.

Yours sincerely

FreppDIE AYER

Pears and McGuinness say that they have made every effort to

satisfy Ogden but have found him quite intractable.

27 May, 1961

Dear Ayer

Thank you for your letter of May 26. I have never succeeded

in understanding the points at issue between Ogden’s brother
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Man feels himself from doubt and dogma free.

There are more things in Heaven, though, my lord,

Than are dreamed of in your philosophy.

Bertrand Russell by Ronald Searle,

Punch, March 1957

A handwritten retort
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From and to Rudolf Carnap

Department of Philosophy

University of California

May 12, 1962

Dear Lord Russell

Throughout my life I have followed with the greatest interest

not only your philosophical work but also, especially during the

last years, your political activities, and I admire your courage

and your intensity of energy and devotion. Now, on the occasion

of your ninetieth birthday, I wish to send you a message of best

wishes and of deep gratitude for all I owe to you. Your books

had indeed a stronger influence on my philosophical thinking

than those of any other philosopher. I say more about this

in my intellectual autobiography (in a forthcoming Schilpp-

volume on my philosophy), and especially also about the inspir-

ing effect on me of your appeal for a new method in philosophy,

on the last pages of your book Our Knowledge of the External

World.

I am in complete agreement with the aims for which you are

fighting at present: serious negotiations instead of the Cold

War, no bomb-testing, no fall-out shelters. But, not having your

wonderful power of words, I limit myself to participation in

public appeals and petitions initiated by others and to some pri-

vate letters to President Kennedy on these matters. Even such

letters are difficult for me. By nature I am inclined to turn away

from the insane quarrels of parties and governments, and pur-

sue my thinking in a purely theoretical field. But at present,

when the survival of civilization is at stake, I realize that it is

necessary at least to take a stand. I also admired your forceful

and convincing argumentation in the debate with Edward

Teller which I saw on television. I find it depressing to see a

prominent scientist (in contrast to politicians from whom one

has come to expect nothing better) strengthening the preju-

dices of the listeners,
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I am going to be 71 on the same day you are having your

birthday. May you have many more active years ahead, in good

health, and with the satisfaction of seeing a more rational world

order coming into being, to whose development you have con-

tributed so much. I am going to retire in a few weeks from

teaching and to devote myself to the further development of my

theory of inductive probability, on which I have begun to pub-

lish in 1950 and which has occupied me ever since.

with deep affection and gratitude

Yours

Rupo.r CARNAP

Plas Penrhyn

2st June, 1962

Dear Professor Carnap

I am immensely grateful to you for your kind letter. It

pleased me greatly. I had not realized that your birthday and

mine fall on the same day. I am sorry not to have sent you my

own good wishes, which are sincerely felt.

I believe that your efforts to bring clarity and precision to

philosophy will have an everlasting effect on the thinking of

men, and I am very happy to see that you will continue your

work after your retirement. Nothing would be more fitting than

that you should successfully realize your theory of inductive

probability. I entirely understand your diffidence with respect to

letters to public officials. It is difficult to employ a language

which speaks of intense and sincere fears for our world to pub-

lic men who receive our words with small awareness of that

which promotes them. I must confess that I am deeply troubled.

I fear that human beings are intent upon acting out a vast death-

wish and that it lies with us now to make every effort to promote

resistance to the insanity and brutality of policies which encom-

pass the extermination of hundreds of millions of human be-
Ings.
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In this country we are having a much greater success than

seems evident in the United States, although it is obvious that

protest in the United States requires far greater courage and

dedication than its equivalent here, None the less, I am hopeful

that the effect of our minority resistance may grow and find a co-

ordinated international expression. We are holding a great

demonstration at the Air Ministry in Whitehall involving civil

disobedience this coming September 9th, and I shall be taking

part in the physical demonstration itself. I believe that men are

starved for an answer to the terror and that they will respond if

their sense of helplessness can be overcome.

I am sincerely grateful to you for your kindness in writing

and I wish you earnestly success in your great work.

With my good wishes and respect

BERTRAND RUSSELL

From The Observer, 13 May, 1962

PROS AND CONS OF REACHING NINETY

by
Bertrand Russell

There are both advantages and disadvantages in being very

old. The disadvantages are obvious and uninteresting, and I

shall say little about them. The advantages seem to me more

interesting. A long retrospect gives weight and substance to ex-

perience. I have been able to follow many lives, both of friends

and of public characters, from an early stage to their conclusion.

Some, who were promising in youth, have achieved little of

value; others have continued to develop from strength to

strength through long lives of important achievement. Un-

doubtedly, experience makes it easier to guess to which of these

two kinds a young person is likely to belong. It is not only the
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lives of individuals, but the lives of movements that come, with

time, to form part of personal experience and to facilitate esti-

mates of probable success or failure. Communism, in spite of a

very difficult beginning, has hitherto continued to increase in

power and influence. Nazism, on the contrary, by snatching too

early and too ruthlessly at dominion, came to grief. To have

watched such diverse processes helps to give an insight into the

past of history and should help in guessing at the probabl- fu-

ture.

To come to more personal matters: It is natural for those

who are energetic and adventurous to feel in youth a very pas-

sionate and restless desire for some important achievement,

without any clear prevision of what, with luck, it may be. In old

age, one becomes more aware of what has, and what has not,

been achieved. What one can further do becomes a smaller pro-

portion of what has already been done, and this makes personal

life less feverish.

It is a curious sensation to read the journalistic clichés which

come to be fastened on past periods that one remembers, such as

the “naughty nineties” and the “riotous twenties.” Those dec-

ades did not seem, at the time, at al] “naughty” or “riotous.”

The habit of affixing easy labels is convenient to those who wish

to seem clever without having to think, but it has very little rela-

tion to reality. The world is always changing, but not in the

simple ways that such convenient clichés suggest. Old age, as I

am experiencing it, could be a time of very complete happiness

if one could forget the state of the world. Privately, I enjoy

everything that could make life delightful. I used to think that

when I reached old age I would retire from the world and live a

life of elegant culture, reading all the great books that I ought

to have read at an earlier date. Perhaps it was, in any case, an

idle dream. A long habit of work with some purpose that one

believes important is difficult to break, and I might have found

elegant leisure boring even if the world had been in a better

[ 185 ]



The Autobiography of Bertrand Russell

state. However that might have been, I find it impossible to ig-

nore what is happening.

Ever since 1914, at almost every crucial moment, the wrong

thing has been done. We are told that the West is engaged in

defending the “Free World,” but freedom such as existed before

1914 is now as dim a memory as crinolines. Supposedly wise

men assured us in 1914 that we were fighting a war, to end war,

but it turned out to be a war to end peace. We were told that

Prussian militarism was all that had to be put down; and, ever

since, militarism has continually increased. Murderous hum-

bug, such as would have shocked almost everyone when I was

young, is now solemnly mouthed by eminent statesmen. My

own country, led by men without imagination and without ca-

pacity for adaptation to the modern world, pursues a policy

which, if not changed, will lead almost inevitably to the com-

plete extermination of all the inhabitants of Britain. Like Cas-

sandra, I am doomed to prophesy evil and not be believed. Her

prophecies came true. I desperately hope that mine will not.

Sometimes one is tempted to take refuge in cheerful fantasies

and to imagine that perhaps in Mars or Venus happier and

saner forms of life exist, but our frantic skill is making this a

vain dream. Before long, if we do not destroy ourselves, our de-

structive strife will have spread to those planets. Perhaps, for

their sake, one ought to hope that war on earth will put an end

to our species before its folly has become cosmic. But this is not

a hope in which I can find any comfort.

The way in which the world has developed during the last

fifty years has brought about in me changes opposite to those

which are supposed to be typical of old age. One is frequently

assured by men who have no doubt of their own wisdom that

old age should bring serenity and a larger vision in which seem-

ing evils are viewed as means to ultimate good. I cannot accept

any such view. Serenity, in the present world, can only be

achieved through blindness or brutality. Unlike what is conven-
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tionally expected, I become gradually more and more of a rebel.

I was not born rebellious. Until 1914, I fitted more or less com-

fortably into the world as I found it. There were evils — great

evils — but there was reason to think that they would grow

less. Without having the temperament of a rebel, the course of

events has made me gradually less and less able to acquiesce

patiently in what is happening. A minority, though a growing

one, feels as I do, and, so long as I live, it is with them that I

must work.

LETTERS

From Mrs. Roosevelt

55 East 74th Street

New York City

September 22, 1960

My Lord

I am most grateful to you for taking part with me in our tele-

vision program on British defence policy in London. It was a

lively and exciting discussion and I feel the result was satisfy-

ing.

Sincerely

ELEANOR ROOSEVELT

From and to Max Born

Haus Filser

Freibergstrasse

Obersdorf (Allgiu)

Germany

12.7.51

Dear Professor Russell

Your book A History of Western Philosophy which I never

had time to read at home has accompanied me on my holiday
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journey and given me so much pleasure that I take the liberty to

write to you a few words of thanks.

I confess that before putting the book into my suitcase I

asked a few of my philosophical friends in Scotland about it,

and was warned not to read it as it would give me a distorted

picture of the actual men and events. When I was, a few weeks

ago, in Gottingen I discussed your book with one of the local

philosophers and found a still stronger negative attitude, based

mainly on your treatment of Plato and of the German idealistic

school. This encouraged me greatly to read your book. For I

have been tortured at school with Plato, and I have always thor-

oughly disliked German metaphysics, in particular Hegel.

Thus I decided to read your last chapter first, and as 1 whole-

heartedly agreed to your own philosophy, I started cheerfully

with page 1 and continued reading with ever-increasing fasci-

nation and pleasure until I reached your moderate, though

decided, refutations of some of the modern schools of “subjec-

tivistic madness.” I was myself once a pupil of Edmund Husserl

but found his “phenomenology” unsatisfactory and its modern

version by Heidegger rather disgusting. I suppose you found

it not worth while to mention it.

My son and his wife who are with us on this journey share

my admiration for your work and have gone so far as to call

their new-born boy Max Russell, combining thus my name with

yours.

On my way out I stayed a week with Niels Bohr at Copenha-

gen and had some most interesting talks with him on the philo-

sophical foundations of quantum theory.

Yours sincerely

Max Born
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Marcard str. 4

Bad Pyrmont

18 March, 1958

Dear Professor Russell

I have read Khrushchev’s long declaration in the New States-

man. | find it just as depressing as the letter from Dulles pub-

lished some weeks ago. The commentary by Kingsley Martin

that these fellows are amazingly similar in their mental make-

up is quite correct. One could just as well call them Khrushless

and Dullchev, and, what they believe in, not an ideology, but an

idiotology. I wonder whether you will write a summary contain-

ing your impressions of this exchange of opinions which you

have originated.

Meanwhile we “Eighteen” here are involved in the fight

against rocket and nuclear armament of West Germany. Von

Weizsicker is in Pugwash and will be back on April 17th when

we meet again on the Rhine.

I have stirred up another ugly matter, concerning space

travel, which is used by the military party to camouflage the

expensive development of rocket missiles. All newspapers, the

radio, the cinemas are full of this affair and I have a lively time.

The great majority of the people are on our side but the Gov-

ernment (Adenauer, Strauss) are clever and use all means.

Yours sincerely

M. Born

Plas Penrhyn

92 March, 1958

Dear Dr. Born

Thank you very warmly for your letter of March 18 which

expressed feelings exactly similar to mine as regards Krush-

less and Dullchey and what you so aptly call their idiotology. I
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am sending my reflections on this matter to the New Siates-

man where they will be published shortly.

I wish you all success in your campaign about space travel.

Yours sincerely

BERTRAND RUSSELL

25 November, 1961

Dear Max Born

Before it is too late for any of us to say anything, I wish to tell

you that I feel for you a profound admiration, not only for your

intellect, which I have respected for forty years, but for your

character, of which my knowledge is more recent. I have found

in you a kind of generosity and a kind of freedom from self-

assertion which is very rare even among those whom, on the

whole, I admire. You appear to me a man possessed of nobility

— unfortunately a rare quality.

Forgive me for writing so openly, but what I have said is said

in profound sincerity.

Yours very sincerely

BERTRAND RUSSELL

This statement launched the Committee of 100 in the autumn

of 1960:

ACT OR PERISH

A call to non-violent action

by Earl Russell and the Rev. Michael Scott

We are appealing for support for a movement of non-violent

resistance to nuclear war and weapons of mass extermination.

Our appeal is made from a common consciousness of the ap-
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palling peril to which Governments of East and West are expos-

ing the human race.

DISASTER ALMOST CERTAIN

Every day, and at every moment of every day, a trivial accident,

a failure to distinguish a meteor from a bomber, a fit of tempo-

rary insanity in one single man, may cause a nuclear world war,

which, in all likelihood, will put an end to man and to all higher

forms of animal life. The populations of the Eastern and West-

ern blocs are, in the great majority, unaware of the magnitude

of the peril. Almost all experts who have studied the situation

without being in the employment of some Government have

come to the conclusion that, if present policies continue, disaster

is almost certain within a fairly short time.

PUBLIC MISLED

It is difficult to make the facts known to ordinary men and

women, because Governments do not wish them known and

powerful forces are opposed to dissemination of knowledge

which might cause dissatisfaction with Government policies.

Although it is possible to ascertain the probabilities by patient

and careful study, statements entirely destitute of scientific va-

lidity are put out authoritatively with a view to misleading

those who have not time for careful study. What is officially

said about civil defence, both here and in America, is grossly

misleading. The danger from fall-out is much greater than the

Authorities wish the population to believe. Above all, the immi-

nence of all-out nuclear war is ignorantly, or mendaciously, un-

derestimated both in the statements of politicians and in the

vast majority of newspapers. It is difficult to resist the conclu-

sion that most of the makers of opinion consider it more impor-

tant to secure defeat of the “enemy” than to safeguard the con-

tinued existence of our species. The fact that the defeat of the
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“enemy” must involve our own defeat, is carefully kept from

the consciousness of those who give only a fleeting and occa-

sional attention to political matters.

ACTION IMPERATIVE

Much has already been accomplished towards creating a public

opinion opposed to nuclear weapons, but not enough, so far, to

influence Governments. The threatening disaster is so enor-

mous that we feel compelled to take every action that is possible

with a view to awakening our compatriots, and ultimately all

mankind, to the need of urgent and drastic changes of policy.

We should wish every parent of young children, and every per-

son capable of feelings of mercy, to feel it the most important

part of their duty to secure for those who are still young a nor-

mal span of life, and to understand that Governments, at pres-

ent, are making this very unlikely. To us, the vast scheme of

mass murder which is being hatched — nominally for our pro-

tection, but in fact for universal extermination — is a horror

and an abomination. What we can do to prevent this horror, we

feel to be a profound and imperative duty which must remain

paramount while the danger persists.

CONSTITUTIONAL ACTION NOT ENOUGH

We are told to wait for the beneficent activities of Congresses,

Committees, and summit meetings. Bitter experience has per-

suaded us that to follow such advice would be utterly futile

while the Great Powers remain stubbornly determined to pre-

vent agreement. Against the major forces that normally deter-

mine opinion, it is difficult to achieve more than a limited suc-

cess by ordinary constitutional methods. We are told that in a

democracy only lawful methods of persuasion should be used.

Unfortunately, the opposition to sanity and mercy on the part of

those who have power is such as to make persuasion by ordi-

nary methods difficult and slow, with the result that, if such
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methods alone are employed, we shall probably all be dead be-

fore our purpose can be achieved. Respect for law is important

and only a very profound conviction can justify actions which

flout the law. It is generally admitted that, in the past, many

such actions have been justified. Christian martyrs broke the

law, and there can be no doubt that majority opinion at the time

condemned them for doing so. We, in our day, are asked to ac-

quiesce, passively if not actively, in policies clearly leading to

tyrannical brutalities compared with which all former horrors

sink into insignificance. We cannot do this any more than

Christian martyrs could acquiesce in worship of the Emperor.

Their steadfastness in the end achieved victory. It is for us to

show equal steadfastness and willingness to suffer hardship and

thereby to persuade the world that our cause is worthy of such

devotion.

TOWARDS WORLD PEACE

We hope, and we believe, that those who feel as we do and those

who may come to share our belief can form a body of such irre-

sistible persuasive force that the present madness of East and

West may give way to a new hope, a new realization of the com-

mon destinies of the human family and a determination that men

shall no longer seek elaborate and devilish ways of injuring

each other but shall, instead, unite in permitting happiness and

co-operation. Our immediate purpose, in so far as it is political,

is only to persuade Britain to abandon reliance upon the illusory

protection of nuclear weapons. But, if this can be achieved, a

wider horizon will open before our eyes. We shall become

aware of the immense possibilities of nature when harnessed by

the creative intelligence of man to the purposes and arts of

peace, We shall continue, while life permits, to pursue the goal

of world peace and universal human fellowship. We appeal, as

human beings to human beings: remember your humanity, and

forget the rest. If you can do so, the way lies open to a new
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Paradise; if you cannot, nothing lies before you but universal

death.

The following is the text of my leaflet “On Civil Disobedience”:

RUSSELL ON CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE

On April 15th, 1961, Earl Russell addressed the first Annual

Conference of the Midlands Region Youth Campaign for Nu-

clear Disarmament in Birmingham.

In putting the case for Civil Disobedience, Earl Russell

makes a balanced appeal for nuclear disarmament in the inter-

ests of humanity, and his words will be of interest to all who

support the Campaign and to those whose minds are open to

rational persuasion.

Friends

My main purpose this afternoon is to set out the case for non-

violent civil disobedience as one of the methods to be employed

in combatting the nuclear peril. Many people believe that this

method is not likely to achieve its purpose, and some have moral

objections to it on principle. Most of them will admit that non-

violent civil disobedience is justified when the law demands the

individual concerned to do something which he considers

wicked. This is the case of conscientious objectors. But our case

is a somewhat different one. We advocate and practise non-

violent civil disobedience as a method of causing people to know

the perils to which the world is exposed and in persuading them

to join us in opposing the insanity which affects, at present,

many of the most powerful Governments in the world. I will

concede that civil disobedience as a method of propaganda is

difficult to justify except in extreme cases, but I cannot imagine
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any issue more extreme or more overwhelmingly important than

that of the prevention of nuclear war. Consider one simple fact:

if the present policies of many great powers are not radically

changed, it is in the highest degree improbable that any of you

here present will be alive ten years hence. And that is not be-

cause your peril is exceptional. It is a universal peril.

“But,” objectors will say, “Why cannot you be content with

the ordinary methods of political propaganda?” The main rea-

son why we cannot be content with these methods alone is that,

so long as only constitutional methods were employed, it was

very difficult — and often impossible — to cause the most im-

portant facts to be known. All the great newspapers are against

us. Television and radio gave us only grudging and brief oppor-

tunities for stating our case. Politicians who opposed us were

reported in full, while those who supported us were dubbed

“hysterical” or were said to be actuated by personal hostility to

this or that politician. It was very largely the difficulty of mak-

ing our case known that drove some of us to the adoption of ille-

gal methods. Our illegal actions, because they had sensational

news value, were reported, and, here and there, a newspaper

would allow us to say why we did what we did.

It was a most noteworthy fact that not only was our demon-

stration of February 18th very widely reported in every part of

the world but, as an immediate consequence, all sorts of news-

papers — both here and abroad — demanded and printed state-

ments of our case which, until then, they would have rejected. I

think also that the spectacle, even in photographs, of so very

many serious people, not looking like freaks as newspapers had

said we did, caused a widespread belief that our movement

could not be dismissed as an outbreak of hysterical emotional-

ism,

Both popular and official ignorance of the main facts con-

cerned has begun to grow less, and we hope that, in time, some
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members of the Government, and perhaps one or two great

newspapers, may acquire some knowledge as to the terrible

problems about which they light-heartedly dogmatize.

Some of our critics who oppose non-violent civil disobedience

on principle say that we rely upon bullying and not upon per-

suasion. Alas, we are very far removed from being strong

enough to bully anybody; and, if we ever were strong enough,

present methods would have become unnecessary. I will take as

typical of the arguments of our opponents a letter in The

Guardian of March 29th from the Bishop of Willesden. You

may think it rash to oppose a Bishop on a moral issue, but —

greatly daring — I will attempt the task. The Bishop says that

our demonstrations are intended to force our views upon the

community, rather than merely to assert them. He has not,

himself, experienced, as we have, the difficulty of asserting

anything loud enough to be heard when all the major organs of

publicity are combined in an attempt to prevent our case from

being known. Non-violent civil disobedience, according to the

Bishop, is a use of force by a minority to compel the majority to

submit. This seems to me one of the most far-fetched and ab-

surd arguments that I have ever heard. How can a minority of

unarmed people, pledged to non-violence, impose their will

against all the forces of the Establishment backed by public

apathy? The Bishop goes on to say that such methods can lead

to anarchy or dictatorship. There have, it is true, been many

instances of minorities acquiring dictatorship. The Commu-

nists in Russia and the Nazis in Germany are outstanding ex-

amples. But their methods were not non-violent. Our methods,

which are non-violent, can only succeed by persuasion.

There are two arguments which are often employed against

non-violent civil disobedience. One is that it alienates people

who might otherwise be supporters, and the other is that it

causes dissension within the anti-nuclear movement. J will say 8

few words about each of these. I have no wish whatever to see
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non-violent civil disobedience adopted by all opponents of nu-

clear weapons. I think it is well that organizations both practis-

ing and abstaining from non-violent civil disobedience should

exist to sult different temperaments. I do not believe that the

existence of an organization practising non-violent civil disobe-

dience prevents anybody from joining an organization which

does not. Some may say that they are deterred by distaste for

fanatical extremists, but I think these are all people who would

In any case find something to deter them. I think, on the con-

trary, that our movement has a vigour and magnetism which

attracts large numbers who might otherwise remain indifferent.

As for dissensions, they, I agree, are regrettable, but they are

totally unnecessary. There is no reason why societies practising

different techniques should not exist side by side without find-

ing fault with each other. I think this has come to be recog-

nized. I have, for my part, a very great admiration for what the

CND has done and I hope its work will continue to prosper. But

I think the work of those who believe in non-violent civil disobe-

dience is at least equally valuable, especially while to the news-

papers it has the attraction of novelty.

Many people say that, while civil disobedience may be Jjusti-

fied where there is not democracy, it cannot possibly be right

where everybody has a share of political power. This sort of

argument is one which is wilfully blind to very obvious facts. In

practically every so-called democratic country there are move-

ments similar to ours. There are vigorous movements in the

United States. In Canada they are not far from acquiring

power. Naturally the movement in Japan is very powerful and

very convinced. Moreover, take the problem of people under

twenty-one. If the Governments have their way, these people

will all be slaughtered without having any legal means of giv-

ing weight to their wish to survive. Consider, again, the way in

which opinion is manufactured in a nominally democratic coun-

try. Great newspapers belong to rich and powerful people. Tele-
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vision and radio have strong reasons for not offending the Gov-

ernment. Most experts would lose their position and their

income if they spoke the truth.

For these reasons the forces that control opinion are heavily

weighted upon the side of the rich and powerful. Those who are

neither rich nor powerful can find no ways of counterbalancing

this overweight except such as the Establishment can decry

with the support of all who profit by the status quo. There is in

every great modern State a vast mechanism intended to prevent

the truth from being known, not only to the public, but also to

the Governments. Every Government is advised by experts and

inevitably prefers the experts who flatter its prejudices. The ig-

norance of important public men on the subject of nuclear war-

fare is utterly astounding to those who have made an impartial

study of the subject. And from public men this ignorance trick-

les down to become the voice of the people. It is against this

massive artificial ignorance that our protests are directed. I will

give a few instances of this astonishing ignorance:

The Daily Mail in a report on civil defence stated that fall-

out decays rapidly once it is down on the ground and that,

therefore, people who had taken refuge in shelters would not

have to stay there very long. As a matter of fact, to take only

two of the most dangerous ingredients of fall-out, strontium 90

has a half life of 28 years and carbon 14 has a half life of 5,600

years. These facts make it seem as if people would have to stay

in the shelters as long as from the building of the Pyramids to

the present day.

To take a more important example, the Prime Minister re-

cently stated without any qualification that “there will be no

war by accident.” I have not come across one non-Government

expert who has studied this subject who does not say the oppo-

site. C. P. Snow, who has an exceptional right to speak with

authority, said in a recent article “Within at the most ten years,

some of these bombs are going off. I am saying this as respon-
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sibly as I can. That is a certainty.” John B. Witchell, an engi-

neer, who resigned his position as a member of Canada’s

Atomic Research Board in protest against the Government’s

nuclear armament policies, stated in a recent speech: “The de-

mand for instantaneous retaliation leads to a hair-trigger situa-

tion which renders nuclear war a statistical certainty.” He went

on to say that those whom he calls “the official liars” will say

that mistakes will be impossible. He replied to them: “Let me

say emphatically, positively, there can be no safeguard which

can be considered adequate.”

I could give many other quotations expressing the same view,

and none expressing the opposite view except from Government

employees. Mr. Macmillan should know these facts, but evi-

dently does not.

I will give another example of the Prime Minister’s cheerful

ignorance: Speaking in Ottawa quite recently he alluded to the

signs of neutralism in Britain and told the Canadians not to be

worried by them. He said, “If ever the call comes to them, the

young will go straight from the ranks of the neutralists into the

ranks of Her Majesty’s Forces, as they have so often done in

the past.” They will have to be rather quick about it, as his own

Government has told us that they will only have four minutes’

notice. At the end of the four minutes they will be dead, whether

in Her Majesty’s Forces or still among the neutralists. The an-

cient rhetorical language associated with war is so ingrained

that Mr. Macmillan is quite unable to realize its complete re-

moteness from modern military facts.

It is not only that the organs of publicity are slow to publish

facts which militate against official policy. It is also that such

facts are unpleasant and, therefore, most people soon forget

them.

What proportion of the inhabitants of Britain know the official

report by the U.S. Defence Minister of probable casualties in a

nuclear war with present armament? His official guess was 160
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million in the U.S., 200 million in the U.S.S.R. and everybody

in Britain and Western Europe. He did not regard this as a

reason for changing American policy. When one combines this

estimate with the near certainty of a nuclear war if present poli-

cies continue, it is obviously not unjust to say that the Govern-

ment of Britain is favouring a course which, if persisted in, will

lead to the death of every one of us. It may seem odd that a

majority of the British public supports the policy leading to this

dreadful disaster. I do not think that British voters would con-

tinue to do so if the facts were brought to their notice so em-

phatically that they could no longer forget them. This Is part of

our purpose and part of what makes spectacular action neces-

sary.

Most people in Britain are not aware of the attitude taken by

armament experts in America to the British alliance and to the

British desire to be a nuclear Power. The most learned and de-

tailed account of American policy in these matters is Herman

Kahn’s big book On Thermonuclear War.

He is remarkably cold-blooded and makes careful arithmeti-

cal estimates of probable casualties. He believes that both

America and Russia could more or less survive a nuclear war

and achieve economic recovery in no very long time. Appar-

ently — though on this he is vague — they are both to set to

work at once on preparations for another nuclear war, and this

sort of thing is to go on until not enough people are left alive for

it to be possible to make a bomb. All this has shocked liberal-

minded Americans who have criticized Mr. Kahn with great

severity, not realizing, apparently, that he is only expounding

official American policy.

There is, however, another aspect of his discussions which is

of special interest to Britain. He holds that Britain as an ally

adds nothing to the strength of America. He argues at length

that, if Russia were to attack Britain without attacking the

United States, the United States would not intervene in spite of
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obligations under NATO. He shows no objection to British

neutrality, and explicitly regrets the lack of success for the sug-

gestion that Britain should form a non-nuclear club of which it

should be a member. Britons who are orthodox in armament

policy do not seem to be aware of this American opinion. It

hurts their national pride since it considers British military

power negligible and the protection of Britain during war

totally impossible. British opponents of British neutralism all

argue vehemently that the West would be weakened if Britain

became neutral. But, apparently, this is not the opinion of or-

thodox American armament experts.

It is not only unpleasant facts that the public ignores: it is

also some facts which ought to be found pleasant. Khrushchev

has repeatedly offered complete disarmament by agreement

combined with any degree of inspection that the West may de-

sire. The West shrugs its shoulders and says “of course, he is

not sincere.” This, however, is not the argument that really

weighs with Western Governments. Khrushchev proclaims his

hope that Communists will conquer the world by peaceful

propaganda. Western Governments fear that they cannot

produce equally effective counter-propaganda. As Dulles said,

in an unguarded moment, “We are losing this cold war, but we

might win a hot one.” He did not explain what he meant by

“winning,” but I suppose he meant that, at the end, there might

be 6 Americans and only 4 Russians.

Doubts as to sincerity have at least as much justification if

entertained by the Russians towards us as they have if enter-

tained by us towards the Russians. The British Commonwealth

has lately voted unanimously for universal and complete dis-

armament. Since in this matter there is complete agreement

with Khrushchev, while America is adverse, it might have been

thought that the vote of the British Commonwealth, including

Britain, would lead to a rapprochement with the Soviet Govern-

ment, Instead of this, however, Kennedy and Macmillan have
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recently been tightening up the alliance and proposing

agreements which would make British disarmament totally

impossible. We cannot therefore take the British vote in the

Commonwealth as indicating the sincere wishes of the British

Government.

I think that while we are engaged in campaigning for British

unilateralism, it is important to bear in mind the more distant

objectives which give international meaning to our efforts. Let

us consider for a moment what international aims must form

part of any attempt to put an end to nuclear war.

The first thing to realize is that, if there are not to be nuclear

wars, there must not be wars, because any war is sure to become

nuclear no matter what treaties to the contrary may have been

concluded. And if there is not to be war, there must be machin-

ery for settling disputes by negotiation. This will require an in-

ternational authority which shall arbitrate disputes and be suffi-

ciently powerful to compel obedience to its awards. None of this

can possibly come about while relations between East and West

are as strained as they are now, and while weapons of mass ex-

termination keep the whole world in a state of nuclear terror.

Before anything that seriously diminishes the risk of nuclear

war can be achieved, there will have to be a treaty between

America and Russia and China, and an agreement to ban — not

only nuclear weapons — but also chemical and biological

weapons, All this may seem beyond the power of Britain to help

or hinder. I do not think that it is. Negotiations between East

and West ever since 1945 have been abortive because only the

two contesting blocs were represented in the negotiations, and

each of them, from motives of prestige, felt unable to make the

slightest concession to the other. If there is ever to be a détente

between Russia and America, it will have to be brought about

by the friendly mediation of neutrals. Britain, if neutral, could

play an important part in this beneficent work, whereas Britain
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can do nothing in this direction while remaining a member of

NATO.

These, as yet somewhat distant, vistas should, I think, be in

our minds while we are engaged in what might seem an exclu-

sively national campaign. We have to remember that weapons

of mass extermination, once invented, remain a potential threat

even if none are actually in being. For this reason, we have to

remember, further, that, unless war is completely eliminated,

the human race is doomed. To put an end to war, which has

dominated human life for 6000 years, is no easy task. It is a

heroic task, a task worthy of all the energies and all the thought

of every sane man throughout the world. I think this larger

vista may help in difficult times to prevent discouragement and

disillusion. I think that our campaign is the best thing that Brit-

ons not in Government posts can do, though it is only a small

part of what the world needs.

Extempore comment added by Lord Russell to the foregoing

Speech

And I would like to say in conclusion that what I suppose

most of us feel most strongly and what makes us willing to

make sacrifices for the cause is the extraordinary wickedness of

these weapons of mass destruction. We used to think that Hitler

was wicked when he wanted to kill all the Jews, but Kennedy

and Macmillan and others both in the East and in the West

pursue policies which will probably lead to killing not only all

the Jews but all the rest of us too. They are much more wicked

than Hitler and this idea of weapons of mass extermination is

utterly and absolutely horrible and it is a thing which no man

with one spark of humanity can tolerate and I will not pretend

to obey a government which is organizing the massacre of the

whole of mankind. I will do anything I can to oppose such Gov-
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ernments in any non-violent way that seems likely to be fruitful,

and I should exhort all of you to feel the same way. We cannot

obey these murderers. They are wicked and abominable. They

are the wickedest people that ever lived in the history of man

and it is our duty to do what we can.

[The last phrase of these extempore observations — “They

are the wickedest people that ever lived” — was taken up by the

Press and published throughout Britain and the world, usually

without the preceding extempore remarks and with no indica-

tion that they have been preceded by a carefully built up speech

giving the documentation necessary to support such a conclu-

sion. |

My Statement at Bow Street, September 12th, 1961

If the Court permits, I should like to make a short statement

as to the reasons for my present course. This is my personal

statement, but I hope that those who are accused of the same so-

called crime will be in sympathy with what I have to say.

It was only step by step and with great reluctance that we

were driven to non-violent civil disobedience.

Ever since the bomb was dropped on Hiroshima on August

6th, 1945, I have been profoundly troubled by the danger of

nuclear warfare. I began my attempt to warn people by entirely

orthodox methods. I expressed my fears in a speech in the

House of Lords three months after the bombs were dropped in

Japan. I called together scientists of the highest eminence from

all parts of the world and am now Chairman of their periodic

meetings. They issue wise and reasoned reports concerning nv-

clear warfare, its probable disastrous results, and ways of pre-

venting its occurrence. No newspaper notices these reports and

they have no effect either on Governments or on public opinion.

The popular press minimizes and ridicules the effort of those
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working against nuclear warfare, and television, with rare ex-

ceptions, is closed to us. In recent months one television com-

pany, and only one, offered me two minutes for general plati-

tudes, but when I said I should wish to speak on Berlin the offer

was withdrawn.

It has seemed to some of us that, in a country supposed to be

a democracy, the public should know the probable conse-

quences of present Great-Power policies in East and West. Pa-

triotism and humanity alike urged us to seek some way of sav-

ing our country and the world. No one can desire the slaughter

of our families, friends, our compatriots and a majority of

the human race in a contest in which there will be only

vanquished and no victors. We feel it a profound and inescap-

able duty to make the facts known and thereby save at least a

thousand million human lives. We cannot escape this duty by

submitting to orders which, we are convinced, would not be is-

sued if the likelihood and the horror of nuclear war were more

generally understood.

Non-violent civil disobedience was forced upon us by the fact

that it was more fully reported than other methods of making

the facts known, and that caused people to ask what had in-

duced us to adopt such a course of action. We who are here

accused are prepared to suffer imprisonment because we believe

that this is the most effective way of working for the salvation

of our country and the world. If you condemn us you will be

helping our cause, and therefore humanity.

While life remains to us we will not cease to do what lies in

our power to avert the greatest calamity that has ever threat-

ened mankind.

The text of a leaflet issued while I was in Brixton Prison:
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A MESSAGE FROM BERTRAND RUSSELL

To all, in whatever country, who are still capable of sane think-

ing or human feeling:

Friends

Along with valued colleagues I am to be silenced for a time

— perhaps for ever, for who can tell how soon the great mas-

sacre will take place?

The populations of East and West, misled by stubborn Gov-

ernments in search of prestige and by corrupt official experts

bent on retaining their posts, tamely acquiesce in policies which

are almost certain to end in nuclear war.

There are supposed to be two sides, each professing to stand

for a great cause. This is a delusion — Kennedy and Khru-

shchev, Adenauer and de Gaulle, Macmillan and Gaitskell, are

pursuing a common aim: the ending of human life.

You, your families, your friends, and your countries are to be

exterminated by the common decision of a few brutal but pow-

erful men. To please these men, all the private affections, all the

public hopes, all that has been achieved in art and knowledge

and thought and all that might be achieved hereafter is to be

wiped out forever.

Our ruined lifeless planet will continue for countless ages to

circle aimlessly round the sun unredeemed by the joys and

loves, the occasional wisdom and the power to create beauty

which have given value to human life.

It is for seeking to prevent this that we are in prison.

BERTRAND RuSSELL
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From Augustus John

Fryern Court

Fordingbridge, Hants.

[postmarked 15 Feb., 1961]

Dear Lord Russell

Your message was brought to me while I was working in the

studio (not the one you knew but one further off) by the gar-

dener. I told him how to reply, which he said he understood but

I don’t know if he did so correctly. All I wanted to say was that

I believed in the object of the demonstration and would like to

go to prison if necessary. I didn’t want to parade my physical

disabilities though I sti! have to follow the instructions of my

doctor, who I think saved my life when I was in danger of coro-

nary thrombosis. A very distinguished medical authority who

was consulted took a very pessimistic view of my case, but my

local doctor, undeterred, continued his treatment and, I feel

sure, saved my life.

All this I meant privately and am sure you understood, even

if the gardener garbled it when telephoning. I wish the greatest

success for the demonstration on the 18th although I can only

be with you in spirit.

Yours sincerely

Aucustus JOHN

P.S. This requires no answer.

My speech in Trafalgar Square, 29 October, 1961

Friends

During the last decades there have been many people who

have been loud in condemnation of the Germans for having per-

mitted the growth of Nazi evil and atrocities in their country.

“How,” these people ask, “could the Germans allow themselves
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to remain unaware of the evil? Why did they not risk their com-

fort, their livelihood, even their lives to combat it?”

Now a more all-embracing danger threatens us all — the

danger of nuclear war. J am very proud that there is in this

country a rapidly growing company of people who refuse to re-

main unaware of the danger, or ignorant of the facts concerning

the policies that enable, and force, us to live in such danger. I

am even prouder to be associated with those many among them

who, at whatever risk of discomfort and often of very rea] hard-

ship, are willing to take drastic action to uphold their belief.

They have laid themselves open to the charges of being silly,

being exhibitionist, being law-breakers, being traitors. They

have suffered ostracism and imprisonment, sometimes repeat-

edly, in order to call attention to the facts that they have made

the effort to learn. It is a great happiness to me to welcome so

many of them here — I wish that I could say all of them, but

some are still in prison. We none of us, however, can be entirely

happy until our immediate aim has been achieved and the threat

of nuclear war has become a thing of the past. Then such ac-

tions as we have taken and shall take will no longer be neces-

sary.

We all wish that there shall be no nuclear war, but I do not

think that the country realizes, or even that many of us here

present realize, the very considerable likelihood of a nuclear war

within the next few months. We are all aware of Khrushchev’s

resumption of tests and of his threat to explode a 50-megaton

bomb.

We all deplore these provocative acts. But J think we are less

aware of the rapidly growing feeling in America in favour of @

nuclear war in the very near future. In America, the actions of

Congress are very largely determined by lobbies representing

this or that interest. The armament lobby, which represents

both the economic interests of armament firms and the warlike

ardour of generals and admirals, is exceedingly powerful, and it
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is very doubtful whether the President will be able to stand out

against the pressure which it is exerting. Its aims are set forth in

a quite recent policy statement by the Air Force Association,

which is the most terrifying document that I have ever read. It

begins by stating that preservation of the status quo is not ade-

quate as a national goal. I quote: “Freedom must bury Commu-

nism or be buried by Communism. Complete eradication of the

Soviet system must be our national goal, our obligation to all

free people, our promise of hope to all who are not free.” It is a

curious hope that is being promised, since it can only be real-

ized in heaven, for the only “promise” that the West can hope to

fulfil is the promise to turn Eastern populations into corpses.

The noble patriots who make this pronouncement omit to men-

tion that Western populations also will be exterminated.

“We are determined,” they say, “to back our words with ac-

tion even at the risk of war. We seek not merely to preserve our

freedoms, but to extend them.” The word “freedom,” which is a

favourite word of Western warmongers, has to be understood in

a somewhat peculiar sense. It means freedom for warmongers

and prison for those who oppose them. A freedom scarcely dis-

tinguishable from this exists in Soviet Russia. The document

that I am discussing says that we should employ bombs against

Soviet aggression, even if the aggression is non-nuclear and

even if it consists only of infiltration. We must have, it says,

“ability to fight, win, and purposefully survive a general nu-

clear war.” This aim is, of course, impossible to realize, but, by

using their peculiar brand of “freedom” to cause belief in lies,

they hope to persuade a deliberately uninformed public opinion

to join in their race towards death. They are careful to promise

us that H-bombs will not be the worst things they have to offer.

“Nuclear weapons,” they say, “are not the end of military devel-

opment. There is no reason to believe that nuclear weapons, no

matter how much they may increase in number and ferocity,

mark the end of the line in military systems’ development.”
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They explain their meaning by saying, “We must utilize U.S.

space technology as a prime factor in the international power

equation.” They lead up to a noble peroration: “Soviet aims are

both evil and implacable. The people (i.e., the American peo-

ple) are willing to work toward, and fight for if necessary, the

elimination of Communism from the world scene. Let the issue

be joined.”

This ferocious document, which amounts to a sentence of

death on the human race, does not consist of the idle vapourings

of acknowledged cranks. On the contrary, it represents the

enormous economic power of the armament industry, which is

re-enforced in the public mind by the cleverly instilled fear that

disarmament would bring a new depression. This fear has been

instilled in spite of the fact that Americans have been assured in

the Wall Street Journal that a new depression would not be

brought about, that the conversion from armaments to manu-

factures for peace could be made with little dislocation. Repu-

table economists in other countries support this Wall Street

view. But the armament firms exploit patriotism and anti-

Communism as means of transferring the taxpayers’ money into

their own pockets. Ruthlessly, and probably consciously, they

are leading the world towards disaster.

Two days ago The Times published an article by its corre-

spondent in Washington which began: “The United States has

decided that any attempt by East Germany to close the Fried-

richstrasse crossing between West and East Berlin will be met

by force.”

These facts about both America and Russia strengthen my

belief that the aims that I have been advocating for some years,

and upon which some of us are agreed, are right. I believe that

Britain should become neutral, leaving NATO — to which, in

any case, she adds only negligible strength. I believe this partly

because I believe that Britain would be safer as a neutral, and

without a bomb of her own or the illusory “protection” of the
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American bomb, and without bases for foreign troops; and, per-

haps more important, I believe it because, if Britain were neu-

tral, she could do more to help to achieve peace in the world

than she can do now. I do not believe that either America or

Russia should disarm unilaterally, because whichever did not

do so first would automatically become ruler of the world. I be-

lieve that they should disarm as a result of negotiations and

agreement to do so. In order to achieve this agreement, I think

that Britain might have a very important role to play, for I be-

lieve that it can only be brought about if the neutrals form a sort

of balancing committee to put forward and argue possible com-

promises. Then Britain could profitably add her political expe-

rience to this committee. In the present state of affairs she can

do nothing to forward governmental movement towards peace.

I should like to think that the example of Britain unilaterally

disarming and, untrammelled, taking up the cudgels for peace

would persuade some other countries to disarm unilaterally.

Then we should be able to throw a heavy weight towards per-

suading America and Russia to disarm multilaterally.

I have heard the criticism that we uphold only negative aims.

I should like to point out that the policy just outlined is quite

positive. All our aims, the most immediate and the most distant,

are positive — whether they happen to be stated in negative

terms or not.

But to return —

The British Government is less ruthless than the American,

but shrinks from open opposition to American jingoism. It is

our hope that, before it is too late, we may overcome this shrink-

ing timidity. Our methods must be dominated by the knowledge
that the time is short. We are censured as disobeying orders by

the very men who, in the Nuremberg Trials, punished the Ger-

mans for not disobeying orders. There are Committees of 100

starting up in various parts of this country. But not only here.

Since September 17th, the support given us from all parts of the
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world by individuals, by already established movements having

similar aims, even by newly established Committees of 100 in

other countries, has been astounding. All these people through-

out the world must be encouraged. We must build up — and

we must do it quickly — a great world-wide mass movement of

people demanding the abandonment of nuclear weapons, the

abandonment of war as a means of settling disputes. Although

the time may be short, our movement is gaining strength day by

day. I repeat, and shall go on repeating:

We can win, and we must.

Note to above speech:

[After Khrushchev’s abandonment of violence in the Cuba

crisis, the danger of war became less immediate, and Russian

policy became somewhat milder. ]

SUGGESTIONS FOR U THANT

RE: BALANCING COMMITTEE

The Assembly should empower the Secretary General to ap-

point a small committee consisting entirely of members of un-

committed nations which should be charged with the task of

investigating matters in debate between East and West as they

arise, with a view to suggesting compromise solutions which

both sides could accept without loss of face. These solutions

should be such as to give no net advantage to either side since if

they favoured one side, the other would not accept them. They

should also be such as to diminish friction at danger points such

as Berlin.

This “Balancing Committee” should publish the suggestions

on whatever problems it investigated and seek to rally to the

support of these suggestions first neutral opinion and then, if
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possible, the opinion of Eastern and Western negotiators. The

members of the “Balancing Committee” should command pub-

lic respect in their several countries but should not be respon-

sible to the national Governments of the states from which they

come.

The Committee should be small, since, otherwise, it will not

reach decisions until they are out of date. It may be hoped that

in time the suggestions of the “Balancing Committee” wouid

acquire moral authority and be difficult for either side to resist.

Statement re: CUBA CRISIS

YOU ARE TO DIE

WHY?

WHAT CAN YOU DO?

Not in the course of nature, but

within a few weeks, and not you

alone, but your family, your friends,

and all the inhabitants of Britain, to-

gether with many hundreds of mil-

lions of innocent people elsewhere.

Because rich Americans dislike the

government that Cubans prefer, and

have used part of their wealth to

spread lies about it.

You can go out into the streets and

into the market-place, proclaiming:

“Do not yield to ferocious and insane

murderers. Do not imagine that it is

your duty to die when your Prime

Minister and the President of the

United States tell you to do so. Re-

member rather your duty to your

family, your friends, your country,
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the world you live in, and that future

world, which, if you so choose, may

be glorious, happy, and free.”

AND REMEMBER: CONFORMITY MEANS DEATH

ONLY PROTEST

GIVES A HOPE OF LIFE

BERTRAND RUSSELL

23rd October, 1962.

The two following letters concerned with the Sino-Indian

Border dispute were not published in Unarmed Victory. I there-

fore publish them here.

Peking, November 24, 1962

The Earl Russell

London

My dear Lord

I have received with honour your letters dated November 16

and 19, 1962, and read with great pleasure your statement wel-

coming and supporting the Chinese Government’s statement of

November 21. I am deeply moved by your good wishes and

efforts for a peaceful settlement of the Sino-Indian boundary

question and your deep interest in world peace. I am sincerely

grateful to you for the profound friendship for the Chinese peo-

ple and the condemnation of U.S. occupation of China’s terri-

tory Taiwan, which you have expressed in your letters.

The Chinese Government issued a statement on October 24,

1962, putting forward three proposals. Unfortunately, they

were repeatedly rejected by the Indian Government. In order to

reverse the daily aggravating Sino-Indian border situation due

to the Indian Government’s refusal to enter into negotiations

and its continued expansion of the armed border conflict, and in
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order to demonstrate its great sincerity for stopping the border

conflict and settling the Sino-Indian boundary question peace-

fully, the Chinése Gavernment issued a statement on November

21, 1962, declaring three measures including the unilateral ob-

servation of cease-fire and withdrawal along the entire border

by China on its own initiative. Now, I wish to tell you that as

from 00:00 hours on November 22 the Chinese frontier guards

have ceased fire along the entire Sino-Indian border. I believe

that this accords with the desires you expressed in your mes-

sages.

You suggested in your letter of November 19: “All troops to

vacate this particular area — that which India has occupied

since 1959 and until September 8, 1962, and felt by China to be

her own.” I believe you have noted that the Chinese Govern-

ment has declared in its statement of November 21 that, begin-

ning from December 1, the Chinese frontier guards would

withdraw to positions 20 kilometres behind the line of actual

control which existed between China and India on November 7,

1959, and would then be far behind their positions prior to Sep-

tember 8, 1962. The Chinese Government hopes that the Indian

Government will respond positively to the Chinese Govern-

ment’s November 21 statement and adopt corresponding meas-

ures. Once the Indian Government has done so, the Sino-Indian

Border will become tranquil and a demilitarized zone 40 kilo-

metres wide can be established between China and India. It

goes without saying that administration will continue to be ex-

ercised by the administrative authorities of each side existing in

the zone on their own side of the line of actual control between

China and India.

The Chinese Government hopes that the Indian Government

will be willing to change its past attitude and sincerely settle the

Sino-Indian Boundary question through friendly negotiations. I

hope that you will continue to use your distinguished influence

to urge the Indian Government to respond positively to the Chi-
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nese Government’s November 21 statement and adopt corre-

sponding measures. At the same time, the Chinese Government

also hopes that all friendly countries and peace-loving public

figures will exert their influence to urge the Indian Government

to return to the conference table. These efforts will be great con-

tributions to peace.

Please accept my high regards.

Cuou EN-LAI

Prime Minister’s House

New Delhi

December 4, 1962

CONFIDENTIAL

No. 2155-PMH/62

The Ear! Russell

Plas Penrhyn, Penrhyndeudraeth

Merioneth, England

Dear Lord Russell

I must ask for your forgiveness for the delay in answering

your letter of the 23rd November and your telegram which

came subsequently. You can certainly write to me whenever you

so wish, and I shall always welcome your views and advice.

I have given much thought to what you have written. I need

not tell you that I am much moved by your passion for peace

and it finds an echo in my own heart. Certainly we do not want

this frontier war with China to continue, and even more cer-

tainly we do not want to spread and involve the nuclear powers.

Also there is the danger of the military mentality spreading in

India and the power of the Army increasing.

But there are limits in a democratic society to what a Govern-

ment can do. There is such strong feeling in India over the in-

vasion by China that no Government can stand if it does not pay

some heed to it. The Communist Party of India has been com-

pelled by circumstances to issue a strong condemnation of
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China. Even so, the Communists here are in a bad way, and

their organization is gradually disappearing because of popular

resentment. _

Apart from this, there are various other important considera-

tions which have to be borne in mind in coming to a decision. If

there is a sense of national surrender and humiliation, this will

have a very bad effect on the people of India and all our efforts

to build up the nation will suffer a very serious setback. At

present the popular upsurge all over India can be utilized for

strengthening the unity and capacity for work of the nation,

apart from the military aspect. There are obvious dangers about

militarism and extreme forms of nationalism developing, but

there are also possibilities of the people of our country thinking

in a more constructive way and profiting by the dangers that

threaten us.

If we go wholly against the popular sentiment, which to a

large extent I share, then the result will be just what you fear.

Others will take charge and drive the country towards disaster.

The Chinese proposals, as they are, mean their gaining a

dominating position, specially in Ladakh, which they can uti-

lize in future for a further attack on India. The present-day

China, as you know, is probably the only country which is not

afraid even of a nuclear war. Mao Tse-tung has said repeatedly

that he does not mind losing a few million people as still several

hundred millions will survive in China. If they are to profit by

this invasion, this will lead them to further attempts of the same

kind. That will put an end to all talks of peace and will surely

bring about a world nuclear war. I feel, therefore, that in order

to avoid this catastrophe and, at the same time, strengthen our

own people, quite apart from arms, etc., we must not surrender

or submit to what we consider evil. That is a lesson I learned

from Gandhiji.

We have, however, not rejected the Chinese proposal, but

have ourselves suggested an alternative which is honourable for
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both parties. I still have hopes that China will agree to this. In

any event we are not going to break the cease-fire and indulge in

a military offensive.

If these preliminaries are satisfactorily settled, we are pre-

pared to adopt any peaceful methods for the settlement of the

frontier problem. These might even include a reference to arbi-

tration.

So far as we are concerned, we hope to adhere to the policy of

non-alignment although I confess that taking military help from

other countries does somewhat affect it. But in the circumstances

we have no choice.

I can assure you that the wider issues that you have men-

tioned are before us al] the time. We do not want to do some-

thing which will endanger our planet. I do think, however, that

there will be a greater danger of that kind if we surrender to the

Chinese and they feel that the policy they have pursued brings

them rich dividends.

Yours sincerely

JAWAHARLAL NEHRU
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HE nuclear peril represented a danger which was likely to

last as long as governments possessed nuclear weapons,

and perhaps even longer if such destructive objects get into pri-

vate hands. At first I imagined that the task of awakening peo-

ple to the dangers should not be very difficult. I shared the gen-

eral belief that the motive of self-preservation is a very powerful

one which, when it comes into operation, generally overrides all

others. I thought that people would not like the prospect of

being fried with their families and their neighbours and every

living person that they had heard of. I thought it would only be

necessary to make the danger known and that, when this had

been done, men of all parties would unite to restore previous

safety. I found that this was a mistake. There is a motive which

is stronger than self-preservation: it is the desire to get the bet-

ter of the other fellow. I had discovered an important political

fact that is often overlooked, as it had been by me: people do not

care so much for their own survival — or, indeed, that of the

human race — as for extermination of their enemies. The world

in which we live is one in which there is constant risk of uni-

versal death. The methods of putting an end to this risk are ob-

vious to all, but they involve a very tiny chance that someone
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may play the traitor, and this is so galling that almost everybody

prefers running the risk of nuclear war to securing safety. I

thought, and I still think, that, if the risk of total destruction

were made sufficiently vivid, it would have the desired effect.

But how was an individual, or a collection of individuals, to

bring about this vividness? In company with those who thought

like me, I tried various methods with varying degrees of success.

I tried first the method of reason: I compared the danger of

nuclear weapons with the danger of the Black Death. Everybody

said, “How true,” and did nothing. I tried alerting a particular

group, but though this had a limited success, it had little effect

on the general public or Governments. I next tried the popular

appeal of marches of large numbers. Everybody said, “These

marchers are a nuisance.” Then I tried methods of civil disobe-

dience, but they, too, failed to succeed. All these methods con-

tinue to be used, and I support them all when possible, but none

has proved more than partially efficacious. I am now engaged in

a new attempt which consists of a mixed appeal to Governments

and public. So long as I live, I shall continue the search and in

all probability I shall leave the work to be continued by others.

But whether mankind will think itself worth preserving remains

a doubtful question.

For many years I had been interested in the persecuted mi-

norities and those people in many countries who, I thought, had

been unjustly imprisoned. I tried to help, for instance, the Naga

and Sobell about whom I have already told. A little later, I be-

came concerned with the plight of the Gypsies, being especially

interested in the efforts of Guy Puxton to give them a fit abiding

place with at least the necessary amenities, such as decent sani-

tation and opportunity to obtain at least a minimum of proper

education.

My scutcheon on the score of liberating prisoners, I confess,

is not entirely unsmirched. Many years ago a young German

Jewish refugee came to me asking for help. The Home Office
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had decreed that he was to be returned to Germany and, if he

were returned, he would be executed. He seemed a silly young

man but harmless enough. I went with him to the Home Office

and said, “Look, do you think that he is dangerous?” “Well,”

they said, “no.” They agreed not to dispatch him to his home-

land but said that he must have a fresh passport. They started

at once putting him through the questions to be answered for

this purpose. “Who was your father?” “I do not know.” “Who

was your mother?” “I do not know.” “Where and when were

you born?” “I do not know.” The Officials quailed. The only

thing he was sure of was that he was a Jew. Seeing my stub-

born and grim, if by this time slightly pink, visage, the officials

persisted and gave him his passport. The last thing I heard of

him was a message to the effect that to remain in England he

knew that he had to pay his way and he had learnt that the

surest means of obtaining money was to get an English girl

pregnant. He could then apply for and receive a governmental

hand-out. I was only slightly reassured by the comment that, up

to date, he had failed in this scheme.

Many years ago, too, a young Pole appealed to me for help

against imprisonment on the charge of writing obscene verse. I

thought, “A poet gaoled! Never! This cannot be!” And again I

appealed to the Home Office. I then read some of his verse and

found it so thoroughly disgusting that my sympathies were

with the earlier verdict. But he was allowed to stay in England.

Though both these cases are somewhat embarrassing to re-

member, I cannot regret them. It seems to me nonsense to im-

prison people for silliness that is unlikely to harm the general

public. If it were carried to its logical conclusion, there are few

men who would be free. Moreover, to deal with obscenity by

means of the law and the threat of imprisonment does more

harm than good. It merely adds an aura of delightful and entic-

ing wickedness to what may be only foolish or may be evil. It

does nothing to curtail it. I fee] even more strongly in the matter
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of political prisoners and for similar reasons. To gaol a man

merely for his political views, however tempting it may be, is

more likely to spread than to stop the dissemination of those

views, It adds to the sum of human misery and encourages vio-

lence, and that is all. In recent years J have become, as I have

said, more and more involved in work against the incarceration

and the persecution of individuals and groups because of their

political and religious opinions. I have received a continually

increasing number of written appeals for help from individuals

and organizations all over the world and almost daily visits

from representatives of the latter. I have been unable to travel to

distant countries myself, so, in order to have as nearly as possi-

ble first-hand objective information, I have been obliged to send

representatives to the various countries.

In 1963, my interests in the resistance fighters in Greece

came to a head. They had opposed the Nazis there but were still

languishing in prison because most of them had been “Commv-

nists.” A number of their representatives came to see me,

among them the Greek M.P.s who visited England in April and

May. A “Bertrand Russell Committee of 100” had been formed

in Greece and they held a march, or tried to hold one, towards

the end of April to which IJ sent a representative. Then came the

murder of the M.P. Lambrakis at Salonika, with, it was fairly

clear, the connivance of the authorities. This deeply shocked me,

in common with other liberal-minded people. Again, at request,

I sent my representative to the funeral of Lambrakis in Athens.

He returned with a very moving story. By the time that the

Greek Royal visit to Buckingham Palace took place in July,

feeling here had mounted to boiling point. I shared it. I spoke in

Trafalgar Square against the visit and took part in a demon-

stration. The press were shocked at such unseemly doings on

the part of Her Majesty’s subjects, Cabinet Ministers gobbled,

and the police planted bricks in the pockets of arrested demon-

strators and charged them with carrying offensive weapons.
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One of the most persistent and bravest of British demonstrators

was Betty Ambatielos, whose Greek husband had been held a

prisoner for many years. Two years later, he was freed and vis-

ited us in London, but others of the prisoners remained in gaol.

Later he and, for a time, his wife were re-imprisoned and many

more prisoners were thrown into concentration camps by the

Greek authorities. The contemplation of what their lives must

be in these camps, herded together in the blazing sunlight,

without water, without sanitation, with no care of any sort, is

sickening.

That same April, 1963, I sent a representative to Israel to

look into the situation of the Palestine Arab refugees. We

wished to form some assessment of what, if anything, might

most effectively be urged to help to settle matters between Jews

and Arabs concerning the question of the Palestine refugees.

Since then I have, often at request, sent other representatives to

both Israel and Egypt to discuss the separate and the joint prob-

lems of those countries. In turn, they have sent their emissaries

to me. I was also much concerned, and still am, with the plight

of the Jews in the Soviet Union, and I have carried on a consid-

erable and continuing correspondence with the Soviet Govern-

ment in regard to it. In addition, a very large number of Jewish

families in Eastern Europe have been separated by the Second

World War and wish to rejoin their relations abroad, usually in

Israel. At first I appealed for permission for them to emigrate

individually, but later, under the pressure of hundreds of re-

quests, J began to make appeals on behalf of whole groups. As

such work developed, I found myself working for the release of

political prisoners in over forty countries where they are held,

half forgotten, for deeds which were often praiseworthy. Many

prisoners in many lands have been freed, we are told, as a result

of my colleagues’ and my work, but many remain in gaol and

the work goes on. Sometimes I have got into difficulty about

this work and had to bear considerable obloquy, as in the case
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of Sobell and, later, in regard to the freeing of Heinz Brandt.

The abduction and imprisonment by the East Germans of

Brandt, who had survived Hitler’s concentration camps, seemed

to me so inhuman that I was obliged to return to the East Ger-

man Government the Carl von Ossietzky medal which it had

awarded me. I was impressed by the speed with which Brandt

was soon released. And perhaps it was my work for prisoners,

in part at any rate, that won me the Tom Paine award bestowed

upon me by the American Emergency Civil Liberties Commit-

tee in January 1963.*

Through the last years, and especially recently, since I have

been able to act in this work as part of an organization, I have

sent fact-finding representatives to many parts of the world.

They have gone to most European countries, “East” and

“West,” and to many eastern countries — Cambodia, China,

Ceylon, India, Indonesia, Japan, Vietnam. They have gone to

Africa — Ethiopia and Egypt and the newer countries of both

East and West Africa. And, of course, they have gone to coun-

tries of the Western Hemisphere, both north and south. These

investigators have been generously welcomed by the heads of

the countries to which they journeyed and by many of the Gov-

ernment officials and heads of organizations dealing with prob-

lems in which they are interested. And, naturally, they have

talked with members of the general public. I have myself car-

ried on prolonged correspondence with the various Heads of

State and officials, and have discussed in London a variety of

international problems with them, particularly with those from

Eastern Europe and Asia and Africa. The gatherings for the

Commonwealth Conference, especially, made possible many of

these meetings. Some of them were entertaining and adorned

with the proper trappings — flashing eyes, robes, scimitars,

jewels and tall, fierce attendants — as was my meeting with the

*In seeking to liberate prisoners, my colleagues and I made no distinction of

party or creed, but only of the justice or injustice of the punishment inflicted

and the unnecessary cruelty caused by the imprisonment.
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Sheikh of Bahrein in 1965, the memory of which I rejoice in.

On special subjects, of course, I am in frequent touch with the

Embassies in London.

All this work steadily mounted in demand. By 1963, it was

rapidly becoming more than one individual could carry on alone

even with the extraordinarily able and willing help that I had.

Moreover, the expenses of journeys and correspondence —

written, telegraphed, and telephoned — and of secretaries and

co-workers was becoming more than my private funds could

cover. And the weight of responsibility of being an entirely one-

man show was heavy. Gradually the scheme took shape,

hatched, again, I think, by the fertile mind of Ralph Schoen-

man, of forming some sort of organization. This should be not

just for this or that purpose. It should be for any purpose that

would forward the struggle against war and the armaments

race, and against the unrest and the injustices suffered by op-

pressed individuals and peoples that in very large part caused

these. Such an organization could grow to meet the widely

differing demands. It could, also, reorientate itself as circum-

stances changed. A good part of my time, therefore, in 1963,

was taken up with discussing plans for the formation of such an

organization. Many of my colleagues in these discussions had

been working with me since the early days of the Committee of

100.

My colleagues were inexperienced in organization and I my-

self am not at all good at it, but at least we brought our aims

into some sort of cohesive progression, and, where we erred, it

was on the side of flexibility which would permit of change and

growth. We faced the fact that in the early days of the organi-

zation our work must be carried on much as it had been, with

me bearing most of the public responsibility and holding the

position of final arbitrator of it. We hoped to strengthen the

organization gradually. We felt that not only the day-to-day

work for it, but the responsibility and the planning should, in
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time, be borne by it as an entity. As I look back upon our prog-

ress, it seems to me that we achieved far more than we had

dared to hope to do in its first three years.

Many people have worked to build up the Foundation, but I

wish to stress not only my own but the Foundation’s debt to

Ralph Schoenman. He has carried on its work sometimes al-

most single-handed and many of its most fertile ideas are

owing to him. His ingenuity, moreover, and his almost super-

human energy and courageous determination have been largely

responsible for carrying them out. I should like to record, also,

something of both the Foundation’s and my debt to another re-

cent friend, Christopher Farley. Without his judgement and

thoughtfulness we should be hard put to it to keep on as even a

keel as we manage to keep. But he is reticent and unassuming

and too often remains in the background. He takes a point

quickly, and I thought at first that his occasional hesitation in

pronouncing upon it was owing to timidity. I now know that it

is owing to his extreme scrupulousness. It was some time before

I realized the depth of feeling with which he pursues justice or

the compassion and patience with which this pursuit is tem-

pered. I learned only gradually that his obvious knowledge of

present-day men and affairs is enriched by wide reading and a

very considerable study of the past. The tendency to dogmatism

and claptrap and humbug which this combination might induce

in a more superficial mind is burnt away by his intense percep-

tion of ironies and absurdity and the liveliness of his many in-

terests. His observations are both sensitive and his own. All this

makes him a helpful, interesting, and delightful companion.

During the spring and early summer of 1963 we sent out

letters over my name to a number of people who we thought

might be willing to be sponsors of the new Foundation. By the

end of the summer nine of these had agreed. With such back-

ing, we felt ready to make our plans public, especially as there

was reason to expect others to join us soon. And, in fact, soon
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after the establishment of the Foundation was announced, seven

others did join. |

We knew our aims — chief of which was to form a really

international organization — and the long-term means towards

them that we must strive to achieve, and the outlines of work

that we must carry on, work such as we had been carrying on

for some time. We also recognized the fact that the attainment

of our purposes necessitated vast sums of money. Rather

against my will my colleagues urged that the Foundation should

bear my name. I knew that this would prejudice against the

Foundation many people who might uphold our work itself. It

would certainly prejudice well-established and respectable or-

ganizations and, certainly, a great number of individuals in

Britain, particularly those who were in a position to support us

financially. But, my colleagues contended that, as I had been

carrying on the work for years, helped by them during the last

few years, and my name was identified with it in many parts of

the world, to omit my name would mean a set-back for the

work. I was pleased by their determination, though still some-

what dubious of its wisdom. But in the end I agreed. When,

however, we decided to seek charitable status for our organiza-

tion, it became evident to my friends as well as to myself that it

would be impossible to obtain it in Great Britain for any organ-

ization bearing my name.

Finally, our solicitors suggested that we compromise by

forming two Foundations: The Bertrand Russell Peace Foun-

dation and the Atlantic Peace Foundation, for the second of

which we obtained charitable status. These two Foundations

were to work, and do work, in co-operation, but the latter’s ob-

jects are purely educational. Its purpose is to establish research

in the various areas concerned in the study of war and peace and

the creation of opportunities for research and the publication of

its results, As the Charity Commission registered this Founda-

tion as a charity, income tax at the standard rate is recoverable

[ 229 ]



The Autobiography of Bertrand Russell

on any subscription given under a seven-year covenant, which,

in turn, means that such subscriptions are increased by about

sixty per cent.

The Bertrand Russell Peace Foundation was to deal with the

more immediately political and controversial side of the work,

and contributions to it, whether large or small, are given as or-

dinary gifts. During its first three years of existence many thou-

sands of pounds have been contributed to it, some from individ-

uals, some from organizations, some from Governments. No

contribution with strings tied to it is accepted. Particularly in

the case of Government contributions, it is made clear to the

donors that the source of the money will not in any way preju-

dice the methods or results of its expenditure.

Unfortunately, I fell very ill at the beginning of September

when we had decided to make our plans public, but by the end

of the month, on September 29th, 1963, we were able to release

them. After I had made a vehement statement, we gave the

press men the leaflet that my colleagues had prepared about

each Foundation. That concerning the Bertrand Russell Peace

Foundation gave a list of the then sponsors, and a letter that

U Thant had written for the purpose on the outside. I had talked

with him about our plans among other things and written to

him about them. He had been warmly sympathetic, but ex-

plained that he could not be a sponsor because of his position as

Secretary-General of the United Nations. He offered, however,

to write the carefully worded but encouraging letter which we

printed.

Reading a list of our ambitious projects, the journalists asked

whence we proposed to obtain the funds. It was a pertinent

question and not unexpected. Since we had not wished to di-

vulge our plans till September 29th, we had been unable to

campaign for funds. Our answer could only be that we were

determined to raise the necessary funds and were sure that we
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could, in time, do so—a reply naturally received with acid

scepticism.

Looking back upon the occasion, I cannot say that I blame

the assembled pressmen for their attitude, nor the press in gen-

eral for the anything but encouraging start that was given us.

Anyone who is willing to back his vision of the future by action

should be prepared to be thought a “crack-pot,” and we were

prepared. Moreover, we were elated. It was a kind of freedom to

be able to work again publicly towards the ends that we had in

view. And, of course, our first efforts were towards obtaining

funds to carry on with.

We approached an endless number of individuals; with sin-

gularly little success among the rich: “Oh yes,” they said more

often than not, “we think that you are doing a wonderful work.

We entirely believe in it and wish it success. But, of course, we

already have so many commitments . . .” Though all such

financial begging is always awkward and distusteful, we only

occasionally met with unpleasantness and only once with viru-

lent discourtesy. This was at a party of rich Jews given in order

that I might speak of our work for the Jews in Soviet countries

in whom they professed themselves mightily interested. The

unpleasant occasions were unexpected since they occurred

when, upon apparently knowledgeable advice, we approached

people who had expressed themselves passionately interested in

the special project about which we approached them and to be

friendly towards us, to “greatly admire” me and my work as it

was always put. We received many surprises, both pleasant and

exasperating: one morning a message came that two people

were leaving in their wills their very considerable estate on the

Continent to the Foundation; another morning came a letter

from Lord Gladwyn, a former British Ambassador in Paris,

that I append to this chapter along with my reply, as it gives the

tone and reasoning of part of the huge correspondence that
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building up the Foundation has entailed. I believe that this ex-

change of letters, in spite of Lord Gladwyn’s suggestion, has

not before been published. In his letter, it will be noted, he advo-

cates my advancing my proposals in the House of Lords “where

they could be subjected to intelligent scrutiny.” I refrained, in

my reply, from remarking that on the occasions when I had ad-

vanced proposals in the House of Lords, I had never perceived

that my audience, with a few exceptions, showed any peculiar

degree of intelligence — but perhaps the general level has risen

since the advent of Lord Gladwyn.

However, many people in many parts of the world helped us.

Artists — painters and sculptors and musicians — of different

countries have been especially generous. Indeed, one of our first

money-raising ventures was an art sale of their paintings and

sculpture given by the artists, which took place, through the

kindness of the Duke of Bedford, at Woburn Abbey. I could not

attend the opening of the sale, but I went sometime later, arriv-

ing, to my amusement, on the same day that the Miss World

beauties were being entertained at Woburn and I was privi-

leged to meet them. The sale was fairly successful and we have

since then been given other works of art and sold them to the

great profit of our work. Though musicians were generous to

us, their generosity was more often than not thwarted by their

agents or impresarios and the managers of concert halls. Actors

and playwrights made us many promises of benefit perform-

ances or special plays of one sort or another, but nothing came

of them. We had better fortune with the Heads of Govern-

ments, perhaps because they were better able to understand

what we were doing. One of the difficulties in our begging was

that much of our work — that concerning special prisoners or

broken families and minority groups, for instance — could not

be talked of until it was accomplished, if then, or it would be

automatically rendered ineffective. The same was even more

true of discussions and schemes concerning international ad-
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justments. When asked, therefore, precisely what we had to

show for our work, we had to speak chiefly in vague and gen-

eral terms, which carried conviction only to the astute and the

already converted.

The drawback to this more or less haphazard gathering of

money was that it was impossible to be sure what moneys we

should have when. No huge sum came in at one time which

could be used as a back-log, and promises were not always kept

promptly. The result was that we sometimes had enough to go

ahead with fairly ambitious schemes, but sometimes we had

next door to nothing. The latter periods would have been im-

possible to weather had it not been for the dedication to the ideal

and ideas of the Foundation and the dogged determination of

the people working with me, especially of Ralph Schoenman

and Christopher Farley and Pamela Wood. These three in their

different ways held the work together and pulled it through bad

as well as good times. Many others from many different coun-

tries aided our work, some as volunteers and some on the pay-

roll, but, for one good reason or another, until the present time,

they have proved to be transient workers and sometimes too

dearly paid for. Now, however, a staff of colleagues has been

built up that appears stable and quite capable of dealing, each

with one or more of the various aspects of the work.

For the most part the British press has done very little to help

us. They have treated us with silence or, if they can find some-

thing to make us look ridiculous or wicked, with covert jeers.

Perhaps this is not astonishing, since we have been working,

though quite legally, against our country’s established policies

— not those which Mr. Harold Wilson’s Government prom-

ised before it came to office both for the first and second time,

but against the policies which it has adopted in office. For the

Same reason at different times the press of other countries have

railed at us or refused to mention us. And, of course, journalists

and commentators are apt to deal with me personally by saying
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that I am senile. The journalists in the United States, espe-

cially, do this since for years I have been worrying over the in-

crease of violence in that country and most of my recent writing

has been very vehemently against their Government’s warlike

policies. This method of diminishing my effectiveness alarms

and angers my friends and affronts me, but, from the point of

those who differ with me, I dare say it is about their only retort.

In any case, if the charge is true, I fail to see why anyone trou-

bles to remark on my babblings.

Those who wish to make up their own minds as to whether or

not I am senile or, even, sillier than they had formerly believed

me to be, have been given ample opportunity to do so as I have

given countless newspaper and TV interviews and made several

films. The general rule to which I adhere in determining to

which requests for interviews to accede to is to refuse all those

that show signs of being concerned with details of what is

known as my “private life” rather than my work and ideas. The

latter I am glad to have publicized, and I welcome honest re-

ports and criticisms of them. The best of these TV interviews

that I have seen during the last years seemed to The to be one in

early October 1963, with John Freeman; one made in early

April 1964, in which Robert Bolt was the interlocutor (there is

also a later one, made in 1967, with him, but I have not seen it);

and one made in September 1965, with Ralph Milliband. But

many, of course, I have never seen. The two most important

public speeches that I have made have been those concerned

with the perfidy of the Labour Government under the premier-

ship of Harold Wilson, one in mid-February 1965, and one

eight months later. The first deals with the general interna-

tional policies of the Government, the second dwells upon its

policies in regard, especially, to Vietnam and is, therefore, re-

printed in my book War Crimes in Vietnam. At the end of the

second, I announced my resignation from the Party and tore up

my Labour card. To my surprise, this intensely annoyed two of
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the other speakers on the platform, a Member of Parliament

and the Chairman of the CND. The latter remarked to the press

that I had stage-managed the affair. If I had been able to do so,

I do not know why I should not have done so, but, in actual fact,

all the management was in the hands of the Youth CND under

whose auspices the meeting was held. The M.P., who had often

expressed views similar to mine on Vietnam, arrived late at th>

meeting and stalked out because of my action. I was rather

taken aback by this singular behaviour as both these people had

been saying much what I said. The only difference seemed to be

that they continued in membership of the Party they denounced.

There are four other charges brought against me which I

might mention here since I suppose they are connected, also,

with “the folly of age.” The most serious is that I make extreme

statements in my writings and speeches for which I do not give

my sources. This is levelled, I believe, against my book War

Crimes in Vietnam. If anyone cares to study this book, however,

I think that they will find it well documented. If I occasionally

make a statement without giving the basis of it, I usually do so

because I regard it as self-evident or based upon facts noted

elsewhere in the book or so well-known that there is no need to

name the source.

Another charge, allied to this one, is that I myself compose

neither speeches nor articles nor statements put out over my

name, It is a curious thing that the public utterances of almost

all Government officials and important business executives are

known to be composed by secretaries or colleagues, and yet this

is held unobjectionable. Why should it be considered heinous in

an ordinary layman? In point of fact, what goes out over my

name is usually composed by me. When it is not, it still presents

My opinion and thought. I sign nothing — letters or more for-

mal documents —that I have not discussed, read and ap-

proved.

Two other rumours which I have learned recently are being
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put about I also find vexatious. They are that letters and docu-

ments sent to me are withheld by my secretaries lest they trou-

ble me, and that my secretaries and colleagues prevent people

who wish to see me from doing so. But I myself open and read

all that is addressed to me at home. My mail, however, is so

large that I cannot reply to everything, though I indicate to my

secretary what I wish said and read the replies drafted by my

secretary before they are sent. Again, it is the number of people

who wish to see me about this or that which makes it impossible

to see them all. During a week, for instance, that I spent in Lon-

don towards the end of 1966 in order to open the preparatory

meetings of the War Crimes Tribunal, I received visits each

day, morning, afternoon, and evening, from people wishing to

talk with me. But, as well over one hundred people asked to talk

with me during this week, many, over a hundred, had to be re-

fused.

I have remarked upon these charges at such length not only

because I dislike being thought to be silly, but because it exas-

perates me to have my arguments and statements flouted, un-

read, or unlistened to, on such grounds. I alsd“dislike my col-

leagues coming under fire for doing, most generously, what I

have asked them to do.

Less than two months after the Foundation was established I,

in common with the rest of the world, was shocked by the news

of the murder of President Kennedy. Perhaps I was less sur-

prised by this vicious attack than many people were because for

a number of years I had been writing about the growing accept-

ance of unbridled violence in the world and particularly in the

United States. Some of my articles on this subject were pub-

lished, but some were too outspoken for the editors of the publi-

cations that had commissioned them.

As I read the press reports in regard to the President’s assassi-

nation and, later, the purported evidence against Oswald and

his shooting by Ruby, it seemed to me that there had been an
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appalling miscarriage of justice and that probably something

very nasty was being covered up. When, in June 1963, I met

Mark Lane, the New York lawyer who originally had been

looking into the affair on behalf of Oswald’s mother, my suspi-

cions were confirmed by the facts which he had already gath-

ered. Everyone connected with the Foundation agreed with my

point of view, and we did everything that we could, individually

and together, to help Mark Lane and to spread the knowledge

of his findings. It was quite clear from the hushing-up methods

employed and the facts that were denied or passed over that

very important issues were at stake. I was greatly impressed,

not only by the energy and astuteness with which Mark Lane

pursued the relevant facts, but by the scrupulous objectivity

with which he presented them, never inferring or implying

meanings not inherent in the facts themselves.

We thought it better if the Foundation itself were not in-

volved in supporting those who were ferreting out the facts of

the matter and propagating knowledge of them. We therefore

started an autonomous committee with the unsatisfactory name

of “The British Who Killed Kennedy? Committee.” We got to-

gether a fair number of sponsors and even a secretary, but not

without difficulty, since many people thought the affair none of

our British business. A few understood what skulduggery on

the part of American authorities might portend, not only for the

inhabitants of the United States, but for the rest of the world as

well, Those few had a hard time. We were well and truly vili-

fied. A threatening telephone call from the United States Em-

bassy was received by one of our number. Committees similar

to ours were set up in some other countries and some of their

officers received similar warnings. Finally, the Foundation had

to take our Committee under its wing, and its members toiled

both night and day in consequence of this extra work. By Au-

gust, when I wrote an article called “16 Questions on the Assas-

sination,” meetings were being held, and other statements and
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articles were being issued. Feeling ran high. Mark Lane him-

self travelled about this country as well as about others, includ-

ing his own, recounting the facts that he was unearthing which

refuted the official and generally accepted pronouncements con-

cerning the matter. I was sent the Warren Commission’s Report

before it was published in September 1965, and at once said, to

the apparent annoyance of many people, what I thought of it.

Word went about that I was talking through my hat and had

not even read the report, and could not have done so. In point of

fact, Lane had sent me an early copy which I had read and had

time to consider. Now that the Warren Commission Report has

been examined minutely and it is “respectable” to criticize it,

many people agree with me and have blandly forgotten both

their and my earlier attitudes. At the time, they were too timid

to listen to or to follow the facts as they appeared, accepting

blindly the official view of them. They did all that they could to

frustrate our efforts to make them known.

Since shortly before April 1963, more and more of my time

and thought has been absorbed by the war being waged in Viet-

nam, My other interests have had to go by tht¢ board for the

most part. Some of my time, of course, is spent on family and

private affairs. And once in a blue moon I have a chance to give

my mind to the sort of thing I used to be interested in, philo-

sophical or, especially, logical problems. But I am rusty in such

work and rather shy of it. In 1965, a young mathematician, G.

Spencer Brown, pressed me to go over his work, since, he said,

he could find no one else who he thought could understand it.

As I thought well of what little of his work I had previously

seen, and since I feel great sympathy for those who are trying to

gain attention for their fresh and unknown work against the

odds of established indifference, I agreed to discuss it with him.

But as the time drew near for his arrival, I became convinced

that I should be quite unable to cope with it and with his new

system of notation. I was filled with dread. But when he came
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and I heard his explanations, I found that I could get into step

again and follow his work. I greatly enjoyed those few days,

especially as his work was both original and, it seemed to me,

excellent.

One of the keenest pleasures of these years has been ny

friendship, a friendship in which my wife shared, with Victor

Purcell, and one of the losses over which I most grieve is hi;

death in January 1965. He was a man of humour and balanced

judgement. He had both literary appreciation and attainment,

and very considerable learning as well as great knowledge of

the present-day scene. He had achieved much both as a Govern-

ment administrator in South-East Asia and as a Don at Cam-

bridge. His talk was a delight to me. For many years I had

known him through his political writings, which he used to

send to me from time to time and about which I would write to

him. A little later I rejoiced in his witty verses written under the

pseudonym of Myra Buttle (a pun for My Rebuttal). I had

never met him till he spoke at the birthday party given for me at

the Festival Hall in 1962. I did not even begin to know him till

he was drawn into discussions with us about the Foundation’s

doings in relation to South-East Asia. He spoke at a meeting at

Manchester in April 1964, under the auspices of the Founda-

tion at which I spoke also, and soon afterwards, he did an ad-

mirable pamphlet for us surveying “The Possibility of Peace in

South-East Asia.” During this time we saw something of him

in London, but it was not until May 1964 that we really came to

know each other when he paid us a short visit in North Wales.

We talked endlessly. We capped each other’s stories and quota-

tions, and recited our favourite poems and prose to each other.

We probed each other’s knowledge, especially of history, and

discussed serious problems. Moreover, it was a comfort to find

Someone who understood at once what one was driving at and,

even when not entirely in agreement, was willing to discuss

whatever the subject might be with tolerance and sympathy. He
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came again to visit us in December, little more than a fortnight

before his death, and suddenly we felt, as he said, that we were

old friends, though we had seen each other so little. I remember,

especially, about this last visit, his suddenly bursting into a rec-

itation of “Lycidas,” most beautifully given, and again, reading

his latest work by Myra Buttle, singing those lines parodied

from song. He was a brave and thoughtful, a compassionate and

boisterous man. It startles me sometimes when I realize how

much I miss him, not only for the enjoyment but for the help

that he could and, I feel sure, would have given me. It is sel-

dom, I think, that one of my age makes a new friend so satisfy-

ing and so treasured, and astonishing that all this affection and

trust and understanding should have grown up-in so short a

time.

My book on the situation in Vietnam and its implications,

called War Crimes in Vietnam, appeared early in January

1967, in both cloth and paper editions. It was published in Brit-

ain by Allen & Unwin, to whose generosity and liberal atti-

tude, in the person of Sir Stanley Unwin especially, I have owed

much ever since the First World War. The book is composed of

a few of the innumerable letters, statements, speeches, and arti-

cles delivered by me since 1963. To these are added an intro-

duction giving the general background of the situation at the

beginning of 1967 and of my own attitude to it; a postscript

describing briefly the War Crimes Tribunal for which I had

called; and an appendix containing some of the findings of

Ralph Schoenman during one of his visits of many weeks to

Vietnam. War Crimes in Vietnam is so thorough an account of

my attitude towards the war and the facts upon which I base it,

and, in any case, I have published and broadcast so much on

them during the past few years, that I shall not go into them

here. The book was reviewed with considerable hostility in

some journals, so it was a pleasure to learn that the paperback

edition was sold out within a fortnight of its publication and
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that the book has been published in the United States and trans-

lated and published in many languages throughout the world.

Schoenman’s reports were of extreme importance since they

contain not only first-hand observation but verbatim accounts

given by victims of the war attested to both by the victims

themselves and by the reliable witnesses present at the time the

accounts were given. The reports also paved the way for th:

more formal investigations conducted in Indo-China by teams

sent by the International War Crimes Tribunal. It was in part

upon such reports as Schoenman’s and of those of Christopher

Farley who, in November 1964, was the first member of the

Foundation to go to Vietnam to obtain first-hand impressions,

that I base my attitude and statements in regard to the Vietnam

War, as well as upon reports of other special investigators.

Chiefly, however, I base my opinions upon the facts reported in

the daily newspapers, especially those of the United States.

These reports seem to have been published almost by chance

since they appear not to have affected editorial policy.

Occasionally I have been invited by the North Vietnamese to

give my opinion about various developments in the war. They

asked my advice as to the desirability of permitting Mr. Harri-

son Salisbury, Assistant Managing Editor of The New York

Times, to visit Hanoi as a journalist. Mr. Salisbury had previ-

ously attacked me in his introduction to the Warren Commis-

Sion’s Report, in which he wrote of the Commission’s “exhaus-

tive examination of every particle of evidence it could discover.”

These comments were soon seen to be ridiculous, but I sus-

pected that he would have great difficulty in ignoring the evi-

dence of widespread bombardment of civilians in North Viet-

nam, I recommended that his visit was a risk worth taking, and

was pleased to read, some weeks later, his reports from Hanoi,

which caused consternation in Washington and probably lost

him a Pulitzer Prize.

I have been, of course, in close touch with the two representa-
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tives of North Vietnam who are in London and with the North

Vietnamese Chargé d’Affaires in Paris. I have corresponded

with various members of the South Vietnam National Libera-

tion Front and with members of the United States armed forces

as well as with American civilians, both those who support and

those who oppose the war. There is no lack of information if one

wishes to have it. But there is great difficulty in making it

known to the general public and in persuading people to pay

attention to it. It is not pleasant reading or hearing.

The more J and my colleagues studied the situation, the more

persuaded we became that the United States’ attitude on Viet-

nam was wholly indefensible and that the war was being con-

ducted with unprecedented cruelty by means of new methods of

torture. We concluded, after careful examination of the great

body of facts that we had amassed, that the war must be ended

quickly and that the only way to end it was to support the North

Vietnamese and the Liberation Front unequivocally. Moreover,

we feared that so long as the war continued it would be used by

America as an excuse for escalation which was likely to end in a

general conflagration. We set up the Vietnam Solidarity Cam-
paign, which brought together those groups which saw the

Vietnam War as flagrant aggression by the world’s mightiest

nation against a small peasant people. Supporters of the Cam-

paign held that justice demanded that they support the Viet-

namese entirely. I delivered the opening address to the founding

of the Solidarity Campaign in June 1966, and this was later

published in my book on Vietnam. The Campaign sent speakers

all over the country, together with the Foundation’s photo-

graphic exhibition on the war, and formed a nucleus of support

in Britain for the International War Crimes Tribunal.

The Tribunal, of which my Vietnam book told, caught the

imagination of a wide public the world over. For four years I

had been searching for some effective means to help make

known to the world the unbelievable cruelty of the United
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States in its unjust attempt to subjugate South Vietnam. At the

time of the Korean War I had been unable to believe in the

allegations brought by Professor Joseph Needham and others

charging the Americans with having used that way as a proving

ground for new biological and chemical weapons of mass de-

struction. I owe Professor Needham and the others my sincere

apologies for thinking these charges too extreme. By 1963, I

had become convinced of the justice of these allegations since it

was clear that similar ones must be brought against the United

States in Vietnam. Early in that year, I wrote to The New York

Times describing American conduct in Vietnam as barbarism

“reminiscent of warfare as practised by the Germans in Eastern

Europe and the Japanese in South-East Asia.” At the time this

seemed too strong for The New York Times, which first at-

tacked me editorially, then cut my reply, and finally denied me

any access to its letters columns. I tried other publications and

determined to find out more about what was at that time a “se-

cret war.” The more I discovered, the more appalling American

intentions and practice appeared. I learned not only of barbaric

practices, but also of the most cynical and ruthless suppression

of a small nation’s desire for independence. The destruction of

the Geneva Agreements, the support of a dictatorship, the es-

tablishment of a police state, and the destruction of all its oppo-

nents were intolerable crimes. The following year I started

sending observers regularly to Indo-China, but their reports

were continually overtaken by the enlargement of the war. The

pretexts for the “escalation,” particularly the attack upon North

Vietnam, reminded me of nothing less than those offered a

quarter of a century earlier for Hitler’s adventures in Europe. It

became clear to me that the combination of aggression, experi-

mental weapons, indiscriminate warfare, and concentration-

camp programmes required a more thorough and formal inves-

tigation than I was able to manage.

In the summer of 1966, after extensive study and planning, I
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wrote to a number of people around the world, inviting them to

join an International War Crimes Tribunal. The response

heartened me, and soon I had received about eighteen accept-

ances. I was especially pleased to be joined by Jean-Paul Sartre,

for despite our differences on philosophical questions J much

admired his courage. Vladimir Dedijer, the Yugoslav writer,

had visited me earlier in Wales, and through his wide knowl-

edge of both the Western and Communist worlds proved a val-

uable ally. I also came to rely heavily on Isaac Deutscher, the

essayist and political writer, whom I had not seen for ten years.

Whenever there were too many requests for television and other

interviews about the Tribunal, I could rely on Deutscher in

London to meet the press and give an informed and convincing

assessment of world affairs and of our own work. I invited all

the members to London for preliminary discussions in Novem-

ber 1966, and opened the proceedings with a speech to be found

at the end of this chapter. It seemed to me essential that what

was happening in Vietnam should be examined with scrupulous

care, and I had invited only people whose integrity was beyond

question. The meeting was highly successful, 4nd we arranged

to hold the public sessions of the Tribunal over many weeks in

the following year, after first sending a series of international

teams to Indo-China on behalf of the Tribunal itself.

When the Tribunal first proposed to send a selection of its

members to investigate atrocities, the proposal was ridiculed on

the ground that there were no atrocities on the American side.

When this contention was shown up, it was said that American

military authorities would deal with this, When this was shown

up, it was said that eminent legal authorities made themselves a

laughing-stock by undertaking such work. Far better, it was ar-

gued, to let the atrocities go unpunished. The Press, the mili-

tary authorities, and many of the American and British legal

luminaries consider that their honour and humanity will be bet-

ter served by allowing their officers to burn women and children
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to death than by adopting the standards applied in the Nurem-

berg Trials. This comes of accepting Hitler's legacy.

When our opponents saw the seriousness of what we were

preparing, there was the sort of outcry to which, over the years,

I have become accustomed. Three African Heads of State who-

had sponsored the Foundation resigned, and it was not difficult

to discover the hand behind their defection. One of them eve

sent me a photostat of a letter which I had sent about the Tribu-

nal to President Johnson at the White House, a piece of clumsi-

ness which even the Central Intelligence Agency must have de-

plored. The next move was for various journalists to question

the impartiality of our Tribunal. It amused me considerably

that many of these same critics had shortly before this been

among the staunchest supporters of the Warren Commission on

the Assassination of President Kennedy.* Their new-found in-

terest in impartiality did, however, give us the opportunity to:

explain our own position. Clearly, we had all given considerable

thought to some of the evidence we were about to assess. Our

minds were not empty, but neither were they closed. I believed

that the integrity of the members of the Tribunal, the fact that

they represented no state power and the complete openness of

the hearings would ensure the objectivity of the proceedings.

We also decided to accept possible evidence from any source, so

I wrote to President Johnson inviting him to attend the Tribu-

nal. Unfortunately, he was too busy planning the bombardment

of the Vietnamese to reply.

All this stir concerning the Tribunal naturally caused fresh

interest in the Foundation itself. The Atlantic Peace Foundation

remained a registered charity; the Bertrand Russell Peace

Foundation became a company limited by guarantee, and has.

branches in several countries: Argentina, Australia and New

Zealand, France, India, Italy, Japan, the Philippines, and the

* Prominent members of that Commission had been the former director of the
CIA and an associate of the FBI.
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United States. In London it not only retained the small central

offices off the Haymarket which it had from its inception, but it

provided a larger office for the War Crimes Tribunal. It also

bought a larger freehold property into which much of the work

has been transferred. All this placed the work on a firmer foot-

ing and prepared the way for further developments. For per-

haps the first time, I was conscious of activity, centred on the

Tribunal, involving world-wide support.

In the late forties and early fifties, I had been profoundly im-

pressed by the horror of Stalin’s dictatorship, which had led me

to believe that there would be no easy resolution of the Cold

War. I later came to see that for all his ruthlessness Stalin had

been very conservative. I had assumed, like most people in the

West, that his tyranny was expansionist, but later evidence

made it clear that it was the West that had given him Eastern

Europe as part of the spoils of the Second World War, and

that, for the most part, he had kept his agreements with the

West. After his death, I earnestly hoped that the world would

come to see the folly and danger of living permanently in the

shadow of nuclear weapons. If the contenders for world su-

premacy could be kept apart, perhaps the neutral nations could

introduce the voice of reason into international affairs. It was a

small hope, for I overestimated the power of the neutrals. Only

rarely, as with Nehru in Korea, did they manage to add signifi-

cant weight to pressures against the Cold War.

The neutrals continued to embody my outlook, in that I con-

sider human survival more important than ideology. But a new

danger came to the fore. It became obvious that Russia no

longer entertained hope of world empire, but that this hope had

now passed over to the United States. As my researches into the

origins and circumstances of the war in Vietnam showed, the

United States was embarking upon military adventures which

increasingly replaced war with Russia as the chief threat to the
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world. The fanaticism of America’s anti-Communism, com-

bined with its constant search for markets and raw materials,

made it impossible for any serious neutral to regard America

and Russia as equally dangerous to the world. The essential

unity of American military, economic, and Cold War policies

was increasingly revealed by the sordidness and cruelty of the

Vietnam War. For people in the West, this was most difficult to

admit, and again I experienced the silence or opposition of those

who had come to accept my views of the previous decade. In

the third world, however, our support was very considerable.

Cruelty has not gone wholly unchallenged.

My views on the future are best expressed by Shelley in the

following poem:

Oh, cease! must hate and death return?

Cease! must men kill and die?

Cease! drain not to its dregs the urn

Of bitter prophecy.

The world is weary of the past,

Oh, might it die or rest at last!

— Hellas, lines 1096-1101

LETTERS

On The Free Man’s Worship

27 July, 1962

Dear Professor Hiltz

Thank you for your letter of June 27. As regards your 3

questions: (1) I have continued to think The Free Man’s Wor-

ship “florid and rhetorical” since somewhere about 1920; (2)

This observation concerns only the style; (3) I do not now re-

gard ethical values as objective, as I did when I wrote the es-
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says. However, my outlook on the cosmos and on human life is

substantially unchanged.

Yours sincerely

BERTRAND RUSSELL

Thanks to Julian Huxley for his pamphlets: “Psychometabo-

lism”; “Eugenics in Evolutionary Perspective”; “Education and

the Humanist Revolution”

Plas Penrhyn

10 March, 1963

My dear Julian

Thank you very much for sending me your three papers,

which I have read with very great interest. I loved your paper

about psycho-metabolism, explaining why peacocks dance and

women use lipstick, both of which had hitherto been mysterious

to me. I do not know enough about the matters of which this

paper treats to be able to offer any criticism. You touch occa-

sionally on the mind-body problem as to which I have very defi-

nite views which are acceptable to some physiologists but are

rejected with scorn and contempt by practically all philoso-

phers, none of whom know either physics or physiology. You

might find it worth your while to read a short essay of mine

called “Mind and Matter” in Portraits from Memory.

What you say about eugenics has my approval up to a cer-

tain point, but no further. You seem to think that governments

will be enlightened and that the kind of human being they will

wish to produce will be an improvement on the haphazard work

of nature. If a sperm-bank, such as you envisage, had existed

during the régime of Hitler, Hitler would have been the sire of

all babies born in his time in Germany. Exceptional merit 1s,

and always has been, disliked by Authority; and obviously Au-

thority would control the sperm-bank. Consequently, in the de-

gree to which eugenics was efficient, exceptional merit would
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disappear. I am entirely with you as to what eugenics could

achieve, but I disagree as to what it would achieve.

I have somewhat similar criticisms to make on what you say

about education. For example: you dismiss silly myths which

make up orthodox religion, and you do not mention that

throughout the Western world nobody who openly rejects them

can be a schoolmaster. To take another point: education has

enormously facilitated total war. Owing to the fact that people

can read, while educators have been at pains to prevent them

from thinking, warlike ferocity is now much more easily spread

than it was in former times.

You seem to think that governments will be composed of

wise and enlightened persons who will have standards of value

not unlike yours and mine. This is against all the evidence.

Pythagoras was an exile because Policrates disliked him; Socra-

tes was put to death; Aristotle had to fly from Athens as soon as

Alexander died. In ancient Greece it was not hard to escape

from Greece. In the modern world it is much more difficult; and

that is one reason why there are fewer great men than there

were in Greece.

Best wishes to both of you from both of us.

Yrs. ever

B.R.

From Sir Julian Huxley

31 Pond Street

Hampstead, N.W. 3

138th March, 1963

Dear Bertie

So many thanks for your fascinating letter. I can hear you

chuckling about peacocks and lipstick!

As regards the mind-body problem, I think it must be ap-

proached from the evolutionary angle. We are all of us living

“mind-body” organizations, with a long history behind us, and
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related to all other living organizations, To me this implies that

mind and body in some way constitute a single unity.

Of course you are right as to the dangers inherent in eugenic

measures or approved educational measures. On the other hand,

one must do something! My attitude is neither purely optimistic

nor purely pessimistic — it is that we and our present situation

are far from perfect, but are capable of improvement, and in-

deed are liable to deteriorate unless something is done. This is

to me the real point — that something must be done, though of

course we must try to see that it is, in principle, the right thing,

and also must try to safeguard it as far as possible from abuse.

Again, we must have an educational system of sorts — and I

should have thought we ought to try to improve it, in spite of

possible dangers —

Juliette sends her best wishes.

Yours ever

JULIAN H.

To and from Alice Mary Hilton

“Plas Penrhyn

9 June, 1963

Dear Miss Hilton

My warm thanks for your book on Logic, Computing Ma-

chines and Automation. I have, so far, only had time to read

parts of it, but what I have read has interested me very much. In

particular, I am grateful for the nice things you say about Prin-

cipia Mathematica and about me. The followers of Gédel had

almost persuaded me that the twenty man-years spent on the

Principia had been wasted and that the book had better been

forgotten. It is a comfort to find that you do not take this view.

Yours sincerely

BERTRAND RUSSELL
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405 East 63rd Street

New York 21, New York

July 2, 1963

Dear Lord Russell

Thank you very much for your kind letter about my buok on

Logic, Computing Machines and Automation. It was very

thoughtful of you to write to me and I can hardly express my

appreciation for your interest and your kindness. Although I am

aware of the fact that it doesn’t matter very much what I think

of Principia Mathematica, I am convinced that future genera-

tions of mathematicians will rate it one of the two or three

major contributions to science. I have the feeling that the criti-

cism stems from a lack of understanding rather than anything

else. J cannot claim that I understand this tremendous work

fully but I have been trying for several years now to learn

enough so that I can at least understand basic principles. I am

quite certain no great mathematician (which I am certainly

not) could possibly have read the Principia and think that “the

twenty man-years spent on the Principia had been wasted and

that the book had better be forgotten.” I am quite certain that it

won't be forgotten as long as there is any civilization that pre-

serves the work of really great minds.

I mentioned to you in the past that I am planning to edit a

series which is tentatively called The Age of Cyberculture and

which is to include books by thinkers — scientists, philoso-

phers, artists — who have a contribution to make to the under-

standing of this era we are entering. It seems to me that human-

ity has never been in so critical a period. Not only do we live in

constant danger of annihilation, but even if we do survive the

danger of nuclear extinction, we are standing on the threshold

of an age which can become a paradise or hell for humanity. I

am enclosing a very brief outline of the series. Because I believe

so strongly that understanding and communication among the

educated and thinking human beings of this world are so im-

[251]



The Autobiography of Bertrand Russell

portant I am presuming to ask you to write a contribution to

this series. I am going further than that. I would like to ask you

to serve on the editorial board. I know that you are a very busy

man, and I am not asking this lightly. But I also know that you

make your voice heard and I believe very strongly that this

series will make a contribution and possibly have considerable

impact to further the understanding among people whose work

is in different disciplines and who must cooperate and learn to

understand one another. It is through the contributors and the

readers of this series that I hope that some impact will be made

upon the political decision makers of this society and through

them upon all of us who must realize our responsibility for

choosing the right decision makers.

It would give me personally the greatest pleasure to be al-

lowed to work with the greatest mind of this — and many other

— century.

I would like you to know that your recording has just become

available in this country (Speaking Personally, Bertrand Rus-

sell) and that we have listened to it with great enjoyment and

have spent several happy and most wonderfulevenings in the

company of friends listening to your words.

Thank you again for all of your kindness.

Sincerely

AuicE Mary HILtron

‘To John Paulos

2nd August, 1966

Mr. John Paulos

3400 N. 77

Milwaukee, Wisconsin

U.S.A.

Dear Mr. Paulos

Thank you very much for your letter.

My reason for rejecting Hegel and monism in general is my
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belief that the dialectical argument against relations is wholly

unsound. I think such a statement as “A is west of B” can be

exactly true. You will find that Bradley’s arguments on this

subject pre-suppose that every proposition must be of the sub-

ject-predicate form. I think this the fundamental error of mon-

ism.

With best wishes,

Yours sincerely

BERTRAND RUSSELL

To Marquesa Origo

19 January, 1966

Marquesa Origo

c/o Oxford University Press

Amen House,

Warwick Square

London E.C.4

Dear Marquesa

I have been reading your book on Leopardi with very great

interest. Although I have long been an admirer of his poetry, I

knew nothing of his life until I read your book. His life is appall-

ingly tragic and most of the tragedy was due to bad institutions.

I cannot agree with Santayana’s remark, “The misfortunes

of Leopardi were doubtless fortunate for his genius.” I believe

that in happier circumstances he would have produced much

more.

I do not know Italian at all well and have read most of his

poetry in English; as a result I have probably missed much by

doing so. I am grateful to your book for filling many gaps in my

knowledge.

Yours sincerely

BERTRAND RussELL
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To Mr. Hayes

25.11. 1963

Dear Mr. Hayes

Thank you for your letter of November 18. The idea which

has been put about to the effect that I am more anti-American

than anti-Russian is one of ignorant hostile propaganda. It is

true that J have criticized American behaviour in Vietnam, but

T have, at the same time, been vehemently protesting against the

treatment of Soviet Jews. When the Russians resumed Tests I

first wrote to the Soviet Embassy to express a vehement protest

and then organized hostile demonstrations against the Soviet

Government. I have described the East German Government as

a “military tyranny imposed by alien armed force.” J have writ-

ten articles in Soviet journals expressing complete impartiality.

The only matter in which I have been more favourable to Rus-

sia than to America was the Cuban crisis because Khrushchev

yielded rather than embark upon a nuclear war. In any crisis

involving the danger of nuclear war, if one side yielded and the

other did not, I should think the side that yielded more deserv-

ing of praise than the other side, because I think nuclear war

the greatest misfortune that could befall the human race.

In view of your letter, I am afraid I cannot write an article

that would be acceptable to you as I have always expressed in

print my criticisms of Russia as often and as emphatically as

my criticisms of the West.

Yours sincerely

BERTRAND RUSSELL
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From Arnold Toynbee

At 273 Santa Teresa

Stanford, Calif. 94305

United States

9 May, 1967

Dear Lord Russell

Your ninety-fifth birthday gives me, like countless other

friends of yours who will also be writing to you at this moment,

a welcome opportunity of expressing some of the feelings that I

have for you all the time: first of all, my affection for you and

Edith (J cannot think of either of you without thinking of you

both together), and then my admiration and my gratitude.

I met you first, more than half a century ago, just after you

had responded to the almost superhuman demand that Plato

makes on his fellow philosophers. You had then stepped back

out of the sunshine into the cave, to help your fellow human

beings who were stil] prisoners there. You had just come out of

prison in the literal sense (and this not for the last time). You

had been put in prison, that first time, for having spoken in pub-

lic against conscription.

It would have been possible for you to continue to devote

yourself exclusively to creative intellectual work, in which you

had already made your name by achievements of the highest

distinction — work which, as we know, gives you intense intel-

lectual pleasure, and which at the same time benefits the human

race by increasing our knowledge and understanding of the

strange universe in which we find ourselves. You could then

have led a fairly quiet life, and you would have been com-

mended unanimously by all the pundits. Of course, ever since

then, you have continued to win laurels in this field. But you

care too much for your fellow human beings to be content with

your intellectual career alone, a splendid one though it is. You

have had the greatness of spirit to be unwilling to stay “above

the battle.” Ever since, you have been battling for the survival
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of civilization and latterly, since the invention of the atomic

weapon, for the survival of the human race.

I am grateful to you, most of all, for the encouragement and

the hope that you have been giving for so long, and are still

giving as vigorously and as fearlessly as ever, to your younger

contemporaries in at least three successive generations. As long

as there are people who care, as you do, for mankind, and who

put their concern into action, the rest of us can find, from the

example that you have set us, courage and confidence to work,

in your spirit, for trying to give mankind the future that is its

birthright, and for trying to help it to save itself from self-

destruction.

This is why Thursday, 18 May, 1967, is an historic date for

the hundreds of millions of your contemporaries who are un-

aware of this, as well as for the hundreds of thousands who do

know what you stand for and what you strive for. You have

projected yourself, beyond yourself, into the history of the ex-

traordinary species of which you are so outstanding a represent-

ative. Every living creature is self-centred by nature; yet every

human living creature’s mission in life is to transfer the centre

of his concern from himself to the ultimate reality, whatever

this may be. That is the true fulfilment of a human being’s des-

tiny. You have achieved it. This is why I feel constant gratitude

to you and affection for you, and why 18 May, 1967, is a day of

happiness and hope for me, among your many friends.

Yours ever

ARNOLD TOYNBEE
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From Field Marshal Sir Claude Auchinleck, GCB

Oswald House

Northgate

Beccles, Suffolk

1 May, 64

My dear Lord Russell

I apologize for not having written earlier to thank you fcr

your hospitality and, for me, a most interesting and inspiring

visit. I have read the paper you gave me — “A New Approach to

Peace” which I found most impressive. There is nothing in it

with which I could not whole-heartedly agree and support. I

understand the relationship and functions of the Atlantic Peace

Foundation and the Bertrand Russell Peace Foundation and I

hope to be able to make a small contribution to the expenses of

the former.

If I can be of help in any other way, perhaps you or your

secretary will let me know. It is an honour to have met you.

With best wishes and hopes for your success.

Yours sincerely

C. J. AUCHINLECK

From U Thant on the formation of the Bertrand Russell Peace

Foundation

Secretary General

It is good to know that it is proposed to start a Foundation in

the name of Lord Russell, to expand and continue his efforts in

the cause of peace.

Lord Russell was one of the first to perceive the folly and

danger of unlimited accumulation of nuclear armaments. In the

early years he conducted practically a one-man crusade against

this tendency and he now has a much larger following. While

there may be differences of views about the wisdom of unilat-

eral disarmament, and other similar ideas, I share the feeling of

Lord Russell that the unrestricted manufacture, testing, per-

[ 257]



The Autobiography of Bertrand Russell

fecting, and stock-piling of nuclear armaments represent one of

the greatest dangers to humanity and one of the most serious

threats to the survival of the human race.

I hope, therefore, that this effort to put on an institutional

basis the crusade for peace that Lord Russell has conducted for

so long and with such dedication will be crowned with success.

U THANT

SPONSORS OF THE BERTRAND RUSSELL

PEACE FOUNDATION

His Imperial Majesty Haile Se- The Duke of Bedford

lassie Dr. Max Born, Heidelberg, No-

Prof. Linus Pauling, Nobel bel Prize for Physics

Prize for Chemistry and for

Peace

Pres. Kenneth Kaunda

Pres. Kwame Nkrumah

Pres. Ayub Khan

Pres. Julius K. Nyerere

Pres. Leopold Senghor

Lord Boyd Orr, FRS, Nobel

Peace Prize

Pablo Casals, Puerto Rico, Cel-

list

Danilo Dolci, Sicily

Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth of

the Belgians

Jawaharlal Nehru, Prime Min-

ister of India

Vanessa Redgrave, Actress

Dr. Albert Schweitzer, Lamba-

réné, Nobel Peace Prize

February 1964

A NEW APPROACH TO PEACE

by
Bertrand Russell

The nuclear age in which we have the misfortune to live is

one which imposes new ways of thought and action and a new

character in international relations. Ever since the creation of
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the H-bomb, it has been obvious to thoughtful people that there

is now a danger of the extermination of mankind if a nuclear

war between two powerful nations or blocs of nations should

break out. Not only would such a war be a total disaster to

human hopes, but, so long as past policies persist, a nuclear War

may break out at any minute. This situation imposes upon those

who desire the continuation of our species a very difficult duty.

We have, first, to persuade Governments and populations of the

disastrousness of nuclear war, and, when that has been

achieved, we have to induce Governments to adopt such policies

as will make the preservation of peace a possibility.

Of these two tasks, the first has been very largely accom-

plished. It has been accomplished by a combination of methods

of agitation: peace marches, peace demonstrations, large public

meetings, sit-downs, etc. These were conducted in Britain by

the CND and the Committee of 100, and in other countries by

more or less similar bodies. They have testified — and I am

proud that I was amongst them — that nuclear war would be a

calamity for the whole human race, and have pointed out its

imminence and its dangers. They have succeeded in making

very widely known, even to Governments, the dangers of nu-

clear war. But it is time for a new approach. The dangers must

not be forgotten but now the next step must be taken. Ways and

means of settling questions that might lead to nuclear war and

other dangers to mankind must be sought and made known,

and mankind must be persuaded to adopt these new and differ-

ent means towards securing peace.

The culmination, so far, of the conflict between rival nuclear

groups was the Cuban crisis. In this crisis, America and Russia

confronted each other while the world waited for the destruc-

tion that seemed imminent. At the last moment, the contest was

avoided and it appeared that neither side was willing to put an

end to the human race because of disagreement as to the politics
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of those who would otherwise be living in Cuba. This was a

moment of great importance. It showed that neither side consid-

ered it desirable to obliterate the human race.

We may, therefore, take it that the Governments of the world

are prepared to avoid nuclear war. And it is not only Govern-

ments, but also vast sections, probably a majority, of the popu-

lations of most civilized countries which take this view.

The first part of the work for peace has thus been achieved.

But a more difficult task remains. If there is not to be war, we

have to find ways by which war will be avoided. This is no easy

matter. There are many disputes which, though they may begin

amicably, are likely to become more and more bitter, until at

last, in a fury, they break out into open war. There is also the

risk of war by accident or misinformation. Furthermore, there

are difficulties caused by the one-sided character of information

as it reaches one side or the other in any dispute. It is clear that

peace cannot come to the world without serious concessions,

sometimes by one side, sometimes by the other, but generally by

both. These difficulties in the pursuit of peace require a differ-

ent technique from that of marches and demonstrations. The

questions concerned are complex, the only possible solutions are

distasteful to one side or both, and negotiators who discuss such

questions will need to keep a firm hold of their tempers if they

are to succeed.

All this should be the work of Governments. But Govern-

ments will not adequately do the necessary work unless they are

pushed on by a body or bodies which have an international

character and are especially concerned with a search for peace-

ful solutions. It is work of this kind that we hope to see per-

formed by the new Foundations, which I hereby recommend to

you.

Of the two Foundations one is called the Atlantic Peace

Foundation. Being a Foundation for purposes of research in

matters of war and peace, it has been registered as a charity and
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is recognized as such by the British Inland Revenue. Income tax

at the standard rate is, therefore, recoverable on any subscrip-

tion given to it under a seven-year contract, which means that

such subscriptions are increased by about sixty per cent. This

Foundation works in co-operation with the Bertrand Rv sell

Peace Foundation. The latter implements the purposes of the

Atlantic Peace Foundation. For this reason, I shall refer to only

a single Foundation in the rest of this discussion.

It may be said: “But such work as that is the work of the

United Nations.” I agree that it should be the work of the

United Nations and I hope that, in time, it will become so. But

the United Nations has defects, some of them remediable,

others essential in a body which represents an organization of

States. Of the former kind of defect, the most notable is the ex-

clusion of China; of the latter kind, the equality of States in the

Assembly and the veto power of certain States in the Security

Council. For such reasons the United Nations, alone, is not ade-

quate to work for peace.

It is our hope that the Foundations which we have created

will, in time, prove adequate to deal with all obstacles to peace

and to propose such solutions of difficult questions as may com-

mend themselves to the common sense of mankind. Perhaps

this hope is too ambitious. Perhaps it will be some other body

with similar objects that will achieve the final victory. But,

however that may be, the work of our Foundation will have

ministered to a fortunate ending.

The problems which will have to be settled are of two kinds.

The first kind is that which concerns mankind as a whole. Of

this the most important are two: namely, disarmament and edu-

cation. The second class of problems are those concerning terri-

torial adjustments, of which Germany is likely to prove the

most difficult. Both kinds must be solved if peace is to be secure.

There have been congresses concerned with the subject of

disarmament ever since nuclear weapons came into existence.
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Immediately after the ending of the Second World War, Amer-

ica offered to the world the Baruch Proposal. This was in-

tended to break the American monopoly of nuclear weapons and

to place them in the hands of an international body. Its inten-

tions were admirable, but Congress insisted upon the insertion

of clauses which it was known the Russians would not accept.

Everything worked out as had been expected. Stalin rejected

the Baruch Proposal, and Russia proceeded to create its own A-

bomb and, then, its own H-bomb. The result was the Cold War,

the blockade of Berlin, and the creation by both sides of H-

bombs which first suggested the danger to mankind in general.

After Stalin’s death, a new attempt at complete disarmament

was made. Eisenhower and Khrushchev met at Camp David.

But warlike elements in the Pentagon continued their work of

spying, and the Russian destruction of U-2 put an end to the

brief attempt at friendship. Since that time, disarmament con-

ferences have met constantly, but always, until after the Cuban

Crisis, with the determination on both sides that no agreement

should be reached. Since the Cuban Crisis there has again been

a more friendly atmosphere, but, so far, witheut any tangible

result except the Test-Ban Treaty. This Treaty was valuable,

also, as showing that agreement is possible between East and

West. The success of the negotiations involved was largely due

to Pugwash, an international association of scientists concerned

with problems of peace and war.

The present situation in regard to disarmament is that both

America and Russia have schemes for total nuclear disarma-

ment, but their schemes differ, and no way has, so far, been

discovered of bridging the differences. It should be one of the

most urgent tasks of the Foundation to devise some scheme of

disarmament to which both sides could agree. It is ominous,

however, that the Pentagon has again allowed one of its planes

to be shot down by the Russians over Communist territory.

If peace is ever to be secure, there will have to be great
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changes in education. At present, children are taught to love

their country to the exclusion of other countries, and among

their countrymen in history those whom they are specially

taught to admire are usually those who have shown most skill

in killing foreigners. An English child is taught to admire Nel-

son and Wellington; a French child, to admire Napoleon; and a

German child, Barbarossa. These are not among those of the

child’s countrymen who have done most for the world. They are

those who have served their country in ways that must be for-

ever closed if man is to survive. The conception of Man as one

family will have to be taught as carefully as the opposite is now

taught. This will not be an easy transition. It will be said that

boys under such a regimen will be soft and effeminate. It will be

said that they will lose the manly virtues and will be destitute of

courage. All this will be said by Christians in spite of Christ’s

teaching. But, dreadful as it may appear, boys brought up in

the old way will grow into quarrelsome men who will find a

world without war unbearably tame. Only a new kind of educa-

tion, inculcating a new set of moral values, will make it possible

to keep a peaceful world in existence.

There will, after all, be plenty of opportunity for adventure,

even dangerous adventure. Boys can go to the Antarctic for

their holidays, and young men can go to the moon. There are

many ways of showing courage without having to kill other

people, and it is such ways that should be encouraged.

In the teaching of history, there should be no undue emphasis

upon one’s own country. The history of wars should be a small

part of what is taught. Much the more important part should be

concerned with progress in the arts of civilization. War should

be treated as murder is treated. It should be regarded with equal

horror and with equal aversion. All this, I fear, may not be

pleasing to most present-day educationists. But, unless educa-

tion is changed in some such way, it is to be feared that men’s

natural ferocity will, sooner or later, break out.
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But it is not only children who need education. It is needed,

also, by adults, both ordinary men and women and those who

are important in government. Every technical advance in arma-

ments has involved an increase in the size of States. Gunpowder

made modern States possible at the time of the Renaissance by

making castles obsolete. What castles were at that time, na-

tional States are now, since weapons of mass destruction have

made even the greatest States liable to complete destruction. A

new kind of outlook is, therefore, necessary. Communities,

hitherto, have survived, when they have survived, by a combi-

nation of internal co-operation and external competition. The H-

bomb has made the latter out of date. World-wide co-operation

is now a condition of survival. But world-wide co-operation, if it

is to succeed, requires co-operative feelings in individuals. It is

difficult to imagine a World Government succeeding if the vari-

ous countries of which it is composed continue to hate and

suspect each other. To bring about more friendly feelings

across the boundaries of nations is, to begin with, a matter of

adult education. It is necessary to teach both individuals and

Governments that as one family mankind may prosper as never

before, but as many competing families there is no prospect be-

fore mankind except death. To teach this lesson will be a large

part of the educative work of the Foundation.

There are throughout the world a number of territorial ques-

tions, most of which divide East from West. Some of the ques-

tions are very thorny and must be settled before peace can be

secure. Let us begin with Germany.

At Yalta it was decided that Germany should be divided into

four parts: American, English, French, and Russian. A similar

division was made of Berlin within Germany. It was hoped that

all would, in time, come to agree and would submit to any con-

ditions imposed by the victorious Allies. Trouble, however,

soon arose. The city of Berlin was in the midst of the Russian

zone and no adequate provision had been made to secure access
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to the Western sector of Berlin for the Western Allies. Stalin

took advantage of this situation in 1948 by the so-called “Berlin

Blockade,” which forbade all access to West Berlin by road or

rail on the part of the Western Allies. The Western Allies re-

torted by the “Air Lift” which enabled them to supply West

Berlin in spite of the Russian blockade. Throughout the period

of the Berlin blockade both sides were strictly legal. Access t»

West Berlin by air had been guaranteed in the peace settlement,

and this the Russians never challenged. The whole episode

ended with a somewhat ambiguous and reluctant agreement on

the part of the Russians to allow free intercourse between West

Berlin and West Germany. This settlement, however, did not

satisfy the West. It was obvious that the Russians could at any

moment occupy West Berlin and that the only answer open to

the West would be nuclear war. Somewhat similar considera-

tions applied, rather less forcibly, to the whole of West Ger-

many. In this way, the problem of Germany became linked with

the problem of nuclear disarmament: if nuclear disarmament

was accepted by the West without adequate assurances as to

disarmament in regard to conventional weapons, then Ger-

many’s defence against the East would become difficult if not

impossible.

The German problem also exists in regard to eastern Ger-

many — and here it represents new complexities. What had

been the eastern portion of the German Reich was divided into

two parts. The eastern half was given to Russia and Poland,

while the western half was given to a Communist regime in

East Germany. In the part given to Russia and Poland all Ger-

mans were evicted. Old and young, men, women, and children

were ruthlessly sent in overcrowded trains to Berlin, where they

had to walk from the eastern terminus to the western terminus

in queues which were apt to take as much as thirty-six hours.

Many Germans died in the trains and many in the Berlin

queues, but for the survivors, there was no legal remedy.
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And how about the part of Germany which was assigned to

the East German Government? The East German Government

was a Communist Government, while the population was over-

whelmingly anti-Communist. The Government was established

by the Russians and sustained by their armed forces against

insurrection. Eastern Germany became a prison, escape from

which, after the construction of the Berlin Wall, was only pos-

sible at imminent risk of death.

It cannot be expected that Germany will tamely accept this

situation. The parts of the old German Reich which were given

to Russia or Poland were, for the most part, inhabited by Poles

and must be regarded as justly lost to Germany whatever may

be thought of the hardships suffered by excluded Germans. But

the position of the Germans in what is now the eastern portion

of Germany is quite different. East Germany is virtually a terri-

tory conquered by the Russians and governed by them as they

see fit. This situation, combined with the natural nationalistic

sympathy felt by the West Germans, is an unstable one. It de-

pends upon military force and nothing else.

So far, we have been concerned with the German case, but

the Nazis, during their period in power, inspired in al] non-

Germans a deep-rooted fear of German power. There is reason

to dread that, if Germany were re-united, there would be a repe-

tition of the Nazi attempt to rule the world. This apprehension

is apparently not shared by the Governments of the West, who

have done everything in their power to strengthen West Ger-

many and make it again capable of another disastrous attempt

at world dominion. It cannot be said that this apprehension is

unreasonable.

What can be done to secure a just and peaceful solution of

this problem? The West might suggest that Germany should

be free and re-united, and the East might, conceivably, agree, if

Germany were disarmed. But the Germans would never agree

to a punitive disarmament inflicted upon them alone. Only gen-
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eral disarmament would make German disarmament acceptable

to the Germans. In this way, the question of Germany becomes

entangled with the problem of disarmament. It is difficult to

Imagine any solution of the German problem which would be

acceptable both to Germans and to the rest of the world, except

re-unification combined with genera] disarmament.

The next most difficult of territorial disputes is that between

Israel and the Arabs, Nasser has announced that it is his pur-

pose to exterminate Israel and that, within two years, he will be

in possession of missiles for this purpose. (Guardian, 16. 3. 64.)

The Western world is sure to feel that this cannot be allowed to

happen, but most of Asia and, possibly, Russia would be pre-

pared to look on passively so long as the Arabs continued to be

victorious. There seems little hope of any accommodation be-

tween the two sides except as a result of outside pressure. The

ideal solution in such a case is a decision by the United Nations

which the countries concerned would be compelled to adopt. I

am not prepared to suggest publicly the terms of such a deci-

sion, but only that it should come from the United Nations and

be supported by the major powers of East and West.

In general, when there is a dispute as to whether the Govern-

ment of a country should favour the East or the West, the

proper course would be for the United Nations to conduct a

plebiscite in the country concerned and give the Government to

which ever side obtained a majority. This is a principle which,

at present, is not accepted by either side. Americans do not ac-

cept it in South Vietnam, though they conceal the reason for

their anti-Communist activities by pretending that they are pro-

tecting the peasantry from the inroads of the Vietcong. The at-

titude of the United States to Castro’s Government in Cuba is

very ambiguous. Large sections of American opinion hold that

throughout the Western Hemisphere no Goverument obnoxious

to the United States is to be tolerated. But whether these sec-

tions of opinion will determine American action is, as yet,
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doubtful. Russia is, in this respect, equally to blame, having

enforced Communist Governments in Hungary and eastern

Germany against the wishes of the inhabitants. In all parts of

the world, self-determination by hitherto subject nations will

become very much easier if there is general disarmament.

The ultimate goal will be a world in which national armed

forces are limited to what is necessary for internal stability and

in which the only forces capable of acting outside national

limits will be those of a reformed United Nations. The ap-

proach to this ultimate solution must be piecemeal and must

involve a gradual increase in the authority of the United Na-

tions or, possibly, of some new international body which should

have sole possession of the major weapons of war. It is difficult

to see any other way in which mankind can survive the inven-

tion of weapons of mass extinction.

Many of the reforms suggested above depend upon the au-

thority of the United Nations or of some new international body

specially created for the purpose. To avoid circumlocution I

shall speak of the United Nations to cover both those possibili-

ties. If its powers are to be extended, this will have to be done by

means of education which is both neutral and international.

Such education will have to be carried out by an organization

which is, itself, international and neutral. There are, at present,

In various countries, national associations working towards

peace, but, so far as we are aware, the Foundation with which

we are concerned is the first international association aiming at

the creation of a peaceful world. The other Foundations are lim-

ited in scope — being either national or aimed towards dealing

with only one or two aspects or approaches to peace. We shall

support them where we can, and shall hope for their support in

those areas of our work which impinge upon theirs. We shall

also endeavour to diminish the acerbity of international contro-

versy and induce Governments and important organs of public
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opinion to preserve at least a minimum of courtesy in their criti-

cism of opponents.

The government of this Foundation will be in the hands of a

small body of Directors. This body is, as yet, incomplete, but

should as soon as possible be representative of all the intereots

concerned in the prevention of war. It is supported by a body of

Sponsors who approve of its general purposes, but, for one rea-

son or another, cannot take part in the day-to-day work. There

is to be a Board of Advisers, each having special knowledge in

some one or more fields. Their specialized knowledge shall be

drawn upon as it may be relevant. The Headquarters of the

Foundation will remain in London, which will also house the

International Secretariat. In the near future, it is intended to

establish offices in various parts of the world. Probably the first

two, one in New York and one in Beirut, will be established in

the immediate future. Others will follow as soon as suitable per-

sonnel can be recruited. This is, in many parts of the world, a

difficult task. Many Governments, although they do not venture

publicly to advocate nuclear war, are opposed to any work

against it in their own territories, and many individuals, while

genuinely desirous of peace, shrink from such national sacri-

fices as the Foundation’s general policy may seem to make de-

sirable. It is obvious that a general peace policy must demand

moderation everywhere, and many friends of peace, while ad-

mitting the desirability of concessions by countries other than

their own, are apt to shrink from advocating necessary conces-

sions by their own country. Willingness for such concessions is

a necessary qualification for membership of the Secretariat and

for the Head of any subsidiary office. Each subsidiary office will

have to collect information and first-hand knowledge on all local

matters from both the ordinary population and the authorities.

They will have to assess this knowledge with a view to its im-

portance in work towards peace. And they will have to dissemt-
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nate accurate knowledge and educate both authorities and the

public in attitudes and actions desirable in work towards peace.

Each office will also have the task of finding suitable workers to

support its own part of the general work and to collect money

both for its own and the general work. It should be part of the

work of the subsidiary offices to pass on information and advice

so that the Central Secretariat can draw up soundly based

schemes for the settlement of disputes that stand a good chance

of being accepted by the disputants.

To accomplish these tasks will not be possible without a con-

siderable expenditure in secretarial help, in offices, in means of

travel, in means of publicizing findings, and, ultimately, when

and if funds permit, in establishing a radio and newspaper of

our own. Until such funds permit, the exploration of possibili-

ties and estimates of location, plant and personnel for these

needed means of publicity — in itself no mean task —- must oc-

cupy the Foundation.

It will be seen that the Foundation as we hope it may become

must be a gradual work. It cannot spring into being full-

armoured like Athene. What exists at present is‘dnly a small seed

of what we hope may come to be. We have a Head Office in

London. We have a small Secretariat which is international,

neutral, and energetic, but too small for the work that has to be

done. We have pamphlets and leaflets stating our views on vari-

ous topical issues. These we supplement, when we can, by let-

ters and articles in the Press. But what can be done in this way

Is, as yet, very limited since most newspapers are opposed to

what must be done in this or that disturbed region if peace is to

be secured there. Nevertheless, even now, we have found that

there is much that we can accomplish. We can collect informa-

tion, partly by means of already published facts, and partly

by travels in the course of which we visit the Governments and

learn their point of view. In the short five months of its exist-

ence, the Foundation has sent emissaries to various troubled
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spots and to the Governments concerned. We have already an

enormous correspendence, partly with sympathizers in all parts

of the world, and partly also, with Heads of States. From all

these we derive both information and advice. Partly, too, our

correspondence has been concerned with appeals for the libera-

tion of political prisoners and the amelioration of the lot of mi-

norities in various countries, East and West, South and North

In these last respects, our work has already met with great and

unexpected success. In recounting the success of the Founda-

tion during these first five months, however, we labour under

the handicap of being unable to be specific. Negotiations such

as we are conducting, as will readily be understood, cannot be

talked of, since to talk of them would nullify their efficacy.

As everybody who has ever attempted to create a large organ-

ization will understand, our chief effort during these early

months has been concerned with obtaining funds, and this must

continue for a considerable time since much of the work we

wish to do involves very considerable expense. We are opening

accounts in various countries to pay for local expenditure. We

have done various things to raise money, such as a sale of paint-

ings and sculpture generously donated to us by their creators.

We are sponsoring a film. We have hope of money from various

theatrical performances. But these alone will not suffice, unless

supplemented by gifts from individuals and organizations. It is

obvious that the more money we can collect the more nearly and

adequately we can carry out our aims. We are firmly convinced

that the Foundation can achieve the immense work it has under-

taken provided sufficient funds become available. We are work-

ing for a great cause — the preservation of Man. In this work

one might expect to have the support of every human being.

This alas, is not yet the case. It is our hope that, in time, it will

become so.
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LETTERS

From and to Erich Fromm

Gonzfilez Cosio No. 15

Mexico 12, D.F.

May 30th, 1962

Lord Bertrand Russell

care of Mrs. Clara Urquhart

London, W.1

Dear Bertrand Russell

I know how frightfully busy you must be before the Moscow

Conference, but I also believe that you will understand it if I

approach you for your advice and help with regard to the fate of

a man, Heinz Brandt, who was arrested last June by the East

German police in East Berlin, or Potsdam, and was sentenced

to thirteen years of hard labour (Zuchthaus) on the 10th of

May at a secret trial for espionage against the D,D.R.

Brandt was a German Communist before Hitler, for eleven

years was in Hitler’s prisons and concentration camps and se-

verely tortured in the latter. After the War he went to East Ger-

many and was a journalist there for the Communist Party. He

got more and more into opposition with that party, and eventu-

ally fled to West Germany where he took a job in Frankfort as a

journalist on the newspaper of the Metal Workers’ Union. He

was sent last year by his union to attend a union conference in

West Berlin, and apparently was kidnapped or lured into East

Berlin by the East German police, since nobody who knows him

believes that he would have gone voluntarily to East Germany.

The remarkable thing about him is that, in spite of having

turned against Communism he did not do what so many others

have done, become a rabid spokesman against Communism

in West Germany. On the contrary, he was one of the most pas-
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sionate and ardent fighters against West German re-armament,

for peace and for an understanding with the Soviet Union. Al-

though his union in Frankfort is not only the biggest but also

the most peace-minded union in West Germany, his courageous

stand made him enemies in many places and yet he fought for

his ideals without the slightest compromise.

I know that Brandt was left in a nervous condition from the

tortures he underwent in the Nazi camps, he has a wife and

three young children, and the sentence amounts to a life-long

one or even a death sentence, considering his present age of

around 55 and his condition. . . .

There was a great deal of protest and indignation going on

since he was arrested and again now after he was sentenced.

Naturally his case has been used for fanatical anti-Communist

propaganda by various circles. We, on the other hand, have

done all we could to prevent this kind of misuse, and we have

addressed ourselves in cables to Khrushchev and Ulbricht ask-

ing for Brandt’s release. (These cables were signed by a num-

ber of American pacifists and leading peace workers and also by

some from France [Claude Bourdet] and Germany [Professor

Abendroth].) After being sentenced, it seems that the only

hope for his liberation would lie in the fact that enough people,

and sufficiently influential ones from the Western Hemisphere,

would approach the Soviet people with the request to exert in-

fluence on the Ulbricht Government to pardon Brandt and re-

turn him to his family in West Germany. I thought myself that

the coming Congress in Moscow would be a good opportunity

for such an attempt. I intend to go there as an observer. I cabled

Professor Bernal some time ago and asked him whether, if I

went, I would be free to bring up the Brandt case, and he cabled

back that this was so. Naturally, the success of this action de-

pends on one fact: How many other non-Communists and

Western peace people will support this step? I hope very much

that you could decide to lend your support also.
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I enclose the declaration of the West German Socialistischer

Deutscher Studentenbund. Similar declarations have been

signed by Professor W. Abendroth, Professor H. J. Heydorn,

H. Brakemeier, and E. Dihne. (It may be known to you that

the Socialistischer Deutscher Studentenbund has been expelled

from the West German Democratic Party precisely because of

its stand against West German re-armament. )

I would have liked very much to talk with you before the

Moscow conference, about how one could best organize a step

in favour of Brandt. (I assume you will go to Moscow.) Would

you be kind enough to drop me a line how long you will be in

London, and when you will be in Moscow, and if you could see

me for an hour to discuss this case either before you leave or in

Moscow?

Yours sincerely

ERICH FROMM

Encl.

cc — Mrs. Clara Urquhart

1 July, 1962

Mr. Erich Fromm

Gonz4lez Cosio, No. 15

Mexico 12, D.F.

Dear Erich Fromm

I wish to apologize to you most sincerely for leaving your

letter of May 30th unanswered until now. I shall do anything

you advise with respect to Brandt. I have recently received two

communications from Khrushchev and can easily incorporate

the question of Brandt in my reply.

I am not going to Moscow but I am sending a personal repre-

sentative and four members of the Committee of 100 are going

as delegates. I should very much wish to see you in London. I

shall be in London until] around July 10 when I expect to be

returning to Wales. I should be delighted to see you in London
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at my home. Please contact me as soon as you come to London.

Good wishes.

Yours sincerely

BERTRAND RUSSELL

To Nikita Khrushchev

4 July, 1962

Dear Mr. Khrushchev

I am venturing to send to you a copy of a letter which I have

written to the Moscow Conference on Disarmament, dealing

with the case of Heinz Brandt. I hope you will agree with me

that clemency, in this case, would further the cause of peace.

My warmest thanks for your kind letter on the occasion of

my 90th birthday, which gave me great satisfaction.

Yours sincerely

BERTRAND RUSSELL

To the President of the Moscow Conference on Disarmament

A July, 1962

Sir

I wish to bring to the attention of this Conference the case of

Heinz Brandt, who has been sentenced in East Germany to thir-

teen years of prison with hard labour. I do not know the exact

nature of the charges against him. At first, he was to have been

charged with espionage, but, when he was brought to trial, this

charge was dropped. Heinz Brandt has been throughout his ac-

tive life a devoted and self-sacrificing worker for peace and

against West German re-armament. For eleven years during

Hitler’s régime, he was in prisons and concentration camps, In-

cluding Auschwitz and Buchenwald. To all friends of peace

and disarmament in West Germany, his arrest and condemna-

tion by the East German authorities were a severe blow, while

to the militarists of West Germany they supplied new argu-

ments and new reasons for bitterness. I have no doubt that, in

[275]



The Autobiography of Bertrand Russell

the interests of disarmament with which this Congress is con-

cerned, his release would be profoundly beneficial. I hope that

the Congress will pass a resolution asking for his release on

these grounds.

BERTRAND RUSSELL

To Walter Ulbricht

12 August, 1963

Herr Walter Ulbricht

Chairman

Council of State

Lothringerstrasse 1

Berlin E. 54

German Democratic Republic

Dear Herr Ulbricht

Recently I was honoured with an award for peace by your

government in the name of Carl von Ossietzky. I hold Ossietz-

ky’s memory in high regard and I honour that for which he

died. I am passionately opposed to the Cold War and to all

those who trade in it, so I felt it important to“Accept the honour

accorded me.

You will understand, therefore, the motives which lead me to,

once more, appeal to you on behalf of Heinz Brandt. I am most

deeply disturbed that I have not received so much as an ac-

knowledgement of my previous appeals on his behalf. Heinz

Brandt was a political prisoner, placed in concentration camp

along with Ossietzky. He has suffered many long years of im-

prisonment because he has stood by his political beliefs. I do not

raise the question here of the comparative merit or demerit of

those beliefs. I but ask you to consider the damage that is done

to the attempts to improve relations between your country and

the West and to soften the Cold War by the continued impris-

onment of Heinz Brandt. I appeal to you, once more, on

grounds of humanity, to release this man, and I should be
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grateful if you would inform me of your intentions with regard
to him.

Although I value the Ossietzky Medal, I am placed in an am-
biguous position by the continued imprisonment of Heinz

Brandt.

Yours sincerely

BERTRAND RUSSELL

On October 30, 1963, the Secretary of the East German State

Council wrote to me at great length to explain that “the spy

Brandt,” “condemned for treason,” had received the “justified

sentence” of thirteen years’ hard labour, the sentence to expire

in June 1974. Brandt had served only two years of this sen-

tence, and no long sentence could be conditionally suspended

until at least half of it had been served. “Reduction of the sen-

tence by act of grace” was not justified because of the seri-

ousness of the crimes. Herr Gotsche’s letter concluded: “I may

assume that you, too, dear Mr. Russell, will appreciate after in-

sight . . . that in this case the criminal law must be fully ap-

plied . . . inthe interest of humanity.”

To Walter Ulbricht

7 January, 1964

Chairman Walter Ulbricht

Pankow

German Democratic Republic

Dear Mr. Ulbricht

I am writing to you to tell you of my decision to return to

your Government the Carl von Ossietzky medal for peace. I do

so reluctantly and after two years of private approaches on be-

half of Heinz Brandt, whose continued imprisonment is a bar-

rier to co-existence, relaxation of tension and understanding be-

tween East and West.

My representative, Mr. Kinsey, spoke recently with officials
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of your governing council in East Berlin and he carried a mes-

sage from me.

I regret not to have heard from you on this subject. I hope

that you will yet find it possible to release Brandt through an

amnesty which would be a boon to the cause of peace and to

your country.

Yours sincerely

BERTRAND RUSSELL

29 May, 1964

Dear Premier Ulbricht

I am writing to convey my great pleasure at the news of the

release of Heinz Brandt from prison. I realize that this was not

an easy decision for your Government to make but I am abso-

lutely convinced that it was a decision in the best interests of

your country and of the cause of peace and good relations be-

tween East and West.

I wish to offer my appreciation and approval for this impor-

tant act of clemency.

Yours sincerely

BERTRAND RUSSELL

From and to Tony and Betty Ambatielos

Filonos 22

Piraeus, Greece

7 May, 1964

Dear Lord Russell

It will give my husband and I the greatest pleasure if, during

a visit we hope to make to Britain soon, we are able to meet you

and thank you personally for all your support over the years.

Meantime, however, we send you this brief letter as a token of

our deep gratitude and esteem.

We will be indebted to you always for assisting in bringing

about ‘Tony’s release and we know that his colleagues who were
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freed at the same time would wish us to convey their feelings of

gratitude towards you also. It is unfortunate that when so many

hundreds were at last freed, nearly one hundred were and are

still held. But we are all confident that with the continued inter-

est and support of such an esteemed and stalwart friend as

yourself, they too can be freed in the not too distant future.

With kind regards to Lady Russell and all good wishes aad

thanks

Yours sincerely

Bretry AMBATIELOS

Dear Lord Russell

I wish to send you these few lines to express my very deep

gratitude and respect to you for the way you championed the

cause of the political prisoners.

Your name is held in very high esteem among all of us.

Please accept my personal thanks for all you nave done.

Yours sincerely

Tony AMBATIELOS

13 May, 1964

Mr. and Mrs. T. Ambatielos

Filonos 22

Piraeus, Greece

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Ambatielos

Thank you very much for your letter. I should be delighted to

see you both in Wales or London. I have been corresponding

with Papandreou, pressing him for the release of remaining

prisoners and the dropping of recent charges in Salonika.

With kind regards,

Yours sincerely

BERTRAND RUSSELL
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From and to Lord Gladwyn

30 Gresham Street

London, E.C.2

3rd November, 1964

Dear Lord Russell

I have read with great interest, on my return from America,

your letter of September 11th which was acknowledged by my

secretary. It was indeed kind of you to send me the literature

concerning the Bertrand Russell Peace Foundation and the

paper entitled “Africa and the Movement for Peace” and to ask

for my views, which are as follows:

As a general observation, I should at once say that I question

your whole major premise. I really do not think that general

nuclear war is getting more and more likely: I believe, on the

contrary, that it is probably getting less and less likely. I do not

think that either the U.S.A. or the U.S.S.R. has the slightest

intention of putting the other side into a position in which it

may feel it will have to use nuclear weapons on a “first strike”

for its own preservation (if that very word is not in itself para-

doxical in the circumstances). Nor will the Chinese for a long

time have the means of achieving a “first strike,” and when they

have they likewise will not want to achieve it. We are no doubt

in for a difficult, perhaps even a revolutionary decade and the

West must stand together and discuss wise joint policies for

facing it, otherwise we may well lapse into mediocrity, anarchy,

or barbarism. If we do evolve an intelligent common policy not

only will there be no general nuclear war, but we shall over-

come the great evils of hunger and overpopulation. Here, how-

ever, to my mind, everything depends on the possibility of or-

ganizing Western unity.

Nor do I believe that “war by accident,” though just conceiv-

able, is a tenable hypothesis. Thus the so-called “Balance of

Terror” (by which I mean the ability of each of the two giants

to inflict totally unacceptable damage on the other even on a
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“second strike”) is likely to result in the maintenance of exist-

ing territorial boundaries (sometimes referred to as the “Status

Quo”) in all countries in which the armed forces of the East

and West are in physical contact, and a continuance of the so-

called “Cold War,” in other words a struggle for influence be-

tween the free societies of the West and the Communist socie-

ties of the East, in the “emergent” countries of South America,

Africa, and Asia. I developed this general thesis in 1958 in an

essay called “Is Tension Necessary?” and events since then

have substantially confirmed it. The Balance of Terror has not

turned out to be so “delicate” as some thought; with the passage

of time I should myself say that it was getting even less fragile.

In the “Cold War” struggle the general position of the West

is likely to be strengthened by the recent ideological break be-

tween the Soviet Union and China, which seems likely to persist

in spite of the fall of Khrushchev. Next to the “Balance of Ter-

ror” between Russia and America I should indeed place the

split as a major factor militating in favour of prolonged World

Peace, in the sense of an absence of nuclear war. The chief fea-

ture of the present landscape, in fact (and it is a reassuring

one), is that America and Russia are becoming less afraid of

each other. The one feels that the chances of a subversion of its

free economy are substantially less: the other feels that no at-

tack can now possibly be mounted against it by the Western

“Capitalists.”

Naturally, I do not regard this general situation as ideal, or

even as one which is likely to continue for a very long period. It

is absurd that everybody, and more particularly the U.S.A. and

the U.S.S.R., should spend such colossal sums on armaments,

though it seems probable that, the nuclear balance having been

achieved, less money will be devoted to reinforcing or even to

maintaining it. It is wrong, in principle, that Germany should

continue to be divided. Clearly general disarmament is desir-

able, though here it is arguable that it will not be achieved until
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an agreed settlement of outstanding political problems, and no-

tably the reunification of Germany, is peacefully negotiated.

The truth may well be that in the absence of such settlements

both sides are in practice reluctant to disarm beyond a certain

point, and without almost impossible guarantees, and are apt to

place the blame for lack of progress squarely on the other.

What is demonstrably untrue is that the West are to blame

whereas the Soviet Union is guiltless. In particular, I question

your statement (in the African paper) that the Soviet Union

has already agreed to disarm and to accept adequate inspection

in all the proper stages, and that failure to agree on disarma-

ment is solely the responsibility of the West. The facts are that

although the Soviet Government has accepted full verification

of the destruction of all armaments due for destruction in the

various stages of both the Russian and the American Draft Dis-

armament Treaties, they have not agreed that there should be

anv verification of the balance of armaments remaining in exist-

ence. There would thus, under the Russian proposal, be no

guarantee at all that retained armed forces and armaments did

not exceed agreed quotas at any stage. Here the Americans have

made a significant concession, namely to be content in the early

stages with a system of verifying in a few sample areas only:

but the Soviet Government has so far turned a deaf ear to such

suggestions. Then there is the whole problem of the run-down

and its relation to the Agreed Principles, as regards which the

Soviet intentions have not, as yet, been fully revealed. Finally

the West want to have the International Peace-Keeping Force,

which would clearly be required in the event of complete disar-

mament, under an integrated and responsible Command, but

the Soviet Government is insisting, for practical purposes, on

the introduction into the Command of a power of veto.

It follows that I cannot possibly agree with your subsequent

statement either that “if we are to alter the drift to destruction it

will be necessary to change Western policy (my italics)” —
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and apparently Western policy only. At the time of the Cuba

Crisis you circujated a leaflet entitled “No Nuclear War over

Cuba,” which started off “You are to die.” We were to die, it

appeared, unless public opinion could under your leadership be

mobilized so as to alter American policy, thus allowing the So-

viet Government to establish hardened nuclear missile bases in

Cuba for use against the United States. Happily, no notice was

taken of your manifesto: the Russians discontinued their sui-

cidal policy; and President Kennedy by his resolution and far-

sightedness saved the world. We did not die. Someday, all of us

will die, but not, I think in the great holocaust of the Western

imagination. The human animal, admittedly, has many of the

characteristics of a beast of prey: mercifully he does not possess

the suicidal tendencies of the lemmings. What we want in the

world is less fear and more love. With great respect, I do not

think that your campaign is contributing to either objective.

These are matters of great moment to our people and indeed

to humanity. I should hope that you would one day be prepared

to advance your proposals in the House of Lords where they

could be subjected to intelligent scrutiny. In the meantime |

suggest that we agree to publish this letter together with your

reply, if indeed you should feel that one is called for.

Yours sincerely

GLADWYN

Plas Penrhyn

14 November, 1964

Dear Lord Gladwyn

Thank you for your long, reasoned letter of November 3rd. I

shal] take up your points one by one.

I. You point out that the danger of a nuclear war between

Russia and the West is less than it was a few years ago. As

regards a direct clash between NATO and the Warsaw Powers,

I agree with you that the danger is somewhat diminished. On
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the other hand, new dangers have arisen. All the Powers of East

and West, ever since Hiroshima, have agreed that the danger of

nuclear war is increased when new Powers become nuclear. But

nothing has been done to prevent the spread of nuclear weap-

ons. France and Belgium, India and China and Brazil have or

are about to have nuclear weapons. West Germany is on the

verge of acquiring a share in NATO weapons. As for China,

you say that it will be a long time before China will be effective,

but I see no reason to believe this. The West thought that it

would be a long time before Russia had the A-bomb. When

Russia had the A-bomb, the West thought it would be a long

time before they had the H-bomb. Both these expectations

turned out to be illusions.

You consider war by accident so improbable that it can be

ignored. There is, however, the possibility of war by mistake.

This has already almost occurred several times through mistak-

ing the moon for Soviet planes or some such misreading of

radar signals. It cannot be deemed unlikely that, sooner or later,

such a mistake will not be discovered in time.

Moreover, it is a simple matter of mathematical statistics that

the more nuclear missiles there are the greater is the danger of

nuclear accident. Vast numbers of rockets and other missiles,

primed for release and dependent upon mechanical systems and

slight margins in time, are highly subject to accident. Any in-

surance company would establish this where the factors in-

volved relate to civilian activity such as automobile transport or

civilian aviation. In this sense, the danger of accidental war in-

creases with each day that the weapons systems are permitted to

remain. Nor is the danger wholly mechanical: human beings,

even well “screened” and highly trained, are subject to hysteria

and madness of various sorts when submitted to the extreme

tensions and concentration that many men having to do with

nuclear weapons now are submitted to.
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Another danger is the existence of large, adventurous, and

very powerful groups in the United States. The U.S. Govern-

ment has run grave risks in attacks on North Vietnam forces. In

the recent election some 40 per cent or thereabouts, of the popu-

lation voted for Goldwater, who openly advocated war. Warlike

groups can, at any moment, create an incident such as the U-2

which put an end to the conciliatory mood of Camp David.

In estimating the wisdom of a policy, it is necessary to con-

sider not only the possibility of a bad result, but also the degree

of badness of the result. The extermination of the human race is

the worst possible result, and even if the probability of its oc-

curring is sinall, its disastrousness should be a deterrent to any

policy which allows of it.

II. You admit that the present state of the world is not desir-

able and suggest that the only way of improving it is by way of

Western unity. Your letter seems to imply that this unity is to

be achieved by all countries of the West blindly following one

policy. Such unity does not seem to me desirable. Certainly the

policy to which you appear to think the West should adhere —

a policy which upholds the present United States war in South

Vietnam and the economic imperialism of the U.S. in the Congo

and Latin America — cannot possibly avoid a lapse into medi-

ocrity, anarchy, or barbarism, which you say you wish above all

to avoid.

The United States is conducting a war in Vietnam in which

it has tolerated and supervised every form of bestiality against a

primitively armed peasant population. Disembowelments, muti-

lations, mass bombing raids with jelly-gasoline, the obliteration

of over 75 per cent of the villages of the country and the des-

patch of eight million people to internment camps have charac-

terized this war. Such conduct cannot be described as an or-

dered bulwark against mediocrity, anarchy, or barbarism.

There is a large body of opinion in the United States itself that
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opposes this war, but the Government persists in carrying it on.

The unity that you advocate would do little to encourage the

U.S. Government to alter its policy. The U.S. policy in the

Congo promises to be similar to that in Vietnam in cruelty. The

Western nations show no signs of encouraging any other policy

there. (I enclose two pamphlets dealing with Vietnam and the

Congo in case you have not seen them. )

Universal unity, however, such as might be achieved by a

World Government, I am entirely persuaded 1s necessary to the

peace of the world.

III. You find fault with me on the ground that I seem to hold

the West always to blame and the Soviet Union always guilt-

less. This is by no means the case. While Stalin lived, I consid-

ered his policies abominable. More recently, I protested vigor-

ously against the Russian tests that preceded the Test-Ban

Treaty. At present, I am engaged in pointing out the ill-treat-

ment of Jews in the Soviet Union. It is only in certain respects,

of which Cuba was the most important, that I think the greatest

share of blame falls upon the United States.

IV. Your comments on the Cuban Crisis are»to me, utterly

amazing. You say that the way the solution was arrived at was

that “the Russians discontinued their suicidal policy; and Presi-

dent Kennedy by his resolution and far-sightedness saved the

world.” This seems to me a complete reversal of the truth. Rus-

sia and America had policies leading directly to nuclear war.

Khrushchev, when he saw the danger, abandoned his policy.

Kennedy did not. It was Khrushchev who allowed the human

race to continue, not Kennedy.

Apart from the solution of the crisis, Russian policy towards

Cuba would have been justifiable but for the danger of war,

whereas American policy was purely imperialistic. Cuba estab-

lished a kind of Government which the U.S. disliked, and the

US. considered that its dislike justified attempts to alter the
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character of the Government by force. I do not attempt to jus-

tify the establishment of missiles on Cuban soil, but I do not see

how the West can justify its objection to these missiles. The

U.S. has established missiles in Quemoy, in Matsu, in Taiwan,

Turkey, Iran, and all the countries on the periphery of China

and the Soviet Union which host nuclear bases. I am interested

in your statement that the Soviet Government was establishirs

hardened nuclear missile bases in Cuba, especially as neither

Mr. Macmillan nor Lord Home stated that the missiles in Cuba

were nuclear, fitted with nuclear warheads or accompanied by

nuclear warheads on Cuban soil.

In view of the conflict at the Bay of Pigs, it cannot be main-

tained that Cuba had no excuse for attempts to defend itself. In

view of Kennedy’s words to the returned Cuban exiles after the

crisis, it cannot be said that Cuba still has no excuse.

You speak of “the free world.” Cuba seems a case in point.

The West seems little freer than the East.

You allude to my leaflet “Act or Perish.” This was written at

the height of the crisis when most informed people were expect-

ing universal death within a few hours. After the crisis passed,

I no longer considered such emphatic language appropriate, but

as an expression of the right view at the moment, I still consider

it correct.

V. You say, and I emphatically agree with you, that what the

world needs is less fear and more love. You think that it is to be

achieved by the balance of terror. Is it not evident that, so long

as the doctrine of the balance of terror prevails, there will be

continually new inventions which will increase the expense of

armaments until both sides are reduced to penury? The balance

of terror consists of two expensively armed blocs, each saying to

the other, “I should like to destroy you, but I fear that, if I did,

you would destroy me.” Do you really consider that this is a

way to promote love? If you do not, I wish that you had given
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Some indication of a way that you think feasible. All that you

say about this is that you see no way except disarmament, but

that disarmament is not feasible unless various political ques-

tions have first been settled.

My own view is that disarmament could now come about.

Perhaps you know Philip Noel-Baker’s pamphlet “The Way to

World Disarmament — Now!” In it he notes accurately and

dispassionately the actual record of disarmament negotiations. I

enclose it with this letter in case you do not know it. He has

said, among other things, that Soviet proposals entail the pres-

ence of large numbers of inspectors on Soviet territory during

all stages of disarmament. In 1955 the Soviet Union accepted in

full the Western disarmament proposals. The Western propos-

als were withdrawn at once upon their acceptance by the Soviet

Union. It is far from being only the West that cries out for dis-

armament: China has pled for it again and again, the last time

a few days ago.

As to the expense of present arms-production programmes, I,

naturally, agree with you. Arms production on the part of the

great powers Is in excess of the gross national product of three

continents — Africa, Latin America, and Asia.

I also agree that disarmament would be easier to achieve if

various political questions were first settled. It is for this reason

that the Peace Foundation of which I wrote you is engaged at

present in an examination of these questions and discussions

with those directly involved in them in the hope of working out

with them acceptable and feasible solutions. And it is with a

view to enhancing the love and mitigating the hate in the world

that the Foundation is engaged in Questions relating to political

prisoners and members of families separated by politica] ruling

and red tape and to unhappy minorities. It has had surprising

and considerable success in all these fields during the first year

of its existence.
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As to publication, I am quite willing that both your letter and

mine should be published in full.

Yours sincerely

Russe.

enc:

“Vietnam and Laos” by Bertrand Russell and William War-

bey, M.P.

“The Way to World Disarmament — Now!” by Philip Noel-

Baker

Unarmed Victory by Bertrand Russell

“The Cold War and World Poverty” by Bertrand Russell

“Freedom in Iran” by K. Zaki

“Oppression on South Arabia” by Bertrand Russell

“Congo — a Tragedy” by R. Schoenman

No reply was ever received by me to this letter to Lord Glad-

wyn who, so far as I know, never published either of the above

letters.

SIXTEEN QUESTIONS ON THE ASSASSINATION

The official version of the assassination of President Kennedy

has been so riddled with contradictions that it has been aban-

doned and rewritten no less than three times. Blatant fabrica-

tions have received very widespread coverage by the mass

media, but denials of these same lies have gone unpublished.

Photographs, evidence, and affidavits have been doctored out of

recognition. Some of the most important aspects of the case

against Lee Harvey Oswald have been completely blacked out.

Meanwhile the FBI, the police, and the Secret Service have

[ 289 ]



The Autobiography of Bertrand Russell

tried to silence key witnesses or instruct them what evidence to

give, Others involved have disappeared or died in extraordinary

circumstances,

It is facts such as these that demand attention, and which the

Warren Commission should have regarded as vital. Although I

am writing before the publication of the Warren Commission’s

report, leaks to the press have made much of its contents pre-

dictable. Because of the high office of its members and the fact

of its establishment by President Johnson, the Commission has

been widely regarded as a body of holy men appointed to pro-

nounce the Truth. An impartial examination of the composition

and conduct of the Commission suggests quite otherwise.

The Warren Commission has been utterly unrepresentative

of the American people. It consisted of two Democrats, Senator

Russell of Georgia and Congressman Boggs of Louisiana, both

of whose racist views have brought shame on the United States;

two Republicans, Senator Cooper of Kentucky and Congress-

man Gerald R. Ford of Michigan, the latter of whom is Jeader

of his local Goldwater movement, a former member of the FBI,

and is known in Washington as the spokesman for that institu-

tion; Allen Dulles, former director of the CIA; and Mr. Mc-

Cloy, who has been referred to as the spokesman for the busi-

ness community. Leadership of the filibuster in the Senate

against the Civil Rights Bill prevented Senator Russell attend-

ing a single hearing during this period. The Chief Justice of the

United States Supreme Court, Earl Warren, who rightly com-

mands respect, was finally persuaded, much against his will, to

preside over the Commission, and it was his involvement above

all else that helped lend the Commission an aura of legality and

authority. Yet many of its members were also members of those

very groups which have done so much to distort and suppress

the facts about the assassination. Because of their connection

with the Government, not one member would have been per-

mitted under American law to serve on a jury had Oswald faced
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trial. It is small wonder that the Chief Justice himself re-

marked: “You may never know all of the facts in your life

time.” Here, then, is my first question: Why were all the mem-

bers of the Warren Commission closely connected with the U.S.

Government?

If the composition of the Commission was suspect, its con-

duct confirmed one’s worst fears. No counsel was permitted to

act for Oswald, so that cross-examination was barred. Later,

under pressure, the Commission appointed the President of the

American Bar Association, Walter Craig, one of the leaders of

the Goldwater movement in Arizona, to represent Oswald. To

my knowledge he did not attend a single hearing, but satisfied

himself with representation by observers. In the name of na-

tional security, the Commission’s hearings were held in secret,

thereby continuing the policy which has marked the entire

course of the case. This prompts my second question: If, as we

are told, Oswald was the lone assassin, where is the issue of

national security? Indeed, precisely the same question must be

put here as was posed in France during the Dreyfus case: If the

Government is so certain of its case, why has it conducted all its

enquiries in the strictest secrecy?

At the outset the Commission appointed six panels through

which it would conduct its enquiry. They considered: (1)

What did Oswald do on November 22, 1963? (2) What was

Oswald’s background? (3) What did Oswald do in the U.S.

Marine Corps, and in the Soviet Union? (4) How did Ruby kill

Oswald? (5) What is Ruby’s background? (6) What efforts

were taken to protect the President on November 22? This

raises my fourth question: Why did the Warren Commission

not establish a panel to deal with the question of who killed

President Kennedy?

All the evidence given to the Commission has been classified

“Top Secret,” including even a request that hearings be held in

public. Despite this the Commission itself leaked much of the
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evidence to the press, though only if the evidence tended to

prove Oswald was the lone assassin. Thus Chief Justice War-

ren held a press conference after Oswald’s wife, Marina, had

testified, he said, that she believed her husband was the assas-

sin. Before Oswald’s brother Robert, testified, he gained the

Commission’s agreement never to comment on what he said.

After he had testified for two days, Allen Dulles remained in the

hearing room and several members of the press entered. The

next day the newspapers were full of stories that “a member of

the Commission” had told the press that Robert Oswald had

just testified that he believed that his brother was an agent of

the Soviet Union. Robert Oswald was outraged by this, and

said that he could not remain silent while lies were told about

his testimony. He had never said this and he had never believed

it. All that he had told the Commission was that he believed his

brother was in no way involved in the assassination.

The methods adopted by the Commission have indeed been

deplorable, but it is important to challenge the entire role of the

Warren Commission. It stated that It would not conduct its own

investigation, but rely instead on the existing governmental

agencies — the FBI, the Secret Service, and the Dallas police.

Confidence in the Warren Commission thus presupposes confi-

dence in these three institutions. Why have so many liberals

abandoned their own responsibility to a Commission whose cir-

cumstances they refuse to examine?

It is known that the strictest and most elaborate security pre-

cautions ever taken for a President of the United States were

ordered for November 22 in Dallas. The city had a reputation

for violence and was the home of some of the most extreme

right-wing fanatics in America. Mr. and Mrs. Lyndon Johnson

had been assailed there in 1960 when he was a candidate for the

Vice-Presidency. Adlai Stevenson had been physically attacked

when he spoke in the city only a month before Kennedy’s visit.

On the morning of November 22, the Dallas Morning News
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carried a full-page advertisement associating the President with

Communism. The city was covered with posters showing the

President’s picture and headed “Wanted for Treason.” The

Dallas list of subversives comprised twenty-three names, of

which Oswald’s was the first. All of them were followed that

day, except Oswald. Why did the authorities follow as potential

assassins every single person who had ever spoken out publicly

in favour of desegregation of the public school system in Dal-

las, and fail to observe Oswald’s entry into the book depository

building while allegedly carrying a rifle over four feet long?

The President’s route for his drive through Dallas was

widely known and was printed in the Dallas Morning News on

November 22. At the last minute the Secret Service changed a

small part of their plans so that the President left Main Street

and turned into Houston and Elm Streets. This alteration took

the President past the book depository building from which it is

alleged that Oswald shot him. How Oswald is supposed to have

known of this change has never been explained. Why was the

President's route changed at the last minute to take him past

Oswald's place of work?

After the assassination and Oswald’s arrest, judgement was

pronounced swiftly: Oswald was the assassin, and he had acted

alone. No attempt was made to arrest others, no road blocks

were set up round the area, and every piece of evidence which

tended to incriminate Oswald was announced to the press by the

Dallas District Attorney, Mr. Wade. In such a way millions of

people were prejudiced against Oswald before there was any

opportunity for him to be brought to trial. The first theory an-

nounced by the authorities was that the President’s car was In

Houston Street, approaching the book depository building,

when Oswald opened fire. When available photographs and eye-

witnesses had shown this to be quite untrue, the theory was

abandoned and a new one formulated which placed the vehicle

in its correct position.
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Meanwhile, however, D.A. Wade had announced that three

days after Oswald’s room in Dallas had been searched, a map

had been found there on which the book depository building

had been circled and dotted lines drawn from the building to a

vehicle on Houston Street. After the first theory was proved

false, the Associated Press put out the following story on No-

vember 27: “Dallas authorities announced today that there

never was a map. Any reference to the map was a mistake.”

The second theory correctly placed the President’s car on

Elm Street, 50 to 75 yards past the book depository, but had to

contend with the difficulty that the President was shot from the

front, in the throat. How did Oswald manage to shoot the Presi-

dent in the front from behind? The FBI held a series of back-

ground briefing sessions for Life Magazine, which in its issue

of December 6 explained that the President had turned com-

pletely round just at the time he was shot. This, too, was soon

shown to be entirely false. It was denied by several witnesses

and films, and the previous issue of Life itself had shown the

President looking forward as he was hit. Theory number two

was abandoned. “

In order to retain the basis of all official thinking, that Os-

wald was the lone assassin, it now became necessary to con-

struct a third theory with the medical evidence altered to fit it.

For the first month no Secret Service agent had ever spoken to

the three doctors who had tried to save Kennedy’s life in the

Parkland Memorial Hospital. Now two agents spent three

hours with the doctors and persuaded them that they were all

misinformed: the entrance wound in the President’s throat had

been an exit wound, and the bullet had not ranged down to-

wards the lungs. Asked by the press how they could have been

so mistaken, Dr. McClelland advanced two reasons: they had

not seen the autopsy report — and they had not known that Os-

wald was behind the President! The autopsy report, they had

been told by the Secret Service, showed that Kennedy had been
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shot from behind. The agents, however, had refused to show

the report to the doctors, who were entirely dependent upon the

word of the Secret Service for this suggestion. The doctors

made it clear that they were not permitted to discuss the case.

The third theory, with the medical evidence rewritten, remains

the basis of the case against Oswald. Why has the medical evi-

dence concerning the President’s death been altered out of rec-

ognition?

Although Oswald is alleged to have shot the President from

behind, there are many witnesses who are confident that the

shots came from the front. Among them are two reporters from

the Fort Worth Star Telegram, four from the Dallas Morning

News, and two people who were standing in front of the book

depository building itself, the director of the book depository

and the vice-president of the firm. It appears that only two peo-

ple immediately entered the building, the director, Mr. Roy S.

Truly, and a Dallas police officer, Seymour Weitzman. Both

thought that the shots had come from in front of the President’s

vehicle. On first running in that direction, Weitzman was in-

formed by “someone” that he thought the shots had come from

the building, so he rushed back there. Truly entered with him

in order to assist with his knowledge of the building. Mr. Jesse

Curry, however, the Chief of Police in Dallas, has stated that he

was immediately convinced that the shots came from the build-

ing. If anyone else believes this, he has been reluctant to say so

to date. It is also known that the first bulletin to go out on Dal-

las police radios stated that “the shots came from a triple over-

pass in front of the presidential automobile.” In addition, there

is the consideration that after the first shot the vehicle was

brought almost to a halt by the trained Secret Service driver, an

unlikely response if the shots had indeed come from behind.

Certainly Mr. Roy Kellerman, who was in charge of the Secret

Service operation in Dallas that day, and travelled in the presi-

dential car, looked to the front as the shots were fired. The Se-
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cret Service have removed all the evidence from the car, so it is

no longer possible to examine the broken windscreen. What is

the evidence to substantiate the allegation that the President

was shot from behind?

Photographs taken at the scene of the crime could be most

helpful. One young lady standing just to the left of the presi-

dential car as the shots were fired took photographs of the vehi-

cle just before and during the shooting, and was thus able to get

into her picture the entire front of the book depository building.

Two FBI agents immediately took the film from her and have

refused to this day to permit her to see the photographs which

she took. Why has the FBI refused to publish what could be the

most reliable piece of evidence in the whole case?

In this connection it is noteworthy also that it is impossible to

obtain the originals of photographs of the various alleged mur-

der weapons. When Time Magazine published a photograph of

Oswald’s arrest — the only one ever seen — the entire back-

ground was blacked out for reasons which have never been ex-

plained. It is difficult to recall an occasion for so much falsifica-

tion of photographs as has happened in the Oswal® case.

The affidavit by police officer Weitzman, who entered the

book depository building, stated that he found the alleged mur-

der rifle on the sixth floor. (It was at first announced that the

rifle had been found on the fifth floor, but this was soon al-

tered.) It was a German 7.65 mm. Mauser. Late the following

day, the FBI issued its first proclamation. Oswald had pur-

chased in March 1963 an Italian 6.5 mm. carbine. D.A. Wade

immediately altered the nationality and size of his weapon to

conform to the FBI statement.

Several photographs have been published of the alleged mur-

der weapon. On February 21, 1964, Life Magazine carried on

its cover a picture of “Lee Oswald with the weapons he used to

kill President Kennedy and Officer Tippit.” On page 80, Life
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explained that the photograph was taken during the spring of

1963. According to the FBI, Oswald purchased his pistol in

September 1963. The New York Times carried a picture of the

alleged murder weapon being taken by police into the Dallas

police station. The rifle is quite different. Experts have stated

that it would be impossible to pull the trigger on the rifle in

Life’s picture. The New York Times also carried the same pho-

tograph as Life, but left out the telescopic sights. On March 2,

Newsweek used the same photograph but painted in an entirely

new rifle. Then on April 13 the Latin American edition of Life

carried the same picture on its cover as the U.S. edition had on

February 21, but in the same issue on page 18 it had the same

picture with the rifle altered. How is it that millions of people

have been misled by complete forgeries in the press?

Another falsehood concerning the shooting was a story circu-

lated by the Associated Press on November 23 from Los Ange-

les. This reported Oswald’s former superior cfficer in the Ma-

rine Corps as saying that Oswald was a crack shot and a

hothead. The story was published everywhere. Three hours

later AP sent out a correction deleting the entire story from Los

Angeles. The officer had checked his records and it had turned

out that he was talking about another man. He had never

known Oswald. To my knowledge this correction has yet to be

published by a single major publication.

The Dallas police took a paraffin test of Oswald’s face and

hands to try to establish that he had fired a weapon on Novem-

ber 22. The Chief of the Dallas Police, Jesse Curry, announced

on November 23 that the result of the test “proves Oswald is the

assassin.” The Director of the FBI in the Dallas-Fort Worth

area in charge of the investigation stated: “I have seen the par-

affin test. The paraffin test proves that Oswald had nitrates and

gunpowder on his hands and face. It proves he fired a rifle on

November 22.” Not only does this unreliable test not prove any

[297]



The Autobiography of Bertrand Russell

such thing, it was later discovered that the test on Oswald’s face

was in fact negative, suggesting that it was unlikely he fired a

rifle that day. Why was the result of the paraffin test altered

before being announced by the authorities?

Oswald, it will be recalled, was originally arrested and

charged with the murder of Patrolman Tippit. Tippit was

killed at 1:06 p.m. on November 22 by a man who first engaged

him in conversation, then caused him to get out of the station-

ary police car in which he was sitting and shot him with a pis-

tol. Miss Helen L. Markham, who states that she is the sole eye-

witness to this crime, gave the Dallas police a description of the

assailant. After signing her affidavit, she was instructed by the

FBI, the Secret Service, and many police officers that she was

not permitted to discuss the case with anyone. The affidavit’s

only description of the killer was that he was a “young white

man.” Miss Markham later revealed that the killer had run

right up to her and past her, brandishing the pistol, and she

repeated the description of the murderer which she had given

to the police. He was, she said, “short, heavy, and had bushy

hair.” (The police description of Oswald was that he was of

average height, or a little taller, was slim and had receding fair

hair.) Miss Markham’s affidavit is the entire case against Os-

wald for the murder of Patrolman Tippit, yet District Attorney

Wade asserted: “We have more evidence to prove Oswald

killed Tippit than we have to show he killed the President.”

The case against Oswald for the murder of Tippit, he contin-

ued, was an absolutely strong case. Why was the only descrip-

tion of Tippit’s killer deliberately omitted by the police from the

affidavit of the sole eye-witness?

Oswald’s description was broadcast by the Dallas police only

twelve minutes after the President was shot. This raises one of

the most extraordinary questions ever posed in a murder case:

Why was Oswald's description in connection with the murder

of Patrolman Tippit broadcast over Dallas police radio at
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12:43 p.m. on November 22, when Tippit was not shot until

1:06?

According to Mr. Bob Considine, writing in the New York
Journal American, there had been another person who had

heard the shots that were fired at Tippit. Warren Reynolds had

heard shooting in the street from a nearby room and had rushed

to the window to see the murderer run off. Reynolds himse'!

was later shot through the head by a rifleman. A man was ar-

rested for this crime but produced an alibi. His girl-friend,

Betty Mooney McDonald, told the police she had been with him

at the time Reynolds was shot. The Dallas police immediately

dropped the charges against him, even before Reynolds had

time to recover consciousness and attempt to identify his assail-

ant. The man at once disappeared, and two days later the Dallas

police arrested Betty Mooney McDonald on a minor charge and

it was announced that she had hanged herself in the police cell.

She had been a strip-tease artist in Jack Ruby’s nightclub, ac-

cording to Mr. Considine.

Another witness to receive extraordinary treatment in the Os-

wald case was his wife, Marina. She was taken to the jail while

her husband was still alive and shown a rifle by Chief of Police

Jesse Curry. Asked if it was Oswald’s, she replied that she be-

lieved Oswald had a rifle but that it didn’t look like that. She

and her mother-in-law were in great danger following the assas-

sination because of the threat of public revenge on them. At this

time they were unable to obtain a single police officer to protect

them. Immediately Oswald was killed, however, the Secret

Service illegally held both women against their will. After three

days they were separated and Marina has never again been ac-

cessible to the public. Held in custody for nine weeks and ques-

tioned almost daily by the FBI and Secret Service, she finally

testified to the Warren Commission and, according to Earl

Warren, said that she believed her husband was the assas
sin.

The Chief Justice added that the next day they intended to
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show Mrs. Oswald the murder weapon and the Commission

was fairly confident that she would identify it as her husband’s.

The following day Earl Warren announced that this had indeed

happened. Mrs. Oswald is still in the custody of the Secret Serv-

ice. To isolate a witness for nine weeks and to subject her to

repeated questioning by the Secret Service in this manner is

reminiscent of police behaviour in other countries, where it Is

called brain-washing. How was it possible for Earl Warren to

forecast that Marina Oswald’s evidence would be exactly the

reverse of what she had previously believed?

After Ruby had killed Oswald, D.A. Wade made a statement

about Oswald’s movements following the assassination. He ex-

plained that Oswald had taken a bus, but he described the point

at which Oswald had entered the vehicle as seven blocks away

from the point located by the bus driver in his affidavit. Oswald,

Wade continued, then took a taxi driven by a Darryl! Click,

who had signed an affidavit. An enquiry at the City Transporta-

tion Company revealed that no such taxi driver had ever existed

in Dallas. Presented with this evidence, Wade altered the driv-

er’s name to William Wahley. Wade has been*D.A. in Dallas

for fourteen years and before that was an FBI agent. How does

a District Attorney of Wade's great experience account for all

the extraordinary changes in evidence and testimony which he

has announced during the Oswald case?

These are only a few of the questions raised by the official

versions of the assassination and by the way in which the entire

case against Oswald has been conducted. Sixteen questions are

no substitute for a full examination of all the factors in this

case, but I hope that they indicate the importance of such an

investigation. I am indebted to Mr. Mark Lane, the New York

criminal lawyer who was appointed counsel for Oswald by his

mother, for much of the information in this article. Mr. Lane’s

enquiries, which are continuing, deserve widespread support. A

Citizens’ Committee of Inquiry has been established in New
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York" for such a purpose, and comparable committees are

being set up in Europe.

In Britain I invited people eminent in the intellectual life of

the country to join a “Who Killed Kennedy Committee,” which

at the moment of writing consists of the following people: Mr.

John Arden, playwright; Mrs. Carolyn Wedgwood Benn, from

Cincinnati, wife of Anthony Wedgwood Benn, M.P.; Lori

Boyd-Orr, former director-general of the U.N. Food and Agri-

cultural Organization and a Nobel Peace Prize winner; Mr.

John Calder, publisher; Professor William Empson, Professor

of English Literature at Sheffield University; Mr. Michael

Foot, Member of Parliament; Mr. Kingsley Martin, former edi-

tor of the New Statesman; Sir Compton Mackenzie, writer; Mr.

J. B. Priestley, playwright and author; Sir Herbert Read, art

critic; Mr. Tony Richardson, film director; Dr. Mervyn Stock-

wood, Bishop of Southward; Professor Hugh Trevor-Roper,

Regius Professor of Modern History at Oxford University; Mr.

Kenneth Tynan, Literary Manager of the National Theatre;

and myself.

We view the problem with the utmost seriousness. U.S. Em-

bassies have long ago reported to Washington world-wide dis-

belief in the official charges against Oswald, but this has never

been reflected by the American press. No U.S. television pro-

gramme or mass circulation newspaper has challenged the per-

manent basis of all the allegations — that Oswald was the as-

sassin, and that he acted alone. It is a task which is left to the

American people.

* Room 422, 156 Fifth Avenue, New York, N.Y. (telephone: YU 9-6850).

[ 301 ]



The Autobiography of Bertrand Russell

THE LABOUR PARTY'S FOREIGN POLICY

A speech delivered at the London School of Economics on

15th February, 1965 by Bertrand Russell

Before his speech, which begins overleaf, Lord Russell made

this emergency statement on the situation in Vietnam:

The world is on the brink of war as it was at the time of the

Cuban Crisis. American attacks on North Vietnam are desperate

acts of piratical madness. The people of South Vietnam want neu-

trality and independence for their country. America, in the course

of a war of pure domination in the South, attacked a sovereign

state in the North because the U.S. has been defeated by the re-

sistance of the entire population in South Vietnam.

We must demand the recall of the Geneva Conference for im-

mediate negotiations. I urge world protest at every U.S. Embassy.

And in Britain the craven and odious support for American mad-

ness by the Labour Government must be attacked by meetings,

marches, demonstrations, and all other forms of protest.

If this aggressive war is not ended now, the World will face

total war. The issue must be resolved without a nuclear war. This

is only possible by world outcry against the United States. The

American proposition that an independent Vietnam free of U.S.

control is worse than a nuclear war is madness. If America is al-

lowed to have its cruel way, the world will be the slave of the

United States.

Once more America summons mankind to the brink of world

war.

Once more America is willing to run the risk of destroying the

human race rather than bow to the general will.

Either America is stopped now or there will be crisis after

crisis until, in utter weariness, the world decides for suicide.

My purpose in what I am about to say is to examine the rela-

tions between the foreign policy of the Labour Party before the

General Election and the policy of the Labour Government in
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regard to international politics. I should like to recall to you,

first, the preamble to that section — almost of the last — in the

Labour Manifesto of last September, entitled “New Prospects

for Peace.” I take it from The Times of September 12th.

It begins with a very brief history of East-West relations

since 1945 and says that even in “the grimmest periods . . .

Labour always regarded the Cold War strategies as second

best . . . and remained faithful to its long-term belief in the

establishment of East-West co-operation as the basis for a

strengthened United Nations developing towards World Gov-

ernment.”

It castigates the Tory Government for their old-fashioned

policies, especially the Tory failure to relax tensions and to halt

the spread of nuclear weapons. “The Labour Government will

do all that is possible to rectify these policies.”

The Manifesto then considers the means to be taken to “relax

tensions.” “First and foremost,” it says, “will come our initia-

tive in the field of disarmament. We are convinced that the time

is opportune for a new break-through in the disarmament nego-

tiations, releasing scarce resources and manpower desperately

needed to raise living standards throughout the world.

“We shall appoint a Minister in the Foreign Office with spe-

cial responsibility for disarmament to take a new initiative in

the Disarmament Committee in association with our friends

and allies.

“We have,” it says, “put forward constructive proposals:

(1) To stop the spread of nuclear weapons.

(2) To establish nuclear free zones in Africa, Latin Amer-

ica, and Central Europe.

(3) To achieve controlled reductions in manpower and

arms.

(4) To stop the private sale of arms.

(5) To establish an International Disarmament Agency to

supervise a disarmament treaty.”

{ $03 ]



The Autobiography of Bertrand Russell

The Labour Government has, to be sure, appointed a Minis-

ter in the Foreign Office with special responsibility for disarma-

ment and even an arms contro] and disarmament research unit

headed by a reader in international relations at the L.S.E. It

has, indeed, appointed so many new Ministers and departments

for various phases of disarmament and defence and offence that

one is hard put to it to know to whom to apply for what.

As to the five proposals. Nothing, so far as the Press has told

us, has been done about implementing any of them. Far from

taking measures to stop the spread of nuclear weapons, the La-

bour Government has done quite the opposite. Nor has it taken

measures to achieve controlled reductions in manpower and

arms — it has turned down any suggestion of reducing the Brit-

ish Army in Germany. Little seems to have come out of the

propositions of Mr. Rapacki concerning a nuclear free zone in

Central Europe. Chinese proposals — pleas, even — for a nu-

clear free zone in Asia and/or the Pacific have been passed over

in apparent scorn. I know of no measures taken to stop the pri-

vate sale of arms or to establish an International Disarmament

Agency. _

A few lines further on in the Manifesto, the following sen-

tence occurs: “Labour will stand by its pledge to end the supply

of arms to South Africa.” “Britain,” it says, “of all nations, can-

not stand by as an inactive observer of this tragic situation.”

Admirable statements, and backed by previous admirable state-

ments: The Sunday Times of January 26, 1964, reports Mrs.

Barbara Castle as saying, in regard to a possible order from

South Africa for Bloodhound bombers, “If an order is placed

before the election we shall do all we can to stop it.” Mr. Wilson

has, in the past, referred to the arms traffic with South Africa as

“this bloody traffic in these weapons of oppression,” and called

on the people of Britain to “Act now to stop” it. . . . But, on

November 25, 1964, Mr. Wilson announced that the Labour

Government had determined to honour the contract entered into
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during the rule of the Tory Government for 16 Buccaneers for
South Africa.

Following the five proposals that I have cited, the Manifesto
says: “In a further effort to relax tension, a Labour Government

will work actively to bring Communist China into its proper
place in the United Nations; as well as making an all-out effort

to develop East-West trade as the soundest economic basis f :r

peaceful co-existence.” Britain has achieved nothing since the

advent of the Labour Government towards the admission of

China into the UN nor has it appreciably increased East-West

trade. Traders are usually ahead of politicians, Tory traders no

less than Labour traders.

The Manifesto continues with an item which, in the light of

the Government’s actions, does not read well: it says, “Peaceful

co-existence, however, can only be achieved if a sincere readi-

ness to negotiate is combined with a firm determination to resist

both threats and pressures.” It is difficult to equate this state-

ment with the refusal, curt and out-of-hand, given by the La-

bour Government to the proposals of the Chinese Government

for summit discussions of disarmament and other international

matters which our Press told us took place soon after the La-

bour Government’s advent.

That the Labour Government “will continue to insist on

guarantees for the freedom of West Berlin” we do not yet know

—the matter has not come to the fore during Labour’s rule.

Nor do we yet know how far the Labour Government will be

able to implement its admirable suggestions concerning the UN

nor how far it will be able to take us towards world government,

which the Manifesto says is the final objective — as IJ believe it

should be. So far, Britain under the Labour Government has

done nothing to strengthen the UN, though it has been, accord-

ing to the Guardian (27 January, 1965) “giving close study to

the question of designating specific military units for potential

use in United Nations peace-keeping operations.” In the light of
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events during the past two or three months, I cannot, however,

feel very hopeful as I read what the Manifesto has to say on

these matters, much as I agree with it regarding them.

I propose to take up further on in my discussion of the La-

bour Government’s policy the question of how far the measures

which it has so far indulged in tend to relax the tensions of the

Cold War, as the Manifesto says the Party wishes to do. But I

will continue for a moment with the next items mentioned in the

Manifesto; the Party’s “Defence Policy Outline” and its “New

Approach” to defence.

It excoriates the “run down defences” of the Tory Govern-

ment, whose wastefulness and insistence upon sticking to such

affairs as Blue Streak, Skybolt, and Polaris, and whose ineffi-

cient policy in regard to the aircraft industry has resulted in our

defences being obsolescent and meagre. It proposes to institute

a revision of the Nassau agreement to buy Polaris know-how

and missiles from the United States. But, in face of the storm

about TSR-2 bombers and of the fact that it is continuing plans

for Polaris submarines and is discussing a nuclear umbrella for

South-East Asia, one wonders how far the Government intends

to go with such plans, It seems extraordinary that, having set

itself such a programme as the Manifesto suggests, it had not

examined the problems of conversion very carefully and come to

some sort of plan to avoid or minimize the hardships that would

be entailed in the way of unemployment and waste of machinery

and money. But no evidence has been given the ordinary news-

paper reader that any such basic studies were made.

It is possible that the Government will strengthen conven-

tional regular forces in order to contribute its share to NATO

and keep its peace-keeping commitments to the Commonwealth

and the UN as the Manifesto says it stresses doing. This seems,

however, unless it runs concurrently with cutting down in other

quarters, to be contrary to the controlled reduction in arms

which it also says it will strive for.
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The next item is both bewildering and interesting. The Man-

ifesto says: “We are against the development of national nu-

clear deterrents and oppose the current American proposal for a

new mixed-manned nuclear surface fleet (MLF). We believe in

the interdependence of the Western alliance and will put con-

structive proposals for integrating all NATO's nuclear weapons

under effective political control so that all the partners in tke

Alliance have a proper share in their deployment and control.”

A little further on, when discussing the folly of the Conserva-

tives in entering into the Nassau agreement and in talking

about an “independent British deterrent,” it says: This nuclear

pretence runs the risk of encouraging the “spread of nuclear

weapons to countries not possessing them, including Ger-

many.” And yet, when the Prime Minister announced what one

must suppose are the “new constructive proposals” which the

Manifesto told us to expect, they turned out to be the Atlantic

Nuclear Force (ANF). The ANF is to be not merely, as was

the MLF, a mixed-manned force of surface ships, but is to in-

clude other nuclear delivery systems, including aircraft and

submarines. It therefore encourages the spread of nuclear

weapons more enthusiastically than does the MLF — which I

agree was a deplorable suggestion — and certainly encourages

the spread of nuclear weapons to Germany. The remedy is,

therefore, far worse than the disaster it professes to correct.

If you would like a glimpse of the chicanery indulged in, I

advise you to read the reports of the Parliamentary debate on

defence in the week beginning 14th December, and the report in

The Times of 18 December entitled “Britain to waive control of

Polaris weapons,” “Our bombers over Asia” in the Daily

Worker of the same date, and “Britain to retain part of V-

bomber force” in the Guardian of the previous day. Amongst

other information to be gained from these various sources are

the facts that Britain proposes to give @ certain number of its

ships and V-bombers by devious routes to NATO, but will keep
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others to be used by Britain outside the NATO area. The Gov-

ernment thereby persuades the populace that it is keeping its

promise to do away with its independent deterrent and at the

same time can, independently, form “a nuclear umbrella” over

South-East Asia. By means of the ANF we soothe German feel-

ings, since the Germans will participate equally with us in the

contro] and benefits of this nuclear force and will, therefore, be

distracted from pushing for an independent nuclear deterrent of

their own. This scheme of the ANF has been put to the public

through the Press in such a way that the layman is entirely

baffled and cannot understand either what the ANF consists in

or how very contrary it is to professed beliefs of the Labour

Party as given in the Manifesto or as understood by the lay

members of the Party. It 1s a bare-faced turn-about carried off,

in so far as the Government has succeeded in carrying it off, by

being wrapped up in a welter of words and the happy slogans

that the Prime Minister did not knuckle under to the U.S. in the

matter of the MLF and Britain is once more taking the initiative

in constructive pacific proposals.

The Manifesto concludes with eight paragraphs in which it

first gives itself a reason for not carrying out its promises at

once by saying that it does not yet know what damage inflicted

upon the country by the Tories it will have to repair. It seems a

little odd, perhaps, that the members of the Labour Party who

aspired to office were so taken by surprise by the financial state

of the country — a situation that was fairly apparent to many

laymen — and had not prepared any adequate plans to cope

with it. But I do not intend to go into economics and finances

here. The Manifesto goes on to say that a Labour Government

will first of all have to make itself more efficient than the Gov-

ernment which it supersedes. Presumably the rash of new offices

and holders of office in the present Government is its answer to

the need of efficiency. Secondly, it says that the Government

will seek to establish a true partnership between the people and
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their Parliament; and thirdly it must foster, throughout the na-

tion, a new and more critical spirit. “The Government can give

a lead,” it says, “by subjecting to continuing and probing re-
view its own Departments of State, the administration of justice

and the social services.” And here I should like to recount an

experience of mine that appears to run counter to the promise

contained in the statement from the Manifesto I have just cited.

Three eminent Russians were appointed by the Russian Gov-

ernment to discuss various topics of international interest with

me. In November these three Russians applied for visas to enter

Britain. The Home Office at first refused visas for all three, but,

after protest, allowed visas for two of them. In regard to the

most eminent of the three, the Chief Archivist of the Supreme

Soviet, the Home Office remained adamant. I wrote to the Home

Office — and I am, of course, speaking of the Labour Home

Office — begging them to rescind their ban upon a visa for the

Chief Archivist. After many weeks during which I was unable

to learn anything of the fate of my letter, I received a reply from

the Home Secretary saying that he did not feel able to grant my

request. I wrote again and wrote also to the Prime Minister.

After some time, I received from the Home Secretary the same

reply as before, and from the Prime Minister a notification that

he agreed with the Home Secretary and would not ask him to

reconsider. On no occasion from beginning to end, has any rea-

son been given me or to the Russians for the ban. If this exper!-

ence is typical, it hardly bears out the claim of the Manifesto

that the Government would, or does, welcome criticism or open

discussion with its electors and members of its Party.

The Manifesto ends with a stirring pronouncement that the

Labour Government “must put an end to the dreary commer-

cialism and personal selfishness which have dominated the

years of Conservative government” and says that “the Labour

Party is offering Britain a new way of life that will stir our

hearts.”
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There is a lot of ironic fun to be got out of that Manifesto

now that we have seen its fruits.

So much for the Manifesto upon which the present Govern-

ment was elected and for how far it has carried out its promises

in certain respects. I propose now to return to one of its most

important promised intentions: its determination to relax the

tensions of the Cold War. And I beg of you to ask yourselves, as

I recount what has been happening in certain areas of interna-

tional activity, whether you consider that this activity to which

the present Government has contributed and proposes to con-

tinue to contribute is calculated to relax any tensions whatever.

You doubtless know a good deal about the war in South Viet-

nam, but I will give a very brief outline of its progress and char-

acter. South Vietnam was part of French Cochin-China, but

after a long process of civil war the French were excluded from

the whole region. A conference was summoned to meet at Ge-

neva in 1954. The conclusions reached were sensible, and if

they had been carried out no trouble would have arisen. Viet-

nam was to be independent and neutral, and was to have a par-

liamentary government established by a general election. The

Americans did not like this. They professed to suspect that

Vietnam would become part of the Communist bloc if left to

itself, and that North Vietnam was already, and has continued

to be, part of the Communist bloc, in spite of reiterated state-

ments by the Government of North Vietnam that they wish to

be neutral.

The Americans sent observers who decided that South Viet-

nam was too disturbed for a general election. There were in

South Vietnam three parties: the peasants, who constituted the

large majority; the Buddhists; and a tiny minority of Chris-

tians, who had been supporters of the French. The Americans

decided to support this small faction. They did so at first by

sending technical aid and material and “Advisers.” It was soon

seen, however, that the “Advisers” were taking far more than a

[310]



The Foundation

passive part in the war that ensued between the American-

supported minority and the Buddhists and peasants. The war

has continued now for many years and the American-supported

Government — or, more outspokenly, the Americans — have

steadily lost ground. It has been warfare of an incredibly brutal

kind, brutal to a degree seldom equalled by any civilized Power.

Eight million people have been put in barbed wire concentra-

tion camps involving forced labour. The country — civilians,

animals, and crops, as well as warriors and jungle — has been

sprayed with jelly-gasoline and poison chemicals. Fifty thou-

sand villages were burnt in 1962 alone. The following account

was published in the Dallas Morning News on January 1,

1963: “Supposedly the purpose of the fortified villages is to

Keep the Vietcong out. But barbed wire denies entrance and

exit. Vietnamese farmers are forced at gunpoint into these vir-

tual concentration camps. Their homes, possessions, and crops

are burned. In the province of Kien-Tuong, seven villagers were

led into the town square. Their stomachs were slashed, their

livers extracted and put on display. These victims were women

and children. In another village, expectant mothers were invited

to the square by Government forces to be honoured. Their

stomachs were ripped open and their unborn babies removed.”

And the anti-Communist Democratic Party of Vietnam told the

International Control] Commission that: “Decapitation, eviscer-

ations, and the public display of murdered women and children

are common.” It is, as the Nation of January 19, 1963, called it,

“a dirty, cruel war,” and one can only agree with the leader of

the Vietnamese Democratic Party when he said in an interview

on CBS (reported in the Vietnamese Democratic Bulletin for

September, 1963): “It is certainly an ironic way to protect the

peasant masses from Communism.”

It is generally admitted that there is no hope that the Ameri-

cans can win this war. Obviously failing in South Vietnam,

they are now considering extending the war to North Vietnam
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in spite of the fact that China has declared its support of Viet-

nam if that should happen, and Russia may follow suit. The

Labour Party had, hitherto, been opposed to this policy, which

involves risk of world war. As late as June 4, 1964, the Daily

Worker said that Mr. Wilson, at the end of talks in Moscow,

was opposed to carrying the war into North Vietnam as well as

to North Vietnamese infiltration into the South. But, since the

formation of his Government, the Labour Party has agreed

with America to support that country in its war of conquest.

The Guardian reports on December 10, 1964, that Mr. Wilson

told President Johnson that Britain wholly supported the legiti-

mate role the United States is playing in South Vietnam. The

Labour Government is doing this in spite of the fact that the

vast majority of the inhabitants of South Vietnam are opposed

to this American war and want to achieve peace and neutrality

— as the North Vietnamese have repeatedly asserted that they

also wish — and in spite of the extreme unparalleled brutality

of the war, and in spite of the fact — and this is to be noted —

that the Americans have no shred of right in South Vietnam and

are conducting a war of a type to which the Labour Party has al-

ways been passionately opposed. Moreover, if the Americans

extend the war to North Vietnam, as they threaten to do, we and

they will be involved in a war with China of which the conse-

quences are bound to be horrible — possibly all-out nuclear war.

For all these consequences, the Labour Government will share

the responsibility.

A similar situation is developing in the Congo. Katanga is

incredibly rich in valuable minerals, especially cobalt. Cobalt

would be necessary for the Doomsday Bomb. When the Congo

became independent, the Western Powers, especially America

and Belgium, made a determined effort to preserve for the West

the products of Katanga. Lumumba, who was the Congo’s

choice as Prime Minister, was murdered, and Tshombe, under

Western pressure, was made Prime Minister of the whole coun-

[ 312]



The Foundation

try. The country rose against this decision, and the Americans

and Belgians sent a military expedition to enforce their will.

This expedition, the British, under the leadership of the Labour

Government, supported, and they allowed it to use Ascension

Island as a convenient spot from which to conduct the invasion.

There is, in consequence, a war of devastation in progress

throughout the Congo. The likelihood is that this will degener-

ate into guerrilla warfare which will continue without securing

victory for the West. Perhaps an excerpt from the writing of

one of those who was a mercenary fighting for the West in the

Congo would bring home the sort of war we are supporting

there. I quote this from News of the World for 22 November,

1964:

On the way to Stanleyville one of our vehicles broke down. We

took our gear off it and retreated into the bush. Late in the

afternoon we went back to the vehicle, but found it completely

wrecked. . . .

The young English lieutenant was furious. “We will give the

bastards a real lesson.” He ordered us to move at once on the near-

est village and take it apart.

It was a familiar enough command. It seemed to me we had

been taking villages apart, innocent villages of peaceful farming

folk who did not want any part of this war, all ihe way along the

track from far down in the south.

We would turn up unexpectedly, open fire without warning, race

through the place, burning every pathetic shanty and shack to the

ground regardless of who might be inside. The idea was to spread

the image of our determination and ruthlessness; to terrorize the

whole area; to give the rebels an example of what they were in

for... .

It seemed almost certain that the villagers knew nothing about

the activities of the rebels. I doubted they even knew the lorry

had been destroyed.

It was just before dusk when we came. Unsuspecting women

were hustling around, carrying water and going about the last of

their day’s chores. Children were playing in the dust, laughing and

shouting to one another.
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We paused for a few minutes, and then came the order to fire.

There was a great crackle of shots from machine guns and our

deadly new Belgian rifles. Women screamed and fell. Little chil-

dren just stood there, dazed, or cartwheeled hideously as bullets

slammed into them.

Then, as usual, we raced into the place, still firing as we went.

Some of us pitched cans of petrol on to the homes before putting a

match to them. Others threw phosphorus hand grenades, which

turned human beings into blazing inextinguishable torches of fire.

For a while, as we raced along, there was bedlam. Shrieks,

moans, shrill cries for mercy. And, above all, the throaty, half-

crazed bellowing of those commandoes among us who quite obvi-

ously utterly loved this sort of thing.

Then, as we moved away beyond the village, the comparative

silence, the distant, hardly distinguishable cries of the wounded,

the acrid smell of burning flesh.

The account continues, but I do not think that I need pursue

it to illustrate my point. The cardinal point in the training of

these mercenaries — and again I quote — is “that never, in any

circumstances, should prisoners be taken. “Even if men, women

and children come running to you,’ I was told, ‘even if they fall

on their knees before you, begging for mercy, don’t hesitate.

Just shoot to kill.’ ”

I need hardly say that this young man was sickened of being

a hired assassin and ceased to be one. But, in England, under

the aegis of the Labour Government, we are continuing to sup-

port this slaughter. On November 20, 1964, The Times an-

nounced that Mr. George Thomson, our Minister of State at the

Foreign Office, was informed during the previous week by the

Belgian Government that they were engaged in contingency

planning with the U.S. Government. Britain then gave her per-

mission to use Ascension Island. The Times also announced

that Belgian troops were flown to Ascension Island with British

permission, The Daily Express of 30 November, 1964, reports:

“At one stage the Cabinet considered sending British troops.
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Britain was the first to suggest armed intervention to Belgium.

But officials in Whitehall now say that the terrain in rebel-held

areas prevents large-scale troop landings.” And on December

15, 1964, Mr. George Thomson stated: “We give outright sup-

port to Tshombe.” Yet, two days later our Minister of Defence

(one of them, anyway) “referred to ‘primitive barbarism’ in the

Congo and said that we had to see that other parts of Africa and

Asia were not plunged into ‘a similar state of chaos.’ ” Does this

mean that we are to uphold similar bloody and unjustified

slaughter otherwhere in Africa, carried on with the permission

and help of the Labour Government? The record is one of

which J as an Englishman cannot be proud. As a member of the

Party responsible, I am sickened.

But to move on: Similar troubles are being stirred up by Brit-

ish initiative in the war between Malaysia and Indonesia, a war

likely to be as bloody and atrocious as the two of which I have

been speaking and to last as long, with no victory possible. On

page 65 of the report of the 62nd Annual Conference of the

Labour Party, July 1963, you will find that Labour supported

the Malaysia Bill for the relinquishment of British sovereignty

over North Borneo, Sarawak, and Singapore. Labour felt — and

I quote — “that the federation of Malaysia would play an im-

portant stabilizing role in S.E. Asia.” On December 10 of this

last year, the Guardian reports that Mr. Wilson told President

Johnson that Britain has 8000 troops in Borneo, 20,000 in Ma-

laysia as a whole: and the New Statesman of January 15, 1965,

says that “the bulk of Britain’s fleet, some 700 ships including a

Commando ‘bushfire’ ship and aircraft carriers” are now in the

waters near Malaysia and Indonesia. “The Commonwealth

Brigade is in Malaya facing Sumatra.”

But these are not the only places where the Labour Govern-

ment is supporting Western imperialism. In both British

Guiana and Aden and the South Arabian Protectorates it is fol-

lowing the policies of the Tory Government although it has sent
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its Colonial Secretary travelling to the trouble spots to study the

situations once again.

All these are shameful attempts to support the tottering su-

premacy of Britain and America against the wishes of the pop-

ulations concerned, and against the vast movement for inde-

pendence which is agitating formerly subject peoples. It is a

terrible fact that the Labour Government is supporting these

hopeless and cruel attempts at subjugation. It is an almost

worse fact that it is running the risk for us of these wars escalat-

ing to large nuclear wars. Its reception of China’s overtures to-

wards peace and disarmament is a dreary pointer to its attitude.

Soon after the Labour Government took office, Premier Chou

En-lai wrote to our Prime Minister proposing that the Govern-

ments of the world should undertake not to use nuclear weap-

ons, and suggesting a summit conference. Mr. Wilson replied:

“I do not believe the procedure you have suggested is the best

way to make progress in present circumstances.” He criticized

China on two grounds: for carrying out a nuclear test in the

atmosphere and for her approach being “not realistic.” This at-

titude on the part of the Prime Minister hardly seems a means

of relaxing tensions or of resolving differences between East

and West or of halting the spread of nuclear weapons — all of

which the electoral Manifesto said the Labour Government

would try to do. Again it is following the dangerous policies of

the past. In the past few years the West has rebuffed several

overtures made by China towards nuclear disarmament and de-

nuclearized zones. If China is not included in disarmament dis-

cussions there is little hope for peace in the world. The Labour

Government might have taken — might still take — a new and

more realistic attitude, taking the promises of the East, as well

as the West, at face value, at least as a basis for discussion,

until they have proved to be hollow. But our new Minister for

Disarmament seems to be interested chiefly in how to keep up
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our armed forces more cheaply than hitherto. (See his speech at

Salisbury 2 February, 1965, and the extracts from it which the
Labour Party appears to think important.)

In none of the actions of the Labour Government has there

been evidence of the promised effort to relax the tensions of the

Cold War.

What the Labour Government has accomplished in the w:ty

of carrying out the promises made in its electoral Manifesto is

to appoint a Minister for Disarmament in the Foreign Office.

Possibly, also, it has made the Government more efficient by the

vast proliferation of new offices, ministries; and committees

which it has instituted.

It has done nothing apparent to implement Labour’s prom-

ises in the very important fields of disarmament negotiations,

the establishment of nuclear-free zones, the reduction of man-

power and arms, the private sale of arms, a drastic re-

examination and modification of our defence policy, a renegotia-

tion of the Nassau agreement, the admission of China into the

UN, or the revivification of the morale and the increase of the

powers of the UN. Nor does it show any signs of the self-

criticism or of the welcome to criticism by their fellow Labour

Party members which it advocated.

Moreover, it has directly contravened its definite statements

in regard to arms for South Africa and to opposition to the

spread of nuclear arms. And, perhaps worst of all, it has im

creased by many times and in many ways the Cold War ten-

sions between East and West.

What are we to think of this betrayal? Is it the result of a

kind of blackmail owing to the parlous state of the economy and

finances of the country? But, surely, those who were about to

take office must have examined the economic and financial con-

dition of the country and the extent of its dependence upon the

United States, and made plans to carry out their promises with
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the results of their examination in mind. Had they not the cour-

age to attack their problems boldly — or, indeed, with the prob-

able end-results of their actions in mind, realistically?

What hope is there for Parliamentary democracy when the

leaders of a Party, upon achieving office, act in direct contradic-

tion to their electoral promises? Those Labour Party members

who do not like treachery have hitherto kept quiet in the inter-

ests of unity. But what is the use of unity in evil? The cardinal

virtues in gangs of criminals are unity and loyalty. Before we

are committed irrevocably — and we are rapidly being so com-

mitted — to policies leading to disaster for ourselves and for all

the inhabitants of the world, we should make known in unmis-

takable terms our abhorrence of present policies. To wait much

longer will be to wait too long. If the Labour Party is to regain

any part of its former championship of vitally necessary re-

forms, those who voted for it on the basis of its electoral Mani-

festo will have to insist that the leading members of this present

Government must lose hope of ever holding office again. What-

ever they may have done or not done in regard to their pre-

election promises, they have got us into, and propose to keep us

In, at least two of the most cruel and useless wars that there

have ever been — wars of extermination. Against this policy we

must protest in every possible way.

SPEECH TO FIRST MEETING

OF MEMBERS OF THE WAR CRIMES TRIBUNAL,

NOVEMBER 138, 1966

Allow me to express my appreciation to you for your willing-

ness to participate in this Tribunal. It has been convened so that

we may investigate and assess the character of the United

States’ war in Vietnam.
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The Tribunal has no clear historical precedent. The Nurem-

burg Tribunal, although concerned with designated war

crimes, was possible because the victorious Allied Powers com-

pelled the vanquished to present their leaders for trial. Inevi-

tably, the Nuremburg Trials, supported as they were by State

power, contained a strong element of realpolitik. Despite these

inhibiting factors, which call in question certain of the Nuretu-

burg procedures, the Nuremburg Tribunal expressed the sense

of outrage, which was virtually universal, at the crimes com-

mitted by the Nazis in Europe. Somehow, it was widely felt,

there had to be criteria against which such actions could be

judged, and according to which Nazi crimes could be con-

demned. Many felt it was morally necessary to record the full

horror. It was hoped that a legal method could be devised, cap-

able of coming to terms with the magnitude of Nazi crimes.

These ill-defined, but deeply felt, sentiments surrounded the

Nuremburg Tribunal.

Our own task is more difficult, but the same responsibility

obtains. We do not represent any State power, nor can we com-

pel the policy-makers responsible for crimes against the people

of Vietnam to stand accused before us. We lack force majeure.

The procedures of a trial are impossible to implement.

I believe that these apparent limitations are, in fact, virtues.

We are free to conduct a solemn and historic investigation, un-

compelled by reasons of State or other such obligations. Why is

this war being fought in Vietnam? In whose interest is it being

waged? We have, J am certain, an obligation to study these

questions and to pronounce on them, after thorough investiga-

tion, for in doing so we can assist mankind in understanding

why a small agrarian people have endured for more than twelve

years the assault of the largest industrial power on earth, pos-

sessing the most developed and cruel military capacity.

I have prepared a paper, which I hope you will wish to read
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during your deliberations. It sets out a considerable number of

reports from Western newspapers and such sources, giving an

indication of the record of the United States in Vietnam. These

reports should make it clear that we enter our enquiry with con-

siderable prima facie evidence of crimes reported, not by the

victims, but by media favourable to the policies responsible. I

believe that we are justified in concluding that it 1s necessary to

convene a solemn Tribunal, composed of men eminent, not

through their power, but through their intellectual and moral

contribution to what we optimistically call “human civiliza-

tion.”

I feel certain that this Tribunal will perform an historic role

if its investigation is exhaustive. We must record the truth in

Vietnam. We must pass judgement on what we find to be the

truth. We must warn of the consequences of this truth. We

must, moreover, reject the view that only indifferent men are

impartial men. We must repudiate the degenerate conception of

individual intelligence, which confuses open minds with empty

ones. e

I hope that this Tribunal will select men who respect the

truth and whose life’s work bears witness to that respect. Such

men will have feelings about the prima facie evidence of which

I speak. No man unacquainted with this evidence through in-

difference has any claim to judge it.

I enjoin this Tribunal to select commissions for the purpose

of dividing the areas of investigation and taking responsibility

for their conduct, under the Tribunal’s jurisdiction. I hope that

teams of qualified investigators will be chosen to study in Viet-

nam the evidence of which we have witnessed only a small part.

I should like to see the United States Government requested to

present evidence in defence of its actions. The resistance of the

National Liberation Front and of the Democratic Republic of

Vietnam must also be assessed and placed in its true relation to

the civilization we choose to uphold. We have about five months
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of work before us, before the full hearings, which have been
planned for Paris.

As I reflect on this work, I can not help thinking of the events
of my life, because of the crimes I have seen and the hopes IJ
have nurtured. I have lived through the Dreyfus Case and been
party to the investigation of the crimes committed by King Leo-

pold in the Congo. I can recall many wars. Much injustice his

been recorded quietly during these decades. In my own experi-

ence I can not discover a situation quite comparable. I can not

recall a people so tormented, yet so devoid of the failings of

their tormentors. I do not know any other conflict in which the

disparity in physical power was so vast. I have no memory of

any people so enduring, or of any nation with a spirit of resis-

tance so unquenchable.

I will not conceal from you the profundity of my admiration

and passion for the people of Vieinam. I can not relinquish the

duty to judge what has been done to them because I have such

feelings. Our mandate is to uncover and tell all. My conviction

is that no greater tribute can be provided than an offer of the

truth, born of intense and unyielding enquiry.

May this Tribunal prevent the crime of silence.

THE AIMS AND OBJECTIVES OF THE TRIBUNAL

NOVEMBER 1966

The conscience of mankind is profoundly disturbed by the

war being waged in Vietnam. It is a war in which the world's

wealthiest and most powerful State is opposed to a nation of

poor peasants, who have been fighting for their independence

for a quarter of a century. It appears that this war is being

waged in violation of international law and custom.

Every day, the world press and, particularly, that of the

United States, publishes reports which, if proved, would repre-
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sent an ever-growing violation of the principles established by

the Nuremberg Tribunal and rules fixed by international agree-

ments.

Moved and shocked by the suffering endured by the Vietna-

mese people and convinced that humanity must know the truth

in order to deliver a serious and impartial judgement on the

events taking place in Vietnam and where the responsibility for

them lies, we have accepted the invitation of Bertrand Russell to

meet, in order to examine these facts scrupulously and confront

them with the rules of law which govern them.

It has been alleged that in the first nine months of 1966, the

air force of the United States has dropped, in Vietnam, four mil-

lion pounds of bombs daily. If it continues at this rate to the end

of the year, the total will constitute a greater mass of explosives

than it unloaded on the entire Pacific theatre during the whole

of the Second World War. The area bombarded in this way is

no bigger than the states of New York and Pennsylvania. In the

South, the U.S. forces and their docile Saigon allies have

herded eight million people, peasants and their families, into

barbed wire encampments under the surveillance of the political

police. Chemical poisons have been, and are being, used to defo-

liate and render barren tens of thousands of acres of farmland.

Crops are being systematically destroyed — and this in a coun-

try where, even in normal times, the average man or woman

eats less than half the food consumed by the average American

(and lives to less than one third of his age).

Irrigation systems are deliberately disrupted. Napalm, phos-

phorus bombs, and a variety of other sadistically designed and

hitherto unknown weapons are being used against the popula-

tion of both North and South Vietnam. More than five hundred

thousand Vietnamese men, women, and children have perished

under this onslaught, more than the number of soldiers the

United States lost in both World Wars, although the popula-

tion of Vietnam had already been decimated during the Japa-
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nese and French occupations and the famine which followed the

Second World Wer.

Even though we have not been entrusted with this task by

any organized authority, we have taken the responsibility in the

interest of humanity and the preservation of civilization. We act

on our own accord, in complete independence from any govern-

ment and any official or semi-official organization, in the firm

belief that we express a deep anxiety and remorse felt by many

of our fellow humans in many countries. We trust that our ac-

tion will help to arouse the conscience of the world.

We, therefore, consider ourselves a Tribunal which, even if it

has not the power to impose sanctions, will have to answer,

amongst others, the following questions:

1. Has the United States Government (and the Governments of

Australia, New Zealand, and South Korea) committed acts

of aggression according to international law?

2. Has the American Army made use of or experimented with

new weapons or weapons forbidden by the laws of war (gas,

special chemical products, napalm, etc. )?

3. Has there been bombardment of targets of a purely civilian

character, for example hospitals, schools, sanatoria, dams,

etc., and on what scale has this occurred?

4. Have Vietnamese prisoners been subjected to inhuman tre
at-

ment forbidden by the laws of war and, in particular, to tor-

ture or to mutilation? Have there been unjustified reprisals

against the civilian population, in particular, the execut
ion

of hos ?

5. Have forced labour camps been created, has there been de-
portation of the population or other acts tending to the ex-
termination of the population and which can be characterized

juridically as acts of genocide?

If the Tribunal decides that one, or all, of these crimes have
been committed, it will be up to the Tribunal to decid

e who

bears the responsibility for them. be

This Tribunal wil] examine all the evidence that
 may
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placed before it by any source or party. The evidence may be

oral, or in the form of documents, No evidence relevant to our

purposes will be refused attention. No witness competent to tes-

tify about the events with which our enquiry is concerned will

be denied a hearing.

The National Liberation Front of Vietnam and the Govern-

ment of the Democratic Republic of Vietnam have assured us of

their willingness to co-operate, to provide the necessary infor-

mation, and to help us in checking the accuracy and reliability

of the information. The Cambodian Head of State, Prince

Sihanouk, has similarly offered to help by the production of evi-

dence. We trust that they will honour this pledge and we shall

gratefully accept their help, without prejudice to our own views

or attitude. We renew, as a Tribunal, the appeal which Ber-

trand Russell has addressed in his name to the Government of

the United States. We invite the Government of the United

States to present evidence or cause it to be presented, and to

instruct their officials or representatives to appear and state

their case. Our purpose is to establish, without fear or favour,

the full truth about this war. We sincerely hope that our efforts

will contribute to the world’s justice, to the re-establishment of

peace and the liberation of the oppressed peoples.

RESOLUTION OF THE TRIBUNAL

We are grateful to the Bertrand Russell Peace Foundation

for the work which it has already done. We are sure that the

preliminary steps already taken by it will help us to complete

our task within a reasonable time and with considerable more

efficiency than would have been possible if its preliminary work

had not helped our deliberations.
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APPEAL FOR SUPPORT FOR

THE INTERNATIONAL WAR CRIMES TRIBUNAL

For several years Western news media have unwittingly doc-

umented the record of crime committed by the United States in

Vietnam, which comprises an overwhelming prima facie indict-

ment of the American war. The terrible series of photographs,

and accounts of torture, mutilation, and experimental war has

impelled Bertrand Russell to call us together to conduct an ex-

haustive enquiry into the war in all its aspects. Scientists, law-

yers, doctors, and world-renowned scholars will serve on com-

missions investigating the evidence. Witnesses will be brought

from Vietnam to give their first-hand testimony. Investigating

teams will travel throughout Vietnam and Indo-China, gather-

ing data on the spot. The documentation published in the West

and elsewhere will be relentlessly examined. This five months’

intensive work, requiring travelling scientific inquiry, and the

detailed research, will cost a vast amount of money. Twelve

weeks of public hearings will be even more expensive.

The International War Crimes Tribunal is determined to be

financially independent. This can only be accomplished through

the contributions of every individual who supports the work of

the Tribunal and recognizes the profound importance of the full

realization of its task.

We command no state power; we do not represent the strong;

we control no armies or treasuries. We act out of the deepest

moral concern and depend upon the conscience of ordi
nary

people throughout the world for the real support — the mate-

rial help which will determine whether people of Vietnam are to

be abandoned in silence or allowed the elementary right of hav-

ing their plight presented to the conscience of Mankind.
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Te serious part of my life ever since boyhood has been

devoted to two different objects, which for a long time re-

mained separate and have only in recent years united into a

single whole. I wanted, on the one hand, to find out whether

anything could be known; and, on the other hand, to do what-

ever might be possible toward creating a happier world. Up to

the age of thirty-eight I gave most of my energies %6 the first of

these tasks. I was troubled by scepticism and unwillingly forced

to the conclusion that most of what passes for knowledge is

open to reasonable doubt. I wanted certainty in the kind of way

in which people want religious faith. I thought that certainty is

more likely to be found in mathematics than elsewhere. But I

discovered that many mathematical demonstrations, which my

teachers expected me to accept, were full of fallacies, and that,

if certainty were indeed discoverable in mathematics, it would

be in a new kind of mathematics, with more solid foundations

than those that had hitherto been thought secure. But as the

work proceeded, I was continually reminded of the fable about

the elephant and the tortoise. Having constructed an elephant

* Published separately as “Reflections on my Eightieth Birthday,” in Portraits

from Memory.
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upon which the mathematical world could rest, I found the ele-

phant tottering, and proceeded to construct a tortoise to keep

the elephant from falling. But the tortoise was no more secure

than the elephant, and after some twenty years of very arduous

toil, I came to the conclusion that there was nothing more that J

could do in the way of making mathematical knowledge indubt-

table. Then came the First World War, and my thoughts be-

came concentrated on human misery and folly. Neither misery

nor folly seems to me any part of the inevitable lot of man. And

I am convinced that intelligence, patience, and eloquence can,

sooner or later, lead the human race out of its self-imposed tor-

tures provided it does not exterminate itself meanwhile.

On the basis of this belief, I have had always a certain degree

of optimism, although, as I have grown older, the optimism has

grown more sober and the happy issue more distant. But I re-

main completely incapable of agreeing with those who accept

fatalistically the view that man is born to trouble. The causes of

unhappiness in the past and in the present are not difficult to

ascertain. There have been poverty, pestilence, and famine,

which were due to man’s inadequate mastery of nature. There

have been wars, oppressions, and tortures which have been due

to men’s hostility to their fellow-men. And there have been mor-

bid miseries fostered by gloomy creeds, which have led men

into profound inner discords that made all outward prospe
rity

of no avail. All these are unnecessary. In the regard to all of

them, means are known by which they can be overcome. In the

modern world, if communities are unhappy it is often because

they have ignorances, habits, beliefs, and passions, which are
dearer to them than happiness or even life. I find many men In

our dangerous age who seem to be in love with misery an
d

death, and who grow angry when hopes are suggested to them.
They think hope is irrational and that, in sitting down roy

despair, they are merely facing facts. I cannot agree with -

men. To preserve hope in our world makes calls upon our intel
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ligence and our energy. In those who despair it is frequently

the energy that is lacking.

The last half of my life has been lived in one of those painful

epochs of human history during which the world is getting

worse, and past victories which had seemed to be definitive have

turned out to be only temporary. When I was young, Victorian

optimism was taken for granted. It was thought that freedom

and prosperity would spread gradually throughout the world by

an orderly process, and it was hoped that cruelty, tyranny, and

injustice would continually diminish. Hardly anyone was

haunted by the fear of great wars. Hardly anyone thought of the

nineteenth century as a brief interlude between past and future

barbarism. For those who grew up in that atmosphere, adjust-

ment to the world of the present has been difficult. It has been

difficult not only emotionally but intellectually. Ideas that had

been thought adequate have proved inadequate. In some direc-

tions valuable freedoms have proved very hard to preserve. In

other directions, specially as regards relations between nations,

freedoms formerly valued have proved potent sources of disas-

ter. New thoughts, new hopes, new freedoms, and new restric-

tions upon freedom are needed if the world is to emerge from its

present perilous state.

I cannot pretend that what I have done in regard to social and

political problems has had any great importance. It is compara-

tively easy to have an immense effect by means of a dogmatic

and precise gospel, such as that of Communism. But for my

part I cannot believe that what mankind needs is anything

either precise or dogmatic. Nor can I believe with any whole-

heartedness in any partial doctrine which deals only with some

part or aspect of human life. There are those who hold that

everything depends upon institutions, and that good institutions

will inevitably bring the millennium. And, on the other hand,

there are those who believe that what is needed is a change of

heart, and that, in comparison, institutions are of little account.
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I cannot accept either view. Institutions mould character, and

character transforms institutions. Reforms in both must march

hand in hand. And if individuals are to retain that measure of

initiative and flexibility which they ought to have, they must not

be all forced into one rigid mould; or to change the metaphor,

all drilled into one army. Diversity is essential in spite of the

fact that it precludes universal acceptance of a single gospel.

But to preach such a doctrine is difficult, especially in arduous

times. And perhaps it cannot be effective until some bitter les-

sons have been learned by tragic experience.

My work is near its end, and the time has come when I can

survey it as a whole. How far have I succeeded, and how far

have I failed? From an early age I thought of myself as dedi-

cated to great and arduous tasks. Nearly three-quarters of a cen-

tury ago, walking alone in the Tiergarten through melting

snow under the coldly glittering March sun, I determined to

write two series of books: one abstract, growing gradually

more concrete; the other concrete, growing gradually more ab-

stract. They were to be crowned by a synthesis, combining pure

theory with a practical social philosophy. Except for the final

synthesis, which still eludes me, I have written these books.

They have been acclaimed and praised, and the thoughts of

many men and women have been affected by them. To this ex-

tent I have succeeded.

But as against this must be set two kinds of failure, one out-

ward, one inward.

To begin with the outward failure: the Tiergarten has be-

come a desert; the Brandenburger Tor, through which I entered

it on that March morning, has become the boundary of two hos-

tile empires, glaring at each other across a barrier, and grimly

preparing the ruin of mankind. Communists, Fascists, and

Nazis have successively challenged all that I thought good, and

in defeating them much of what their opponents have sought to

preserve is being lost. Freedom has come to be thought weak-
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ness, and tolerance has been compelled to wear the garb of

treachery. Old ideals are judged irrelevant, and no doctrine free

from harshness commands respect.

The inner failure, though of little moment to the world, has

made my mental life a perpetual battle. I set out with a more or

less religious belief in a Platonic eternal world, in which math-

ematics shone with a beauty like that of the last Cantos of the

Paradiso. I came to the conclusion that the eternal world is triv-

ial, and that mathematics is only the art of saying the same

thing in different words. I set out with a belief that love, free

and courageous, could conquer the world without fighting. I

came to support a bitter and terrible war. In these respects there

was failure.

But beneath all this load of failure I am still conscious of

something that I feel to be victory. I may have conceived theo-

retical truth wrongly, but I was not wrong in thinking that

there is such a thing, and that it deserves our allegiance. I may

have thought the road to a world of free and happy human be-

ings shorter than it is proving to be, but I was not wrong in

thinking that such a world is possible, and that it is worth while

to live with a view to bringing it nearer. I have lived in the

pursuit of a vision, both personal and social. Personal: to care

for what is noble, for what is beautiful, for what is gentle; to

allow moments of insight to give wisdom at more mundane

times. Social: to see in imagination the society that is to be cre-

ated, where individuals grow freely, and where hate and greed

and envy die because there is nothing to nourish them. These

things I believe, and the world, for all its horrors, has left me

unshaken.
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