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(1) Highlights; BBC documentary, "Bertie and the Bomb" (14). BR vs. Mook on unilateral disarming {11 1/2 pages]
(16). 1984 BRS Award to Dora Russell (19). BPS newsletters in Library of Congress (35). Accidental war
petition (10). Voting results (11). Why contribute? (33). 1385 BRS $1000 Doctoral Grant announcement (22).
Newsletter copyrighted (34). The index is at the end. An asterisk in the left column indicates a request.

COMING EVENTS

f

(2) On Surday, December 2nd, Al Seckel gives a talk (with slides) on BR,in Santa Barbara. For more, see (21)
I

ANNUAL MEETING (1985)

.C. 1is the place, June 21-23 is the time, the next-to-last weekend in June. Mark it un
ude it in your plans...and in your pbudget. Don Jackanicz, whose arrangements for the
;3 made 1t an outstanding one, is again in charge of arrangements,so...expect a lo%!.

REPORTS FRCM OFFICERS

o Pon Jackanicz reports:

The: zearch for a rew BER3 Librarian has ended in the appointment of Tom Stanley. I would like to wel~mre
hin o this position while again thanking his predecessor, Jack Ragsdale, for a job well done th
‘ i years. By making diverse and often rare materials more readily availabie, The 2RS Librz
7 sainsell's work and views known to the academic and general communities. Its activities have ail
an Liporcant  part of the BRS's aim of disseminating information on Russell to wider audiences. i
* futw 1 anticipate a growing role for the Library,  and I invite all members to write to Tom =2kl e
zercerning the Library's mission and how to foster its performance to an even higher level.

v

« rontinues on planning the June 21-23, 1985 Annual Meeting to be held in Washington, D.C. The precise

173 place has not yet been chosen, though the likely site would be one of the area universities or

¥ hotels. Negotiations are now being conducted. Any member interested in making a presentation shculd w’
to me at the earliest convenience as the program is gradually being compiled. Suggestions for
items and agenda proposals for the Society Business Meeting should also be directed to me. And, of
I vary much hope each member is seriously considering attending. The next newsletter will contain fiurthe:
satails on meeting plans.

o

Negotiations for the annual BRS Award and your views on the proposed 1986 BRS Annual Meeting in EBritain
are also welcomed. Now is the time for your input.

(5) Vice-President David Hart reports:

Lee Eisler has once again earned the gratitude of all BRS members, this time for his fine work in getting

. a videotape of the BBC's "Bertie and the Bomb". It is available from the BRS Library, and we might all

# think about how we could present it to varicus audiences. Many colleges have groups that work to promote a
nuclear freeze. Student groups are always glad for any chance to hold a meeting; they would likely -

welcome someone who wants to show our videotape. In addition, even in this era of darkness, there are

still a few colleges that have an ecology club. They too might have an interest in our = videotape.Most
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groups like to have outside visitors. So in thinking of prosmective viewers, we need not limit ourselves
to those groups to wnich we belong. Many churches have peace groups that do very good work; we ought not
to ignore this potential source of interest.

In reading over the questionnaires returned by our new members, 1 am again and again surprised to learn
how some casual event has set off a wholehearted interest in Russell. Russell is how own hest advocate,
if only people can be made aware of his work. Perhaps ocur videotape will be the small event that awakens
curiosity and sends someone off to a bookshop or library, eager to read anything Russell wrote.

(b) Vice-President/Special Projects Marvin Kohl reports. His review of Russell's Cambridge Essays 1888-99
appeared in Choice (April 1984, p 242). Here it is:

(7= ¥

7

&

.
)

[The rer

~
BRS

An extraordinary volume that should delight both the scholar and the general intelligent reader. For the
scholar there are Russell's early and shorter writings on economics, epistemology, and logic: a
Dibliograzhy  and gener:zl index; and 127 pages of annotation and textual notes. For the general reader
there are essays about the rature of ethics,politics and utilitarianism. In addition (and simply a delight
to read), there is the diary of a lé-year—old arguing about the nature of religion and religious belief
and, as a special bonus, a reading list containing 758 entries. The biographical material will be of
special interest to those adolescent readers searching for a model or intellectual hero. A must for all
college collections, and highly recomrended for general libraries who wish to have the partial
eoiiography of a man who is clearly one of the greatest, if not the greatest, intellectual of our
century.

tewer's copy of this volume, furnished to us by the publisher, Allen & Unwin, is available frum
z1y. Handle with care; it is a $70 volume.]

s
2430

Trzzgurer Dennis J. Darland reports:

v Fen cvarter ending 5/30/84;

Eslence on hand {3/ 3078d) it ueereeacasaesosssossnsoanssasscssesnssscssssssasssscsnsssnssssses’053.60

Irzomss 12 W MOl G seecaseseassesasssncssscnssassavesnsssssssssvseseldf.45

centributiors..c... reseess cesecnenns creeaaes cesace sesesesssssssae D00

sales of RS, m0OKS, Stationery,etCeieesecscssccsscancssonsasnnsasei3e25
total income..eeee....1572.20....0.....1572.20
) 4625.80

froendinmaces: Information and Membership CommitteeS.ceeeececesscasaseesss1100,19
BES DOCtoril Grante.iceseceseccsacecscscsascsassssesnsoseassd20,00
BRS LibDIarYeeseeescsscscscasascescacescavassncnscsocsssssanssslel0
subscriptions to "RUSSE11M..ecesecescsersscssccnsrsossssssasselC0
BaANK ChargeSeceeeeanscesscsscsscsosscescanssseascsssssassoasseall 99

ObNEY e e ecveeesssocessosscssssssacsasnassssssscsccsncesnnnsosssl.00

total spent..eceeessso1532.18.000000...1532.18

Balance on hand (6/30/84) «iueuneeeiauuneerniesennseerennresanisecesssssseonsocesnasseasss 3093.62

for the cuerter ending 9/30/84:

Balance on hand (6/30/84)......................................................... 3093.62
incomes 15 new MEMMDET S ¢ ¢t neeeeeessssasacnansoscoasssescasannceneesessss285.00
18 renewals.....................................................332.70
. total AUeS..eieeneeses,017.70
contrlbutions...................................................115.72
sales Of RSN, bookS, Stationery,etCe..eeseeeeoereennnns eersesses.60.83
unknowri, to o U o B

- total INCOME.vueereeese?36.53000reneens.796.53

Expenditures: Information and Membership COMMLLEEES....s.vereennnennn.. ... 785.40 369015
BRS DOCtOral Grant..ceseseiueeeescocrenesenscnsncanneannanne, 0.00
BRSO Al Y e esesaeesdeennnosnneessnsonsennannssnocannennnsa203.28

subscriptions to TRUSSEL] it trietinnrennreannenanonnensss 468,00
bank charges..................................................7.50

other...................................................... 0.00

total spentseeeies....1464.18.0000.....1464.18

Balance on hand (9/30/84)................................................ 2425,97
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REPORTS FROM COMMYITTEES

(8) Library Committee (Tom Stanley, Librarian):

The Library is in process of being shipped to Vermont. I expect it will be intact, and orders processed,
by the time this issue arrives. Please excuse any delays that have occurred during the transition.

"Bertie and the Bomb", the BBC documentary, 1is our latest acquisition. We have four copies of this VHS
cassette, three of which are on lcan. If anyone has a specific date when they would like to view it,
please notify me at once. -

The Librarian's appeal (RSN43-27) has elicited a very generous donation of books from Al Seckel. Also
worth noting, we have The Collected Papers of Bertrand Russell, Vol 1 (Cambridge Essays, 1888-1899). [See
(6)] ' ) o ) o )

[For more news about the Library, see (12-15) 1]

(9) Philosophers' Cormittee (David E. Johnson, Chairman):

(10}

(11)

Program
of
THE BERTRAND RUSSELL SOCIETY, INC.
at the December 1984 Meeting
of the Eastern Division of
THE AMERICAN PHILOSOPHICAL ASSOCIATION

TIME: December 28, 1984. 10:00 to 11:50 a.m.
PIACE: The New York Hilton Hotel, Nassau Suite A

PAPER: “Knowledge By Description”
Russell Wahl, Wabash College, Crawfordsville, IN

COMMENTATOR: Justin Leiber, University of Houston .

CHAIRMAN: David E. Johnson, U. S. Naval Academy

X x * * * * * * * *

ABSTRACT OF RUSSELL WAHL'S PAPER,"KNCWLEDGE BY DESCRIPTICN"

This parzer examines Bertrand Russell's notion of knowledge by description and explores two questi-ns:
whether it is really correct to say a person can have merely descriptive knowledge of a thing, and whether
triths can be known about things known only by description. I argue that Russell's original intention
introducing  this notion was to account for the possibility that truths could be known about things with
which cne is not acquainted. This is the case despite some of Russell's later claims that such things as
Piccadilly, physical objects and other things which are known only by description are really logizal
constructions of things known by acquaintance. Far from being a consequence of the position in "On

crnoting” and "Knowledge by Acquaintance, Knowledge by Description,™ this more constructivist view
actuatly conflicts with it in some respects.

o
1]

Science Committee (Alex Dely, Chairman).

Instead of a formal report, Alex submits (1) his article,"Accidental War", that appeared in a University of
Arlzona.pgbllcatlon (Fall '84),and (2) a related petition about accidental war. We éﬁqgest that you photocopy
the pet}tlon, get signatures, and mail it to the address given. BAlex has drafted an "Accidental Nuciear war
Prevention Act", which has been submitted to Congress, and your petitions with signatures might be helpful

The article and the petition are on the next page. ) )

THE MEMBERS VOTE

Results of the vote: The Bylaws revised in June 1984 were approved. All candidates for Director were elected

or re-elected for 3-year terms starting 1/1/85: JACQUELINE BERTHON-PAYON » BOB DAVIS, ALFX DELY, ALI GHAEMI,
HUGH MOORHEAD, DAN WRAY. The ballots were tallied by Lee Eisler, and the count was verified by Secretary Jolin
lenz, as required by Article 11, Section 2 of the new Bylaws.




America is once again at a crossroads in its attitudes to-
ward our military needs and capabilities, as well as our fun-
damental relations with the outside world. To achieve the ill-
defined end of “national security” our country alone spends
$4,000 per year per family to prepare for events unlikely to
occur against “enemies” we do not attempt to even under-
stand.

In the meantime, nearly no time, energy or funds are
spent, either in the Pentagon, the Congress or the elitist arms
control organizations, to carefully document the threat of,
and solutions to, accidental nuclear war. Our recent book
and Congressional testimony amply suggest that an uninten-
tional, self-triggered nuclear conflict is far more likely than
the premeditated attacks our Pentagon “wargames” buy to

study. Not only is the probability of accidental war increas- .

ing rapidly, but it is a risk that holds the two superpowers
hostage.

A key theme of our findings is that both sides are giving
themselves and each other ever decreasing amounts of time
to make informed decisions. By conscious design, both the
U.S. and U.S.S.R. are deploying weapons systems, such as
the cruise missiles and the stealth bomber, which are invisible
to the standard techniques of radar or satellite verification.
Other systems, such as the $5-20 and Pershing-2 missiles, are
placed so ciose to enemny territory that they can strike essen-
tial systems within six to twvelve minutes after Jaunch.

These factors create a precarious balance, an unstable equi-
Bhrium, which could be upset by many events. [n 1950 Sen-
ators Gary Hart and Goldwater conducted an investigation
into the U.S. strategic wamning system. They found 151 sig-
nificant false alarras during the preceding 18 months, some
lasting a full six minutes. The 1.S. false alarm rate increased
to 186 ir 1981, 215 in 1982 and was up to 130 as of May 31,
1983, the latest available data under our Freedom of Informa-
tion Act request. This represents @ 35% increase. Most signif-
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By Alex Dely

icantly the Soviet computers are even more unreliable. And
what about the 15 or so nations possessing or building nu-
clear weapons, many of whom are poor and are located in
troublespots such as the Middle East, Asia, Africa, and
South/Central Americal
t A key argumient is that the defense community (but not the
public!) is aware that many false alarms do occur. They also
. know that the amount of time necessary to check whether
" the alarm was false or not, equals or exceeds the time for a
real attack to occur. This is Catch-22 in the extremel
The practical result will almost certainly be the adoption
by necessity by both the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. of a launch-
on-warning policy, an open invitation to unintentional but
real disaster.
In addition, the Pentagon uses between 300 and 1000 dif-
ferent computer languages, a babble of tongues that could

. Create chaos should electronic chips fail or computer pro-

grams contain errors {and no practical tests seem to be ad-
equate). Finally we must presume that during a crisis, which
recall could last as little as six minutes, all members of the
chain of command are at their posts. Even then it is absurd
to believe that in six minutes a coherent message and sup-
porting analysis could be sent from the radar/satellite com-
puter operator at NORAD headquarters, be verified by other

computers, passed along to the Secretary of Defense

in the
Pentagon,

er on to the President, who must make a careful de-
cision, ar_:d then back down the chain of command to the
launch officers. Again we must wonder how a hizhly bu-

reaucratic chain of command, such as the Soviet one, will
deal with this issue.

What can be done:
1) Est.ablish a US.-USSR. Joint Crisis Control Center,
This permanent new institution, originally in Moscow
_ and Washington, would facilitate face-to-face immediate
informatiop exchange and consultation whenever crisis
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occurred. Both locations would be staffed 24 hours a da
by Soviet and U.S. military and diplomatic personnel
Originally proposed by us in 1981, the U.S. Senate incor
porated this suggestion by 82-0°vote into the Fiscal Yen
1985 D.O.D. Appropriations Bill. Unfortunately this oc
curred via nonbinding resolution. Since Secretary of De
fense Weinberger in April 1983 summarily concluded tha
a “crisis control center was not desirable at this time,
the political pressure must be maintained.
Upgrade the present 60 words-per-minute teletype hot
line. The present system:

- does not allow use of high-speed satellites

- does not allow high-speed map or facsimile transmis
sion capability ‘ )

- does not have secure voice and video capability

- does not provide either side with high-speed interac
tive links to their embassies in crisis area nations
We must undo, our present dependence on a slow printe
message in a time when decision-making time has beer
reduced from hours to only a few minutes.
An Anti-Satellite Treaty must be negotiated to guarantes
each side access to secure means of verification of troog
movements and weapons depioyment.
A process needs to be established in the Congress and the
Pentagon to continuously evaluate all the issues men
tioned in this article. At present no one has this respors:
bility.
In the next five years, the U.S. and the U.S.8.R. will snenc
$3 trillion for “defense.” No monies are spent on accider:a
war prevention. Unless we do, we will commit mutual sui-
cide by oversight.

Alex Dely is co-author of the book Accidental Nuclear War: Tt
Growing Peril, is a lecturer in physics at the UA and Firma Commiu
nity College, and is a third year UA law student,

2

The University of Arizona

233-A East Carillo

Please return to the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation,

Street, Santa Barbara, CA 93101.
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BRS LIBRARY

New Librarian is Tom Stanley, book lover, book collector, and book seller ( specializing,with his wife, in
used and out-of-print books, as STANLEY BOOKS.) A 7-year BRS member, he says they "finally settled in Vermont
whete I had hoped to make a living selling books. After starving at this, I found employment selling
[electronic equipment], and my wife took up teaching. Our business only allows us the luxuries, like buying a
set of the Collected Papers." He is a member of two local "peace" groups, the Vermont Archeological Society,
the Vermont Historical Society, and the Vermont Antiquarian Bocksellers Assouiation. In his free time,he
enjoys Bach and hiking with his daughter. We welcome him warmly to his new post. His address is on Page 1,
bottom.

7 Films for rent, listed below with rental prices, may be borrowed by BRS members and responsible non-

Tmerbers. All are l6mm. black and white. A $75 deposit is required, to be refunded when the film is returned,
less the cost of shipping and insurance. Films are rented for one week, except when other arrangements are
made with the Librarian. Wwhen ordering, specify the date when the film is wanted. If you know of any other
films in private collections, other libraries, or broadcasters' files, please tell Librarian Tom Stanley about

it. His address is en Page 1, bottom. Here are the films:

1. Bertrand Russell Discusses Philosophy

2. BRertrand Russell DisCusses Power.

3. Bertrand Russell Discusses Mankind's Future.

4. Bertrand Russell Discusses the Role of the Individual.
5. Bertrand Russell Discusses Happiness.

Each of the above runs for 13 1/2 minutes. BR is interviewed by Woodrow Wyatt (1959). ’;‘he int.:erviewsv are
transcribed in the book Bertrand Russell Speaks His Mind (Greenwood, publisher), The aud}o portion of #1 is
available cii LP "Bertrand Russell Speaking” {Caedmon TC-1149) . Rental: $25 plus $75 deposit per film.

6. Bertrand Russell.

Runs 39 minutes. ER is interviewed by Romney Wheeler on his 80th Birthday (1952). A transcript can be found
in Arlentic Wonihly {August 1952,pp. 51-54). Rental: $40 plus $75 deposit.

7. Thz Life and Times of éertrand Russell.

Kkuns 4G minaies.  Produced by the BBC for BR's 90th Birthday Celebraticn (1962). BR is interviewed, and.sc; R
several crerinent: British figures. Main emphasis is on the threat of nuclear war and BR's efforts to diminish

it. Reptal. S48 slus 873 geposit,
"Bertie and the Bomb”, The BRS Library has acquired a VHS videotape of this 40-minute BBC TV program that was
show switain in April! and very well received. (We've seen the laudatory press clippings. We've also seen

"L:sser’_r_lg and( the Bomb" itself. Not to be missed!) It has not been seen on US or Canadian TV, so we have
.c;ume:tl';u.:g.u;'uqua, st least for the moment. It deals mainly with BR's opposition to nuclear weapons. Two BRE
Award recipients appear in it: Dora Russell and Joseph Rotblat.

YS‘A may ".v':LSh to borrow'it from the BRS Library to show to your group or organization. If you do this, mentica
that it has peen p;ov*;ded by the Bertrand Russell Society; and anyone wishing information about the Society
{by msilj; should give you his name and address. .

If you show it to a group, pleas'e send us brief report:name of i i . i
. o ) : group (if any), size of audien ny
asked for information about the BRS, and audience reaction. P vl cer how many

One limitation on its use: don't get carried away and offer it to a 1 i
S : ocal TV station. W '
permission for that. Y station. We do pot have BEC's

Technical note: the tape has been recorded at a slow speed. Some videota layers play i
. ) . it correctl me
not. Try it out to make sure it plays on your player. S i ¥ some do

As reported last issue (RSN43-28), there is no charge for borrowing ta

: ' : pes. Borrower pays for postage and $50
wprth of insurance both ways, or.dmarlly. But in this case, if you are showing "Bertie" to a group, the BRS
will share the cost, will pay it going out; you pay it coming back. If you are not showing it to a group,
please send $3.w1th your order for one-way postage and $50 insurancej;any excess will be refunded in stamp:cs.
Order from BRS Library, address on Page 1, bottom.

Vidal on audiotape. Last issue,JACK RAGSDALE recommended a videotape (#260A) of Gore Vidal on the Donahue show
(RSN43-29} .Since many more people have audiotape players than have vicdeotape players, we made an audio
cassette copy of the video.The audiotape turns out to be excellent...like an unusually good radic show
Available from the BRS Library. )




(16a) In Sidney Hook's review of Volume I of Collected Papers of Bertrand Russell
statement,"I am for controlled nuclear disarmament,

(16v)
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BR ON UNILATERAL NUCLEAR DISARMING

(RSN41~25),

then I am for unilateral disarmament even if it means the horrors of Communist domination."

Joseph Alsop,

We wrote Professor Hook and asked for the source of the statement (RSN42-7),
the newspaper correspondent,
New Leader in 1958 which continued for some time...

R.

November 1984 °

he quotes BR's
but if the Communists cannot be induced to agree to it,

and he responded: "It was made to
and was the occasion of my exchanges with Bertrand Russell in the
himself in the course of the correspondence

acknowledges he made it but implies he was tricked into doing so and that I misunderstood his real intent."

We have read the 1958 newspaper article by Joseph Alsop from which Professor Hook extracted one

sentence. It

shows, we believe, that this one sentence, standing alone -—— taken out of context, the context being everything
that BR said on that occasion -~ misrepresents BR's position. The part is not the whole.

Here it is;

judge for yourself.

Bertrand Russell Gives an Opinion
On How to Survive in Muclear Age

By JOSEPH ALSOP
LONDON, Feb. 21—The

?and a passionate anti-Com-
‘munist

oGl 18 Cuaoriessiy comfolis |

able, without character ex-
cept for the superb view of
the Thames through the wide
windows.

The room’s inhabitant sug-
gests a vparticularly spry
bird. The nose is beaklike:
the shock of white hair is a
superb crest, and even the
voice, high, dry and some-
times a- little harsh, is de-
cidedly avian.

Such is_Lord Bertrand
Russell, at the age of 85 and

Eare dedicated to a vigorous
crusade to ban the nuclear
weapons at all costs.

i

|
1
H
!
i
]
I
{

power of his mind or in-
icreased his appetite for self-
‘d2lusion, either.

armament?” :

“Then,” he savs, ~with:
sharp emphasis, “. personal-i
ly am’for unilateral nuricar |
disarmament. It is =z hitter:

But now his life and work

about it, and I do not ¢
I deceive myself about it
nature.

Agze has not dimmed the
1

What sets Bertrand Rus-

sell altogether apart from Communist dominraticn ¢f :
"the vast majority of his fel. th1§ world o{nur&
low crusaders is mainly his ‘As vou know vury

honesty in facing hard facts
iand hard choices.

i
i

how I feel about the (.
nist system, my cio
surprise you—and inid you, ¢

Cwnd
choice. | have thouznt much . |

“Unilateral diszrmamsnt: .
is likely to mean, for a while, |

in the midst of his inexhaust- ' SURVIVAL OF THE RACE |
ible career’s new phase-as a ~ ~1 am for controlled nt-"
most powerful influence on 'elear disarmament,” he says !
British and world opinion. ibriskly. fixing his caller with :
. . ian eye that is almost hypnot ,

,LL GOING STRONG ‘{cally sharp. H

Ng'sne with any sense of |, . e
histori&a first encounter |  1amIor any negotiations.

Bertrand “Rydsell without ai3ny first steps, any efforts;:
spasm of dow incredu- ?:hat may promote under-
lity. : 4, 'standing—anything, in short, g
There he still is, yé}savit_h“ may bring controlled |
to 50§r§e1§,' yet.hg ﬁaidJm:sJ.msarmarpem a little nearer. |

s to the man who moved ' What'is at stake is siinply
Britain's reform bill of 1832 | the survival of the human

I speak only for mysel!, not |
for anyone I am working!
with, and with little hope ] -
persuading others.

ULTIMATE CHOICE

“But if the alternatives ara ;
the eventual extincticn of
mankind and a temporary
Communist conquest I pre-
fer the latter.

“It would be inexpressibly
horrible, but it would not 2xa-
dure, anymore than Genghis .

. ready to ne

o er, we risi the end of the

and reached the Prime Min-
istership before Palmerston.

The grandfather, Lord
John Russell, - bore the
largest single share of the re-
sponsibility {or
England into the new demo-
cratic age; and in order to
do so, he helped drive from
office the men whe beat Na.
poleon.

MANY FACETS

The grandson has been a
dozen things—great philos.
opher, great logician, First
World War pacifist, Second

-~ World War anti-Nazi-and al-

ways a passionate libertarian

ushering |

Khan's altogether horrible

race; for if we go on as we :
empire endured.

are going. we risk a nuclear

war, and the human race  ARd tke end ."f ‘the hu-
will not survive such a war,” Man race on earth s, after
There is something in him | all, an absolutely irreversible
—something perhaps of - event. )
those “ancestral voices; Hemusedfora whileafter '
prophesying war” that Col- 1 stating his ultimate choice. .
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that makes one reluctant to ! his arguments tnat “'sane -
interrupt the flow of his ex- { men among the Soviets must
planation. ! be just as disturbed as sane
. men on our side to find them-
THE HARD DECISION

- selves in this prison of the:
But the question has to be | pa1ance of terror.” .

asked: “What if the Soviets !

cannot be induced. by any i YARIOUS SCHEMES
imaginable effort, to agree; We have not really tried.
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human race.”

COMTRASTING ERAS

As one leit the simple
raom, the mind's eye held a
visien of the zrandfather’s
ture—Wellington’s dispatch
rider driving furiously into
London with the Waterloo.
won standards of Napolean's

guards poked out of the car.
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And to make tne comtastT
in time, the mind’s ear held ;
the ‘echo of the dry, precise
old voice of the grandson,
seiting forth his alternatives
for the H-bomb age as he’
grimly perceives them.

You may think his advice ®

. altogether wrong, as does:
' this reporter: but this was’

still a voice deserving to be
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ered in the final judgment.

{We are indebted to HARRY RUJA for telling us where to look for the Alsop
article,and to the Hawaii Star-Bulletin for supplying it, from its issue of 2/21/58):
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Hook's 1984 misrepresentation of BR's position on Communism, in his review of "Collected Papers", is not new.
He has done it often. He recently said,"So long as we keep our guard up and do not capitulate, as Kennan and
Russell would have us do..." (RSN39~10c). Hook accused BR of being a "spokesman for appeasement and surrender
to Communism"”, in an article in Commentary (July 1976) (RSN41-6).

Let us look at the 1958 New leader articles that Professor Hook refers to.

A FOREIGN PCOLICY FOR SURVIVAL
by Sidney Hook
in The New Leader April 7,1958

American foreign policy has been in a state of crisis ever since the end of World War II. The Crises have been
partly of this country's own making. It has made error upon error, all based upon the failure to understand
the nature of the Communist threat. It sacrificed essential political principles in the military struggle
against Nazi totalitarianism. It demobilized its troops in Eurcpe too soon. It failed to use its monopoly of
atomic power to effect world disarmament and international control of nuclear weapons. It withdrew its troops
from Korea, practically inviting Communist aggression. It fought the Korean War against the Chinese under
self-imposed limitations. It liquidated the war short of victory when the Communist Chinese were in retreat.
It stood idly by when Soviet troops slaughtered the Hungarian freedom fighters, who were actually the allies
of the West.

.

* * * * * * *

Shortly after the first atomic bomb was exploded, Elmer Davis responded to the call for one world with the
retort: "No world is better than some worlds." It is possible to panic the West by a picture of the universal
holocaust a nuclear war would bring, to panic the West to a point where survival on any terms seems preferable
to the risks of resistance. The pages of history show that moral integrity in extreme situations is often the
highest political wisdom. The struggle against totalitarianism is not only a political struggle but also a
moral one, which limits the extent to which we can carry appeasement. If Hitler had commanded the weapon
resources of the Soviet Union, would we have yielded to one Munich after another until the world was one vast
concentration camp? I hardly think so. Those who are prepared to sacrifice freedom for peace and for mere life
will find after such sacrifice no genuine peace and life unfit for man. Paradoxical as it may sound, life
itself 1is not a value. What gives life value is not its mere existence but its quality. Wwhoever proclaims
that  life is worth living under any circumstances has already written for himself an epitaph of infamy. For
there is no principle or human being he will not betray; there is no indignity he will not suffer or compound.

Sometimes those who should know better seem to ignore this. Bertrand Russell recently declared in an interview
with Joseph Alsop that, if the Communists could not be induced to agree to reasonable proposals for controlled
nuclear disarmament, he would be in favor of unilateral disarmanent even if this meant Communist domination
of the entire world. Although he stated the view as only his cwn, the fact that he made it public is
tantamount to an advocacy of a policy sure to be widely interpreted in the West 'and in the Kremlin as one of
complete capitulation to Communist intransigence.

It is with a feeling of great personal sadness that I observe Bertrand Russell urge that, to avoid the risk of

war, we in effect haul down the colors of freedom and moral decency to save mankind for Communist rule. After
all, we cannot be certain that the tervor of Communism will not endure or be followed by something worse. "Oh!
what a noble mind is here o'erthrown!" The man who in The Free Man's Worship was prepared to defy the very
cosmos and "the trampling march of unconscious power, "in order to sustain the ideals of human freedom come
what may, now sinks on wwilling but still bended knees before Knrushchev at the thought of the danger of
universal destruction.

Bertrand Russell's career as a counselor to mankind, here as in some of his observations about the United
States as a police state, proves that all the mathematical logic in the world is not a substitute for common
sense. In so many words, he says: "I am for controlled nuclear disarmament, but, if the Communists cannot be
induced to agree to it, then I am for unilateral disarmament even if it means the horrors of Communist
domination.” When they listen to sentiments like this, why should the Soviets consent to controlled nuclear
disarmament? All they need do is wait and the world will be given to them on a platter to do with "as they
will. Why should they compromise? Not knowing whether they will survive our resolution to fight if necessary
for freedom, they may be tempted to accept reasonable proposals. But words like Russell's tell them that all
they need do is sit tight, make threats, and wait for us to come crawling to them disarmed. It is like saying
to a ruffian or burglar:"You let me alone and I'll let you alone, but if you insist on not letting me alone,
you can have your way with me. If you find my lock too difficult to force, be patient and I shall remove itl
This is almost a provocation to the burglar to make the most extreme demands and reject any reasocnable

settlement. Russell's words express a dubious political morality and a bad strategy.They bring about the very
intransigence among the Communists that he uses as the justification for capitulation.

[Hook's article continues, but without further reference to Russell. End of excerpt.]
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WORLD COMMUNISM AND NUCLEAR WAR
By Bertrand Russell
in The New leader May 25, 1958

Dr. Sidney Hook's .article, "A Foreign Policy for Survival" (NL, April 7) contains much with which I am in
agreement — more, I think, than Dr. Hook realizes. Before embarking upon controversial matters, I will
emphasize the extent of agreement by repeating a statement, the first three paragraphs of which were
originally made by the American Nobel Anniversary Committee and subsequently published, with the addition of
the last paragraphyin many countries on both sides of the Iron Curtain:

"Negotiations between East and West with a view to finding ways of peaceful coexistence are urgently
desirable. Certain principles should govern such negotiations: (1) Any agreement arrived at should as a
whole be not advantageous to either party; (2) it should be such as to diminish causes of friction; (3) it
should be such as to diminish the danger of a more or less inadvertent outbreak of nuclear warfare.

"The procedure I should wish to see adopted would be, first, a meeting at the highest level between the
governments of the U.S. and the USSR, not intended to reach binding agreements but to explore the possibility
of a compromise which both powers would accept. The negotiations involved should be secret until the
possibility of such compromise had been established. If such a compromise seems feasible, it should be
recommended by both parties to the other powers of NATO and the Warsaw Pact.

"If an agreement 1is to be successful in averting the risk of nuclear warfare, it must provide for the
destruction of nuclear weapons and the cessation of their manufacture under the guarantee of inspection by an
agreed neutral authority. It must ide for the removal of all alien troops from agreed territory
including, as minimum, East and West choslovakia, Poland and Hungary -— Germany not to remain in
NATO or the above satellites in the The Countries in Eastern and Western Europe must be free to
adopt whatever form of government anc atever zconomic system they may prefer.

"I have been dealing with mcasires tha' are umninently necessary if the risk of a great war is to be
diminished. But in the long run, the only scolution which will make the world safe is the establishment of a
World Government with a monopoly of ths = r waapons of war. The world is not yet ready for such an
i wili gradually convince men of its necessity.”

It will be seen that the statement ilar o the first part of Dr. Hook's article. Where he and I
disagree is as to the advisabilait tate resort te nuclear war if the Commnist powers cannot be
contained by anything less. Both 2r. Hook and I are concerned with possibilities which we respectively think
improbable. Dr. Hook maintains that 2ven 1f his poligy led to the extinction of human life, it would still be
better than a Communist victory. : b ocontrary, vhat a Communist victory would not be so great a
disaster as the extinction of h that his policy might lead to the one disaster, though
he does not think that it would. tolicy which I advocate might lead to the other disaster,
though I, again, do nct think tinat woula do ge. We are agreed that both these extreme consequences are
somewhat hypothetical, and we ire also agrecd tha' both of them would be disasters. We differ only as to which

Before arguing this question in immersoral terms, there are some observations of a more personal kind that may
help' to clear the ground. Thoue who oppose the policy whicna I advocate insinuate that it is inspired by
personal cowardice. A moment's refile wotic 2o them that such a supposition is absurd. Neither universal
Communist domination nor the extincti Aan race is likely to occur before I die a natural death. I
do not, therefore, have to consider i most fear my nuclear disintegration or my slow torture in
an Arctic labor camp. At my age, views 4 immediate future are necessarily impersonal.

Another thing with is insinuated is thate I 2a surreptitiously favorable to Commmnism. One might as well accuse
Dr. Hook of wishing to see the human a exterminated. Obviously he does not wish the one and I do not wish
the other. We both admit that both would be disasters. We differ only, I repeat, as to which would be the
greater disaster.

1 cannot but deplore the passage in which Dr. Hook laments my supposed moral downfall. It is not by such
arguments that difficult issues can be decided. He does not seem aware that it would be easy to make a retort
in kind and to accuse him of being a super-Caligula. But argunentation in this vein is an obstacle to
rationality. I shall, therefore, abstain from it, and I wish that he would do likewise.

1 come now to an impersonal consideration of the issue. There are here two quite distinct matters to be
discussed: First, what is the Ilikelihood that the policy which I advocate would lead to the universal
domination of Communism? And, second, if it did, would this be worse than the ending of human life? It is the
second question that I wish to examine, since the first involves difficult political and psychological
considerations as to which differences of opinion will inevitably persist.
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Dr. Hook asserts that "Bolshevism is the greatest movement of secular fanaticism in human history." I will not
dispute this,but is there not also fanaticism in the attitude of Dr. Hook and of the powerful men who agree
with him? Human history abounds in great disasters. One civilization after another has been swept away by
hordes of barbarians. The Minocan-Mycaenean civilization was destroyed by savage warriors whose descendents,
after a few centuries, became the Greeks wiiom we revere. When the Mchammedans swept over the greater part of
the Eastern Roman Empire, it seemed to Christian contemporaries that the civilization of the regions which
they conquered was being destroyed, and yet, before long, it was the Arabs who mainly preserved the heritage
of antiquity. Genghis Khan was quite as bad as Stalin at his worst, but his grandson Kublai Khan was a highly
civilized monarch under whom Chinese culture flourished.

The men who think as Dr. Hook does are being un~historical and are displaying a myopic vision to which future
centuries are invisible. A victory of Communism might be as disastrous as the barbarian destruction of the
Roman Empire, but there is no reason to think that it would be more disastrous than that event. While the
human race survives, humaneness, love of liberty, and a civilized way of life will, soccner or later, prove
irresistibly attractive. The progress of mankind has always been a matter of ups and downs. The downs have
always seemed final to contemporaries, and the ups have always given rise to unfounded optimism. Western
Europe in the year 1000 gave no promise of the renaissance tha:t began some centuries later. The human spirit
throughout Western Christendom was as narrowly impriscned as it was in Russia under Stalin. Any person who
supposes that the evils of Communism, if it achieved a supremacy, would last forever is allowing himself to
be so limited by the heat of present controversies as to be unable to see their similarity to equally virulent
controversies in the past or to realize that a dark age, if it is upon us, like the dark ages of the past,
will not last forever.

Dr. Hook says quite truly that life, in itself, is not of value. It gives, however, the only possibility of
any value. I cannot applaud the arrogance of those who say: "If the next century or so is to be such as I (if
I were alive) would find unpleasant, I shall decide that not only this pariod but all future time shall be
destitute of life." Nor can I wholly admire the kind of “courage" which is advocated by Dr. Hook and others
who think like him, which has, in large part, a vicarious character somewbat detracting from its nobility. I

-have nothing to say against the man who commits suicide rather than live under a regime which he thinks is

evil, but I do not feel much approval of the man who condemns everybody clse to death because he himself does
not find life worth living.

I have tried to keep this discussion on a rational rather than an emotional plane, bhut I cannot resist giving
expression to my final judgment, which is that to risk the end of human life because we regard Communism as
evil is'fanatical, defeatist and pusillanimous in the highest possible degree.

A FREE MAN'S CHOICE
by Sidney Hook
in the New Leader May 26,1958

It is a debater's strategem, unworthy of Bertrand Russell's great gifts,to zssert :that I called his personal
courage into question in criticizing the policy he advocates as one of sixrender io Cousrmmism., It was his
political Jjudgment I «criticized, not his character. Indeed, despite his praiseworthy declaration that
argurents in the impersonal mode will best clarify ocur disagreements, it is he who descends to the use of
personal epithets. I shall not follow him. I ask only that he stop pretending that anvone is charging him with
cowardice or that any politically literate person believes he favors Communism. e no more favors Communism
than that democratic Western statesman who appeased Hitler, out of fear i war, favored Fascism. Nonetheless
they were the assisting architects of the ruin of millions.

‘The issues between us are two. The first Russell wholly avoids, even though: it is my main point and by far of

greater political weight. Russell has declared to the entire world that, if the Soviet Union refuses to accept
reasonable proposals for internaticnal disarmament, the West should disarm unilaterally — even at the cost of
the wuniversal reign of Communist terror. I criticized this view as helpirg to produce the very situation in
which we may have to chocse between capitulation to Communist tyranny or war.

I find bewildering Russell's claim that the four paragraphs he cites in his rejoinder are "very similar" to
the first part of my article. These paragraphs are worth precisely nothing when coupled with his present
advice. They flatly contradict it. The first principle he recommends to govern negotiations between East and
West is: "Any agreement arrived at should as a whole be not advantageous to either party." Excellent! Then he
broadcasts to the world: If the Kremlin refuses to make such an agreement, the West should disarm
unilaterally. Why, then, should the Kremlin enter into any such agreement or abide by it if it does? Russell's
position today constitutes positive encouragement to the Communist leaders to be unreasonable and thus
inherit the world without a struggle.

let us not deceive ourselves: It is obvious that the leaders of the Soviet Union are keeping a sensitive
watch on the pulse of public opinion in Western countries. It is not for nothing that the man whom they called
"the running dog of imperialism," and who still despises their tyranny, is now built up in their controlled
press as the "true friend of peace." Throughout the world, Communists are infiltrating into the pacifist
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movement whose non-pacific demonstrations they often spark. I am convinced that the growth of pacifist and
neutralist sentiment in the West was at least partly responsible for the Soviet Union's withdrawal from the
sessions of the UN Disarmament Commission, where reasonable proposals along the lines of Russell's paragraphs
could be considered; its hardening attitude along the political front; its repudiation of the Geneva agreement
on Germany; its recent UN veto of the proposal for Arctic inspection. Such actions may also be based on the
hope that a position like Russell's will undermine the West's resolution to resist aggression.

Arguments from history are rarely decisive, but I think it is fairly well established that the appeasement of
Hitler — not only Munich but the mood that nothing could be worse than war -—— encouraged Hitler in his
aggression. 1 go further. Even if in my heart 1 agreed with Russell (as I do not) that in the ultimate event,
capitulation to Communism was a lesser evil than the risks of war, I should regard it as a piece of
unmitigated political foolishness to proclaim it. We live in a contingent world. Wwhat we do, even sometimes
what we say, counts. Especially important are the policies we advocate. For, to the extent that they influence
human action, they influence future events. Russell's proposal is tantamount to playing with all the cards
face up against a shrewd and ruthless gambler with a hidden hand. When the stakes are huran freedom, it is
irresponsible to play a game which invites the Kremlin to bluff us into submission with threats of atomic
blackmail. The Soviets are just as vulnerable to us as we are to them.

The Soviet leaders belong to the human race, too. For them survival is an even more important value than for
many in the West. That is why I am convinced that ultimately they are more likely to consent to reasonable
proposals for a peaceful settlement once they are persuaded that we will fight rather than surrender, than if
they are persuaded by Russell and others that we will surrender rather than fight.This is the crucial point
which Russell has completely ignored. .

Santayana somewhere defines a fanatic as one who, having forgotten his goal, redoubles his efforts. Among my
goals are freedom and peace. That's why I believe that all nations should freely choose their economic and
political systems. That is why I have never advocated a preventive war for the sake of peace,as Russell did
in 1948, when the West had a monopoly on atomic power. He was wrong then in urging that the Soviet Union be
forced, by atomic bombs if necessary, to yield to a world government. (Many A-bombs could have the effect of a
few H-bombs.} He is wrong now in urging capitulation on the West because the Soviet Union has the hydrogen
bomb. He went too far in one direction; he now goes too far in the other, as if he were atoning for his
earlier extremism. In both cases, he underestimated the political and psychological elements in the situation
and overestimated the technological ones.

I do not see why a policy which seeks to confine the fanaticism of Bolshevism by taming it with the fear of
failure should be called fanatical . As well say that a man who believes in tolerance and is therefore
intolerant of those who manifest intolerance is himself intolerant. On the contrary, assuning belief to be a
habit of action, a person who is tolerant of a show of intolerance does not really believe in tolerance. If
the West follows the foreign policy I have advocated, it will not have to choose betwsen capitulation to
Communism or war. This is the choice Russell's proposal forces us into. It seems to me today that the
probability of Communism destroying human liberty everywhere is considerably greater than the probability, if
it comes to war, of human life being destroyed everywhere — particularly if we keep up scientific inquiry
into defense.

After all, Jjust a few short years ago, Russell declared that the destruction of the whole of Europe was not
too great a price to pay in order that "Communism be wiped out." There were some who regarded this position as
"fanatical, defeatist and pusillanimous," since such a war if prolonged might have had a disastrous effect on
the human race. It may be that today, if the scientists of the free world rally to the cause of freedom's
defense and not to the cause of Russell and unilateral Western disarmament, discoveries will be made which
will counteract some of the lethal after—effects of weapons. In that case, even if the Kremlin forces a war
on the West, it may be repelled without the destruction of all human life or even the whole of Western
Europe. It is an error to assume that a balance of armaments or even an armements race inevitably makes for
war. There is a risk, of course. The important thing, therefore, is to see to it that the potential aggressor
never is certain that he can win. But this is precisely what Russell's policy prevents us from doing.

Suppose now we were confronted with the limiting case: choice between the horror of Communism for some
hundreds of years and the end of human life. Here every lover of freedom and of life is on uncertain and
tragic ground. One cannot be sure that at the decisive moment the situation will look the same. Yet every
compassionate person, including Russell, feels that there is a limit in suffering and ignominy beyond which
the whole human enterprise comes into moral question. The problem is where to draw the 1limit. At present, I
cannot, like Russell, find grounds in history for reconciling myself to the first of the above alternatives.
Some of my reasons are: -

1) In the past, the triumphs of barbarism were local, not universal. Today, a Commnist world would be a
tightly knit despotism of fear without sanctuaries, without interstices to hide, without possibilities for
anonymity.

2) In the past, tyrants ruled with a primitive technology. The possession today of refined scientific
techniques increases immeasurably the extent and intensity of terror ruthless men can impose on  those they
rule. A Commnist world could easily become a scientific Gehenna -- something incomparably worse than the
destruction of the Roman Empire by the barbarians.

3) I cannot regard the achievement which in the past has sometimes followed the triumph of cruel tyrants
&s worth the price in torture and agony that preceded it. To me, the splendor and glory of the court of
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Kublai Khan were not worth even one of the many pyramids of human skulls his grandfather, Genchis Khan,
heaped up in carving out his empire. And a few years ago I believe Bertrand Russell would have agreed with re.
If the triumph of Hitler were a necessary condition for a new renaissance, what anti-Fascist would be willing
to pay the price? '

4) It is not at all unlikely that factional struggle will break out again either at the Communist center
or periphery among the political gangsters who rule the Commnist world. In such an event, thermonuclear
weapons of even more destructive power than those we know may be used to end men's miserable lives, and all
the additional agony and terror would have been in vain.

5) It is no arrogance on my part to propose to the generation of the free that they follow a policy cof
resistance rather than surrender, any wore than it is arrogant for Russell to propose surrender rather than
resistance. But perhaps he wmeans it is arrogant for any generation of men to make a decision which will
prevent the future generations of the yet unborn to have their chance and make their choice. I must confess
that I have some difficulty with this notion of obligation, as if it implied there were millions of sculs
extending’ into eternity waiting to be born. I do not share this theology. If there are such souls, they may
perhaps become embodied elsewhere.

Communists have always argued that it is justified to bury several generations, if necessary, in order to
fertilize the soil of history for a gleorious future to be enjoyed by the still unborn. In some respects,
Russell's argument is similar except that, as an opponent of Communism, he puts the glory much further into
the future. Cosmic optimism, however, seems no more credible to me than historical optimism.

Morally, those who are unborn cannot reproach us for denying them the bliss of birth in a Communist world but
those who already exist, our children and grandc¢hildren, may curse us for turning them over to the jailers cf
a Communist 1934 in which, brainwashed ard degraded, they are not even free to die until their masters give
them leave. There are more horrors in the Commuunist heaven or hell than Russell seems aware of.

There is an air of unreality about this phase of the discussion. It is improbable that Englishmen who refused
to knuckle under to Hitler and his V-2 bombs will seriously consider doing so to Krushchev and his rore
powerful bombs. If they did, the United States and Canada would still remain staunchly opposed to Communist
tyranny. The discussion seems fanciful, almost bizarre, because only if we accept Russell's position or cre
similar to it will the enemies of fresdom be emboldened to confront us with the momentous choice of total
surrender or total war. Human life may be destroyed by accident or by the maniacal whim of a dictator, agair
which there is no safequard -— even by surrender, But, if it is destroyed by war, it will be because our
foolishness will tempt the eremy to furget his mortality.

In conclusion, I wish to repcat that nothing I have written ie intended in any way as a reflection on Bertrand
Russell, a man and philosopher whom I have usually admired even when I have strongly disagreed with him. I
impugn only his political inteliigence in this ¢rave crisis of human freedom. I lament the fact that he has
capped a lifetime of gallant oppousition to despotism with the unsound recommendation that we unconditionally
surrender to the cruellest tyranny in human historv.

FREEDOHM TO SURVIVE
by Bertrand Russell
in The New Leader July 14,1958

My discussion with Sidney Hook in your pages has not given a clear picture of what my position is. I do not
blame Dr. Hook for this. I have been led into a purely academic issue as if it were one of practical politics.
Bverybody knows that neither the U.S. noc the USSR will disarm unilaterally. - The question of whether either
would be wise to do so is, therefore, ino more than an exercise in theoretical ethics. Speaking practically,
and not theoretically, what I advocate is that methods should be sought of, first, Ilessening the East-iwnst
tension and then, negotiating agreements on vexed questions on the basis of giving no net advantage to either
side. Such negotiations, 1f they are to be satisfactory, must include the mutual renunciation of nuclear
weapons with an adequate system of inspection.

It is true that I advocate practically, and not only theoretically, the abandonment of the H-bomb by Britain
ard the prevention of the spread of H~bombs to powers other than the U.S. and the USSR. I do not consider that
unilateral rerunciation of British H-bombs would have any measurable effect upon the balance of power, and I
do consider that the acquisition of H-tombs by many powers will greatly increase the dancer of nuclear war.
This makes the question of British renunciation of H-bombs quite distinct from that of general unilateral
disarmament by one of the two camps.

The question at issue between Dr. Hook and myself arises only if all attempts at neqotiation fail. Dr. Hock
speaks as though I wished the United States Government to announce that it is prepared to give way at ail
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points and suggests that I have no such wish as regards the Soviet Government. I think this question is quite
unreal since, whatever might be the part of ideal wisdom, it is certain that neither side will surrender
completely to the other. However, since the question is considered important, I will do my best to restate my
opinion more unmistakably.

To eliminate emotional factors I shall speak of two power blocs, A and B, leaving it completely undetermined
which of them is Communist and which anti-Communist. The argument proceeds on the hypothesis that, if there is
a war between the two blocs, the human race will be exterminated. It further supposes a situation in which one
of the two blocs is so fanatical that it prefers the ending of mankind to a rational compromise. In such a
situation, I think that the less fanatical bloc, if it had the welfare of mankind in view, would prefer
concession to warfare. I should say this equally to both sides.

There are those in both camps who think that the extermination of the human race would be a smaller evil than
the victory of the "enemy". I regard this view, whether held by A or by B, as insane. Dr. Hook and some of Mr.
Krushchev's supporters agree when it is held by one side, but not when it is held by the other. The opinion
which I have expressed that it would be better to yield than to indulge in a nuclear war is addressed to both
parties equally, and I do not think it likely to have any more influence on the one side than on the other.

The argument that you cannot negotiate successfully if you announce in advance that, if pressed, you will
yield, is entirely valid. If I were the government of either A or B, I should make no such announcement. But
this has no bearing on the purely academic question of what it would be wise to do if the completely desverate
situation arose. I must, however, oncs more ‘nSLSt that the view in favor of avoiding nuclear warfare even at
great cost is .one which applies to Woth sides equally and which, as far as I can judge, is no more likely tc
be adopted by one side than the other. It is unblrely unjust to regard the opinions that I have expressed as
more useful to the one side than to the other,

So much for defense. I pass now to aitack.

Dr. Hook begins his rejoinder b< a lofty rejection of personalities to which, his readers are led to sucpose,
I was the first to descend. Ie relies on their forgetting his crocodile tears expressed in his lament,"Ch!
What a noble mind is here ¢'thrown!™ I am compelled to think that criticisms of him are " rsonalities,”
whereas criticisms of me are impersonal declaraiions of Truth.

Throughout his article, he gives his
view that suomission would be bstter
advocacy of this view has been mi:
retort: "Bah! You don'‘t supcrsv the
America will listen to me either
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courss the West keeps an equal watch on opinion in
thoush it may have some influence in the West, can
I hzve hesn eble to obtain. I do not attribute anv
but I have reascn to think that this

Communist countries. He supposes t. ¥
have none in the East. This is centiary to all

very great influence to my efforts to dimainj
influence has been quite as great in the Ba

Dr. Hook says: "If the West fcilows the foreign policy I have advocated, it will not have to choose betrveen
capitulation to Communism or war." This 1* at qually trus of t“v foreign policy which I advocate. I do
not belleve thab elther alde warts 1 A ~d I th.ﬂﬁ a incdicum of sanity on both sides will prevent
ouid arise.only if one side lacked this modicum of sanity,

Dr. Hook's reasons for SUPDOSIHQ that,
indefinitely are, to my mind, coopleisd

the influence of fear and would A]rc
past, tyrants ruled with a primicive

Comerinism conquered the world, its bad features would persist
: The worst features of Cemmunism have been developed under
151y grow less il fear were removed. He points out that "in the
gy." But it was no less effective for being primitive. He alludes
to Genghis Khan's pyramids of heads, just as thoroughgoing as Auschwitz. It is an exawmple of his
slippery methods of controversy when "the splendor and glory of of the Court of Kublai Khan were
not worth even one of the many pyramids of human skulls his grandfather, Genghis Khan, heaped up." I had
never maintained that they were. Uhat I had said was that they gave reason for hiope that a bad regime might
improve -— which is a very different thing.

Another example of his dubious controversial methods is his argument that we owe no obligation to generations
that, if his policy is followed, will never be born. He says: "I do not share this theology." There is, as he
perfectly well knows, and knows that I know, no question of theology involved. The question involved is
whether it is 1likely to be worth-while that future generations should exist. It is not a question of
"rights," since obviously the non-existent have no "rights". But I am sure Dr Hook, in his calmer moments,
will admit that "rights" are not a fundamental ethical conception.

Dr. Hook is quilty of curious inconsistencies which are an indication of his fanaticism. He says: "Communist
have alweys argued that it is justified to bury several generations, if necessary, in order to fertilize tn
soil of history for a glorious future to be enjoyed by the still urborn.” His cwn position is that it i
justified to bury not several generations but all future generations, not in order that they may enjoy

glorious future but in order that they may have no future at all. This is an immeasurable exaggeration of the

-!‘: (D n

ot}
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very fault for which he criticizes the Communists.

I should like to correct a misunderstanding promoted, I think, by a report of an interview in which only a
small part of my thought was expressed. I think that, with wise statesmanship on the part of the West, it
will not be at all difficult to avoid both nuclear war and surrender. vwhat I advocate in practice, and not as
the outcome of an artificial logical dilemma, is a conclusion of agreements between East and West admitting
the inevitability of co-existence and the disastrous futility of war. I wish both sides to realize that war
cannot achieve anything that either side desires, and that,in consequence, points in dispute can only be
settled by negotiation.

Dr. Hook is in the habit of proclaiming that he values freedom. On this point, however, he deceives himself.
He does not think that those who prefer life under Communism to death should be free to choose the alternative
they prefer. Not only the inhabitants of Communist nations but the inhabitants of all the uncommitted nations,
are denied by him the most elementary freedom, which is freedom to choose survival. The view that No World is
better than a Communist World, or that No World is better than a Capitalist World, is one that is difficult to
refute by abstract arguments, but I think that those who hold it should question their right to impose their
opinion upon those who do not hold it by the infliction of the death penalty upon all of them. This is an
extreme form of religious persecution, going far beyond anything that has been advocated in previous human
history.

BERTRAND RUSSELIL, RETREATS
by Sidney Hock
in The New lLeader July 7-14,1958

The attentive reader will have cobserved that Bertrand Russell has retreated from the position he toock in his
interview wich Joseph Alsop. This was the occasion of my original criticism. He was not talking into the
wind. His words were reported all over the world. They came with an impact of brutal intellectual =znd
political shock in damocratic countries. Nevertheless, although the wire services were always available to
him, he neither retracted nor qualified what he said until this discussion began. Nor, as is obvious frum hic
tone, has he welcomed the opportunity to clarify his stand.

Normally I should have been content to leave his reply unanswered. It is in effect an admission that it was
politicaily foolish to have declared that,in the event the Kremlin refuses tc negotiate on reasonable te:

the West ghould disarm unilaterally "even if it means the horrors of Communist domination.” The iszus
however, are so momentous and Russell's recent views about them have done so much harm to the free world, that
I fzel I auast continue the discussion. Perhaps if I eschew poetry (the line from Hamlet was directed only at
his political judgment) and irony (the reference to theology!), he will understand me better even if he agress

with me 1983,

First of all, 1t is disingenuous for Russell now to maintain he was not advising the West, including the U.S.
Government, to disarm unilaterally and risk the triumph of Communism, and that he was merely engaging "in no
more than an exercise in theoretical ethics." The very language of his interview with Alsop, as well as his
first ceply vo me in THE NEW LEADER of May 26, shows how false this is. In the former, he proposed "unilaterz!
disarmament" if the Kremlin continued to be unreasonable. What has this got to do with theoretical ethics?
In the latter he stated that there are two matters at issue: First, what is the likelihood that the policy I
[Russell] advocate would lead to the universal domination of Communism?" He refused to discuss it but admitted
it involves "political and psychological considerations." These, indeed, are of the very essence. The matter
at issue is certainly not one merely of theoretical ethics.

Even if it were, Russell would still be wrong. Whatever does he imagine "theoretical ethics" to be? All
theoretical ethics has an indirect bearing on practical life and conduct. For it is concerned not only with
the nature of the right and the good but with what actions are right and what things are good and which should
be preferred when they conflict. Russell would be the first to point out that the theoretical ethics of
certain groups — e.g.,which teach that if it is impossible to save the life of both the pregnant mother and
the child, the mother should be sacrificed — sometimes has important and fateful bearings upon practice.
Similarly, is there any doubt that belief in Russell's “theoretical"™ propositicn, that capitulation and the
risk of Communist domination with all its barberity should be preferred to war and the risk to human survival,
tends to undermine the will to resist Communist aggression? Russell is so absolutely ccnvinced of the validity
of his proposition in theoretical ethics that he believes that only the insane can disagree with him. why,
then, does he not accept the responsibility for its practical effects?

Second, Russell asserts that "The question at issue between Dr. Hook and myself arises only if all attempts at
negotiation [between the West and the USSR] fail." He is wrong again. The primary issue between us is whether
Russell's position will contribute to the failure of those negotiations and whether mine will contribute to
their success. Russell's belated second thoughts indicate that he, too, now believes it was not practically
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‘wise to declare what he did in his interview. The inferences I and others drew from his interview were
perfectly legitimate. Further thought, I hope, will convince him that the Kremlin is less likely to risk
aggression if it believes the West will resist to the end than if it is persuaded that Russell's propositicn
in "theoretical ethics” will guide the West's actions. Only if Russell admits this are our remaining
differences minor.

In this connection, I wish to challenge the truth of Russell's contention that he offered his "ideal wisdem”
to both sides impartially. He has emphatically not addressed the Communists and advised them that, if the
West refused to be reasonable in its negotiations,the Kremlin should unilaterally disarm even if it meant the
triumph of the free world. Wwhat has been published in Communist countries and the neutralist world on this
particular choice has been only his advice to the West, as expressed in his BAlsop interview, with no
corresponding specific advice to the Communists. As I read the evidence, Russell's recent efforts to diminish
East-West tensions have helped disarm psychologically only the West and strengthened the position of  the
Communist world as well as the resolution of the Kremlin to pursue its present tack. Some of the atomic
scientists of West Germany have cited his position as justifying their abandonment of defense research in
nuclear weapons. Russell should know that the absence of a free press and of any possibility of freely
expressed dissent makes it impossible for him to have any appreciable influence in the Communist world the
Kremlin is not willing to let him have. He refers to public opinion in the Soviet Union on which "the West
keeps an equal watch." There is no public opinion in the Soviet Union except the opinion of the Kremlin.

That Russell can believe that his influence has been "quite as great in the East as in the West" is simple
wishful thinking. Without intending it,., he has made more difficult the tasks of the Western governments which
fear that -the Kremlin desires renunciation of all atomic weapons, even of defense, so that it can overwhelm
the free world with seas of Soviet and Chinese soldiery. Without intending it, he has made easier the campaign
of propagandistic deception by Coamunist regines which play off, whenever they can, politically naive men of

intellectual distinction, as w as mim millionaires like Cyrus Eaton, against the policy of the West.
That policy has been weak but it has been genuinely peaceful. '

This is ignored in the Olywwian intellectual posture taken by Russell toward the hypothetical case of the two
power blocs. It is a fundamencal mistake to ireat the problem as if it merely involved abstract mathematical
relationships between two aronymcus blocs, instead of the historical relations between he Communist bloc and
the Western bloc only one of vhich threatens the peace of the world. The foreign policy of the West, and of
the U.S. in particular, has 9een deficient in many respects and I have been among its unremitting critics.
But all we need do is call the roll of agoression in Fast-West relations —— Eastern Europe, Czechoslovakia,
the blockade of West Berlin, Korzaa, Hungary -- to determine who threatens whom. It is unrealistic in the
extreme therefore to draw a =imple equation Letween two power blocs in the abstract if we wish to predict
their bshavior or propose & reascnable policy.

27 bloce  suppeses: 4as he says, ‘that one of them is fanatically
¥ velevance to the oresent situation. The rulers of the Kremlin
are not insane. They are determined men with narves of steel, wonderful actors of surpassing skill in duping
the politically unwary. "“Agreerent: arco lirve sSrusts.  iade Lo be broken" is one of their maxims. But they
have never taken an aggressive mcve until thiy wrought that victory was surely in their grasp. Their basic
doctrine, their coperational code and tneir orical behavior a1l confirm this. To be sure, they are ruthless
and fanatical and can play a waiting gore. ir cat-and-mouse gambit toward Tito shows they will never stop
trying to destroy the slightest ¢ tor. . Runt L=cause they ere sane, however, they must never be ericourged
to think that the West will not resist. De:spite his intent and present disavowal, this is precisely what
Russell's "ideal wisdom"encourages them to think. The greater the number of people in the West who accept and
proclaim this piece of "ideal wisdom,”™ the ureater grows the danger of appeasement and war. I do not fear
Krushchev's insanity but his stcewdness, =»ade all the more formidable by the foolishness of those who
underestimate it.

Third, Russell's illustratici of the two po

insane. This removes it still further flom

I come now to Russell's "ideal wisdom™ — the "purely academic issue” he believes has no practical
consequences. Russell's wisdom comes into play, he repeatedly reminds us, only if one side lacks "a modicum
of sanity." If the Communists attack, shall we resist and probably go down fighting, or shall we surrender?

In my rejoinder I said: "Here every lover of fresdom and of life is on uncertain and tragic ground. One cannot
be sure that at the decisive wmoment the situation will look the same [as nowl." I believe I am open to
argument on this point, but at present I am rot persuaded that a choice of resistance, even if it threatens
the probable destruction of the human race, is morally worse than a surrender to those who lack, in Russell's
own supposition, even a modicum of sanity. Indeed,if they lack a modicum of sanity I fear all the more the
tortures and cruelties they can impose on the living generations — the only ones who count =~ in weighing the
scales of joy and pain, dignity and human degradation whose balance determines basic moral judgment. :

Russell impugns my sanity because I do not agree with him. But surely in principle everyone can imagine a
situaticn in which to prefer the non-existence of mankind to its continued torture would be to choose a lesser
evil. For example,if as a result of some mutational change, a universal and incurable ailment caused men to
die in slow agony, would it be wrong to prefer a world without man? I vagquely recall a conversation with
Russell or a passage from his writing in which he expressed the view that a world without human beinus
sometimes seemed preferable to him than one in which bloodthirsty sadists ruled. Such preferences, 1like ny
own, may be irrational. I am not so fanatical as to have closed my mind on the subject.

It is at this point that Russell brings in the hope of the future and reminds us that the agony of present
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generations may be followed by improvement. "Genghis Khan," he wrote, "was quite as bad as Stalin at his
worst, but his grandson Kublai Knan was a highly civilized monarch under whom Chinese culture flourished."

In my criticism I did not contest the possibility of improvement, I deried, what is essential to Russell's
argument, that it was necessarily worth the price. To which Russell retorts with indignation: " [Hook] says
that "the splendor and glory of the Court of Kublai Khan were not worth even one of the many pyramids of
human skulls his grandfather, Genghis Khan, heaped up,' I had never maintained they were. What I said was
that they gave reason for hope that a bad regime might improve — which is a very different thing."

Of course it is a very different thing. But Russell misses my point, which is that it is not enough to sustain
his position. For unless it is believed that these possible improvements are worth the price paid in suffering
and submission to Genghis Khan, there would be no justification for choosing to endure his tyranny rather
than ending human history. It is not enough for Russell to believe that no dark age lasts forever, that after
Communism triumphs for some hundreds of years, there may be improvements.

He must also believe that the anticipation of these possible improvements is worth to the living the agony
and, to use his own words, "the horrors of Communist domination.™ Otherwise his recommendation makes no sense,
even as a proposition in theoretical ethics!

This argument is solid and straightforward: if Russell finds it "slippery,"it is only because of the burden of
the position he is defending. I am puzzled to explain Russell's failure to see that in order to justify
submission to Moscow, he cannot stop short with believing that there may be improvements in the distant future
but must also believe that the expectation of these improvements is worth the cruelties and indignities which
will follow submission in the present. (Mutatis Mutandis, the same logic holds in relation to Genghis and
Kublai Khan.) I suspect his lapse at this point fléws from a natural and creditable reluctance to drain the
cup of appeasement to its bitter dregs. ’ o

Russell may retort (1) that in time Communism may be followed by nuch greater glories than those of the Court
of Kublai Khan, and that these glories are worth the price of submission to Moscow; and (2) that,as he
actually says, "the worst features of Communism have been developed under the influence of fear and would

almost certainly grow less if fear were removed."”

Let us consider the second point first. If the worst features of Communism have developed under the influence
of fear of the outside world, how account for the fact in the early years, when seven invading armies stood on
Soviet soil, political and cultural terror was not as widespread or severe as when the Soviet Union was
subsequently free of invaders and at peace? The entire history of Communist Russia (and China!) makes
Russell's generalization dubicus. Cruelty and arbitrariness are indigenous to the very system of totalitarian
Communism, and the fear in the hearts of the Soviet rulers is not so much of the free world as of their own
oppressed people. Further, Russell ignores my argument that it is likely that future Titos and Macs and
Stalins will war on each other and use the existence of differences in Commnist_states as pretexts for thei
organized cruelties. I grant that some things may grow better, but I am not sanguine that the worst features
of Communism will grow 1less, or sufficiently less to justify Russell's recommendation to surrender to
universal torture rather than to resist. Perhaps urder Commnism, in time, greater glories will develop than
those of the court of Kublai Khan. But the propability is just as great that greater infamies will also
develop. 3
Russell taxes me with inconsistency where there is none. I criticized the Communist view which cruelly
sacrifices existing generations for a glorious future to be enjoyed by the still unborn. To which Russell
retorts: ™"His own position is that it is justified to bury not several generations but all future
generations, not in order that they may enjoy a glorious future but in order that they may not have any
future at all. This is an immeasurable exaggeration of the very fault for which he criticizes the Communists.”

This contains a serious misstatement and another logical lapse. The misstatement conceals the fact that I
justify my choice of resistance rather than of surrender only in terms of the experiences of the existing
generations, not future generations. And the ground of my choice is not that existing generations will escape
any future but that they will escape a future of torture and infamy which Russell admits will be theirs if
they submit to "the horrors of Communism." The error in logic arises from Russell's failure to note that,
since on my argument there are no future genherations whose desires need be considered, I cannot sensibly be
criticized for trying to bury them. I have not returned to the ontology of Plato and the early Russell. My
argument is addressed only to the present generations. They must make the choicé — only their desires,
wishes, " fears and hopes count. This is as far away as anyone can get from the Communist position, Russell
to the contrary notwithstanding.

Even more misleading is Russell's statement that I am denying to those who prefer 1life under Communism,
whether in Communist or neutralist countries, freedom to choose the alternative they prefer. I have no quarrel
with those who live in Communist countries — only with their dictators who seek to impose the yoke of
bondage on other peoples. To say that because I urge resistance to aggression I do not believe in freedom for
those who wish to live under Communism, is as absurd as to charge Russell, because he urged resistance to
Hitler, with not believing that those who preferred a peaceful life under Fascism should be free to make their
choice. Hitler was morally responsible for the fate of the victims of the resistance against him. The rulers
of the Kremlin are morally responsible for the consequences of the resistance to their aggression.

Russell's argument would make every rebel in history who believed in resistance to injustice a fanatic who
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wanted to deprive others of their freedom of choice.Of course, it is the barest tautology that if two choices
are mutually exclusive, where one is taken the other camnot be. By the same token, should not those who
prefer to resist agdgression be free to choose the alternative they prefer? Russell's choice excludes
theirs as much as theirs excludes his.

It is from this tautology that Russell derives the remarkable conclusion that I am guilty of "an extreme form
of religious persecution" because, forsooth,resistance to the Kremlin will deprive those who want to live
under Communism of  their chance to do so. This is a surprising comment from one who, like the rest of
us,supported a war against Fascism in which the victims of Allied air raids were deprived of "their freedom to
choose survival." Was this religious persecution? Was Russell cuilty of "religious parcocutlon"ln advocating a
preventive war against Russia and declaring that the destruction of the whole of Western Burope was not too
great a price to pay in order that Communism be wiped out? Would he not have deprived the victims of their
freedom to choose survival?

Russell, of course, does not believe in religious persecution. Nor do I. That he can make the charge betrays
the atrophy of his sense of proportion.

In my article,"A Foreign Policy for Survival," I advanced a policy of military disengagement in Central Eurcpe
and other troubled areas of the world under certain quarantees. Although I believe we were remiss in not
making proper political use of the atom bomb when we enjoved a monopoly, I have never advocated an aggressive
or preventive war. "If we can keep the free world," I wrote, "from falling into the trap set by the Kremlin
and preserve peace by increasing its power and readiness, we can then rely upon the processes of educaticn,
the force of example, the contagion of free ideas, the gradual osmosis of the great traditions of the West
gradually to soften, to liberalize, to round off the edges of the totalitarian regimes of the world until
their own people rally their energies to overthrow their oppressors and establish the democratic governments
necessary to establish one free world republic."
I an convinced that most of the people behind the Iron Curtain deplore the position taken by Russell in iis
interview with Alsop and which Russell himself has now modified.Despite this, and his earlier statemen: that
fie agress much more with my article than I think, I am under no illusion that, with all his hedging =nd
tacking, Russell's position on foreign policy is like mine. Granted the need for continvous effort to
necotiate a reasonable settlement with the Kremlin, the troublesome questicns arise when we ask: If tie
Conmunists seize West Berlin, should the free world resist? Or if West Germany is invaded? Or the rest of
tern Furope? Or England? As distinct from Russell, I believe the free world should declare it will resist
wherever the Communist world resorts to force, and to declare it in such a way that the Kremlin has no downs
it wiil wesist. Ther= will then be no war.

Ne isan can win freedem ard peace unless he conquers his fear of death. No nation can preserve its free
unless it is willing to risk destruction in its defense. To do otherwise 1s to break faith with those wn2 ¢
LO keep iu free.

The frze soclety, from Pericles to the present, has survived because it has*valued some things mora tian
ival, because its vision of human excellence, dignity and joy has made some kinds of life unworthy of =
Pertrand PRuessell is one of the great moulders of the traditions of the free society. In disagreeing with

strongly on a matter of policy, we nonetheless honor the values and visions he has served during a long lire

and which: he has taught us to cherish.
[End of article]
¥ * ¥ * ¥ * * ¥ * * *
(l‘ ) T“P Year or these exchanges, 1958, came just one year after the first Pugwash Conference — Russell's great
ldea an? areat achievement in the real world of nuclear weapons. Pugwash, as you recall, was a breakthrough;

it crougnt together for the first time eminent scientists from both sides of the Iron Curtain, to discuss
to diminish the nuclear perll The 1958 Conference was the first of many Pugwash Conferences. They pave
way for the Salt Talks and the Limited Test Ban Treaty that banned nuclear tests above ground (1963). Tne
Pugwash idea has not died; Pugwash Conferences continue to take place on a regular basis.

Cyrus Eaton, Hook's "mindless millionaire", financed  the first Conference, which met in. Pugwash, Nova
Scotia, Eaton's' birthplace.

We have given a lot of space to these exchanges between Hook and Russell because we thought them important and
interesting.

Were you persuaded by Sidney Hook? By Bertrand Russell? Tell us your reactions to these articles,  for
possible inclusion in a future newsletter.

Here is our reaction, for what it's worth: We think that BR Jjust couldn't bear the thought that the human
enterprise might come to an end. That all of man's great achievements in the arts and sciences, the
inspiring examples of certain lives, the prospect of a happy and exciting future for all markind. that enormous
advances in knowledge could bring into being...that all this might disappear forever, along with all human
beings, and all other living things...might disappear into thin air...vaporized...leaving no trace... He
just couldn't bear it. He refused to give up; he fought for survival, constantly seeking ways to make his
fellow human beings become aware of the nuclear danger, and do something about it. And he did this at a time
in his life — his 80s and 90s— when mcst men are content to take things easy.

* * * * * * % * * * Ry
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(165) It _appears ;:k}at oureguxllch about what motivated BR -- 1in his exchanges with Hook =— was not too far off the
mark, as we discover ater, on reading Page 147 in BR's Autobiography III (New York:Simon & Schust 1
which BOB DAVIS had sent. Here it is: i ster, 1630

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. ITe 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-
qument, 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 “frezdom”
and his attack on my views on Vietnam, he chose as his vehicle
a journal later admitted to be financed by the Cen:ai Jateili-
gence Agency.*

*The New Leader received $3,000 from Chiang Kai—;hak“; treasury'.for pub-
ishing an article hostile to China. Later it prepared the book The Serategn of
Deception: A Study in World-Wide Communist Tactics and was s paid
€12,000 by the U.S. Government. When the U.S. Information Acenc: asked o
Huuse Appropriations Sub-Committee to increase its allowance fo £3
wlopment™ from $90,000 to $195,000, the Agency assured the leg

the funds would go for books “written ta our own specifications™ and having
“strong anti-Communist content™ (The New York Times, May 3, 1964;.

ER QUOTED

(17) Parents and Teachers for Social Responsibility (Moretown, VT) pamphlet has this lovely quote on ' its front
cover:

"...the world has sprouted a weird sense of security and a

warped sense of morality. Weapons are sheltered like

treasures while children are exposed to incineration.”
Bertrand Russell

(Thank you, TOM STANLEY)

THE BRS AWARD

(1e) 1985. Award nominations wanted. Please nominate the person you think should receive the 1985 Bertrand Russell
Society Award, and state your reasons. Candidates for the Award should satisfy at least one of the following
conditions:

. worked closely with BR on an important project (Joseph Rotblat 1983)

. furthered some cause or idea that BR thought important (Henry Kendall 1982)

. promoted Russell scholarship (Paul Arthur Schilpp 1980)

. enhanced the public's appreciation of BR (Steve Allen 1981) 4
. exemplifies some quality of character that distinguished BR ’

. closely related to BR (Dora Russell 1984)

Please send your nomination(s) c/o the newsletter (address on Page 1, bottom), for forwarding to the BRS Award
Committee.
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£?§4. Dora Black Russell is the recipient of the 1984 BRS Award. The press release, shown below reduced in
size, was mailed 9/15/84 to about 25 American, Canadian and U.K. universities, U.S. scholarly journals,

and in the U.K.: The New Statesman, The Tribune, The Listener,The Times, The Guardian, The Observer.

For imuediate release
Septemoer 15,1964

Lee Eisler, VP/Information

The Bertrand Russell Socicty, Inc.
RD 1, Box 403

Coopersburg, PA 18036
215-346-7687

DORA RUSSELL RECEIVES THE 1984 BERTRAND RUSSELL SCCIETY AYARD
The 1984 Bertrand Russell Society Award has gone to Dora Black Russell,
social ' critic, champion of women's and children's rights, campaigner for

liberal causes for more than 60 years.

The Award is given to a person who in an important way is linked to Bertrand
Russell or to a cause he took great interest in. Dora Russell qualifies

mother of their two children,

vas in at Uk taginning of Lhe fight for birth control, wwoerthing he

startling fact that it was "four times as dangerous to bear a child as to

work in a mine... man's most dangerous trade.® 60 years ago, she campaigned
for 6 weeks paid maternity leave before and after childbirth.

She has written books about public affairs and social attitudes that needed

changing: Hvpatia: Cr tomen and Xnowlodge (1925) was written in reply to an

attack on feminists. One reviewer said it should be banned because it said
that women should enjoy sex. The kight To Be Hirov (1927) said that the social
basis of society should rest not on abstracticns but on the biological needs

of human beings. In Defense of Children (1932} was primarily on the status

abundantly. She was Russell's second wife,

co-author with him of “The Prospects of Industrial Civilization®, co~founder and rights of children, they being, like women, an oppressed class. The

Religion of the Machine Age (1931} is a study of the dangers of the mechanical

with him of the Beacon Hill School, and much, much more. In the early 1920s,

she gave up a Fellowship at Girton College, Cambridge, to go to China with and technological society. Toe Tamarisk Tree is her autobiography, Volume 1
hims and on their return,she helpad him in 2 election camaigns when he (1975}, Volums II (330). uny cf ner earlier writings are collected in

A Dora Russell Reoder {1333),

was Labour cardidate for Chelsea. In October 13980 a memorial bust of Russell

was unveiled in Red Lion Park, london; it was her 1idea, she promoted

aidmirers of Bertrand Russell

The Bertrand Fu

it, and underwrote its cost b loriety s a ooepany of

(1872-1970). it is pot a scoolarly socieyy. though a nusber of scholars belong

sharing Bertrand R 11's s to 1it, anc is cpen to eryone irterestad in Russell. For information about
collaborating in his work, and helping to preserve his legacy®. the Society, writ: 8RS Infornation,

The Award plagque reads: “Far

D 1, Dok 09, Coopersburg, PA 18238, USA.

The light that emenates from the lady is of her own making and is not the
reflection of someone else's. If she had never met Bertrand Russell we still

would have heard from her, Along with Margaret Sarger and Marie Stopes, she

(20)

If you see this Award mentioned in any publication, please let us kiow

SPREADING BR'S VIEWS

English teachers spread the word.

' d ¢ : A nunber of BRS members have told us fi introduced to
Bertrand Russell's writings in college courses in English. An essay by Bertrand Russell — contained in an

anthology — would be assigned reading.

We asked GLADYS LEImAQSER, who teaches English at-University of Michican-Deariworn, if éhe could give us the
names of some anthologies containing essays by BR. She obliged with these racomsendations: .

. A World of Ideas: Essential Readings for College Writers.
Press, 1983. Contains "A Free Man's worship"

Ed. Iee A. Jacopus. New York: St. Martin's

- The Conscious Reader: Readings Past and Present. Ed. Caroline Shrodes, Hariy Fi i
: . . > T Finestone, Michael Sh .
New York: Macmillan, 1978. Contains "1f We Are To Survive This Dark Time..."’ ! ' ueree

. Fields of Writing: Readings Across the Disciplines. Ed. Nancy R.
Press, 1984. Contains "Touch and Sight: the Earth and the Heavens."

Comley et al. WNew York: St. Martin's

« The Little Brown Reader, 3rd ed. Ed. Marcia Stubbs and Sylvan Barmet. Boston:

"Work". Little, Brown,1983. Contains

Gladys writes:"I have other anthologies on the shelf with selections from BR b

' she 1 -ron ut some of the volumes are
older. I_ was lookmg' ﬁor up-to—date anthologies to reccommend." Anyone wantaf.ng more anthologies may write
Gladys Leithauser,Humanities Dept.,University of Michigan-Dearborn, 4901 Evergreen Road, Dearborn, MI 48128 .

Inc1d'e‘.ntally, she has used nct only essays by BR, but also whole bocks, "Power" and "Education and the Social
Oz.rder .She Vreported on her experiences with these in RSN23-16. She has also used "The Rise of Science” Erom
History of.v«estern Philosophy,"The Mathematician's Nightmare" from Collected Stories, and the opening essa
from Autobiography 111 (the three forces that shaped BR's life). ' g eee
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Al Seckel spreads the word. Al, who gave an absorbing talk, "BR and the Cuban Missile Crisis", at the BRS 1982
annual meeting in Los Angeles, often appears before groups, talking about BR.

He will give a talk, "The Life and Wisdom of Bertrand Russell" , illustrated with slides, on Sunday, December
2nd, at the Unitarian Society, 1535 Santa Barbara Street, Santa Barbara, CA at 7:30 pm.

Al gave a talk on October 25th, at a meeting in Los Angeles sponsored by the Humanist Society of Friends (an
AHA affiliate.). His talk served as an introducticn to a showing of the BBC's “"Bertie and the Bomb," which Al
described as "a 40-minute documentary, featuring film clips and interviews with Bertrand Russell, including
his debates with Edward Teller, father of the 'H-bomb'." He told the audience that the videotape had been made
available "through the generosity of the BRS." 7 persons signed a sheet of paper headlined FOR INFORMATION
ABOUT THE BERTRAND RUSSELL SOCIETY SIGN HERE. The BRS sent them information by mail.

At  a June meeting in San Diego, sponsored by the First Unitarian Church, the Humanist Fellowship, and the
BRS, Al gave a slide-lecture, "The Life and Wisdom of Bertrand Russell". By the end of the meeting,8 persons
had signed up for information about the BRS.

Al is not only spreading the word, he is also helping the BRS acquire new members.

THE 1985 BRS DOCTORAL GRANT

This ¥985 annoucement was sent to some 25 American, Canadian and U.K. vnivorsities, and to scholarly journals,
in September.

“The good be 8 ane Nspwed by love and (uided by howeXe

THE BERTRAND RUSSELL SOCIETY, iNG

Please post - . Sepronves 15,1964

Announcing
The Bertrand Russell Society's
$1000
1985 DOCTORAL GRANT

g

The Bertrand Russell Society will award a Doctoaral Grant of §100¢0
to a currently enrolled doctoral candidate in any fi=id whose
proposed dissertation best gives promise of dealing in a significant
way with the thought, life or times of Bertrand Russell,

The Grant is unrestricted, It might, for instance, be uscd for travel
to the Russell Archives (in Canada), or for typing the dissertaticn,

Uora Bln Hussed oo LadHussel PautA Scripp  Kathaine Ruasct Tad

The candidate is required to send the Scciety:

{1) an abstract of the theme of the dissertation ard of the plan
of study;

{2) a letter from the chairman of the candidate‘s department
which states that all ‘work for the doctorate has ‘lwen
conpleted except the dissértation, and that the *%opic of the
dissertation has received academic approval;

(3) a letter from the dissertation adviser evaluatiig the
candidate and the plan of study; .

{4) a statement, in the candidate's covering let«er, irdicating
that if the candidate is awarded the Grant, he/she will provide
the Society, at its expense, wWith a copy of the oxmpiete
dissertation as as approved by the candidata’s departrment.

It is mot a requirement that the candidate be a mewer of the
Bertrard Russell Society, as some have thought. Most past recipienta
have not been members. !

The application and supporting documenis should reach Professor
Hugh S. Moorhead, Chairman, Philosophy Department, Northeastern
Illinois University, 5500 N, St. Louis Avenue, Chicago, IL 60625, by
May 1, 1985. The candidate selected wiil be notified in June 1985.

Lesier b Ovinon Pautkowarus DF Poaisn  Se KarPopper  Cuniad Kussel

Honueay Manbers S Alleed Ay
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ON NUCLEAR DISARMAMENT

AP, in the San Diego Union (10/11/84)~——=——— —>

What 1is interesting about this item is that it
is exactly what BR had advocated for vyears, for
these reasons:

. British -nuclear capability, small when
compared with that of the superpowers, makes no
significant contribution to the armaments of the
West; it merely serves to make Britain a target
for Russian missiles.

. Britain, unarmed, could wuse her very
considerable experience in diplomacy to help
bring about peaceful solutions to conflicts.

. British reluctance to give up nuclear
weapons is based on pride, on reluctance to
believe that Britain is no longer a major power
on the world stage.

{Thank you, HARRY RUJA)

Novembey 1934

British Laborites back
nuclear disarmament

Associated Press

BLACKPOOL. England — The op-
position Labor Party voted
overwhelmingly yesterday to unilat-
erally scrap Britain’s nuclear weap-
ons, expel US. cruise missiles and
close U.S. nuclear bases if the party
wins power.

The vote came on the third day of
the socialists’ annual conference in
this northwest England resort and
marked the party's most radical
commitment vet to unilateral nucle-
ar disarmament.

The conference rejected a resolu-
tion that would have committed
Labor to elosing all US. bases in
Britain, where 25,000 U.S. troops and
scores of planes, ships and subma-
rines are based.

Party defense spokesman Denzil
| Davies toid cheering delegates that
I the unilateral disarmarnent policy
wag "both morally right and militari-
ly scund.”

Former Prime Minister James
Callaghan and other party
moderates pleaded in vain for the
conference to reject a policy plank

they said would rupture the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization.

“What is proposed, however laud-
able, can have the impact of destabi-
lizing the present situation .. by
opening up a Pandora’s box,” said
Callaghan, whose 1576-79 administra-
tion lost power to Prime Minister
Margaret Thatcher’s Conservatives.
Callaghan made a similar appeal on
the eve of the vote.

“We are not Holland, we are not
Belgium, we are not Denmark. We
are one of the main pillars of the
alliance,” said Callaghan.

But Labor Party leader Neil Kia-

nock and most labor union leaders -

and party activists supported the
commitment to dismantle Britain'e
nuclear arsenal.

The Labor party suffered its worst
defeat in 50 years in June 1983, when
it ran on a platform of scrappiny

-Britain’s Polaris nuclear missiles,

canceling Britain's order to updat»
them with the US. Trident system.
and banning' US. nuclear weapons
from Britain.

{24} We take pleasure in welcoming these new members:

DAVID AVILA/6613 W. 55th St./Mission, KS 66202

NEW MEMBERS

JACY L. BEBINGER/13139 S. Greenway Av./Chicago, IL 60633

¥ K. CLOUGH/467 Tuck St.

(SNETH I. DIAMOND/720 West End Av.

\ANDO BOIERA,M.D./4085 N, Tamiami Trail (B203)/Naples, FL 33940
(213) /San Francisco, CA 94102
YA DEPPEN/101 Tiffany La./Willingboro, NJ 08046

(603) /NY NY 10025
ID J. GORNIK/4112 N. Crogan St./Port Clinton, OH 43452

GRESG W. HILL/25 Dunkirk Road/Toronto, Ont./Canada MAC 2M1
TERRY LOCKHART/5460 Walton Road/Richmond, B.C./Canada V7C 219
GFAHAME E. MAISEY/463C Olde Bridge, Salem Harbour/Bensalem, PA 19020

DAVID MARTINEZ/1304 Hansen Av./Pomona, CA 91766
FRANK MCCHRISTIAN/PO Box 955/Melville, NY 11747
ERIC PASSAGLIA/644 MASS., AV. NE (502) /Washington, DC 20002

JOHN PLOURD/255 Lisbon Av./Buffalo, NY 14215

JOSEPH M.RODERICK/Center City One (901)/Philadelphia, PA 19107

KEN B. SCHWEDA/403 E. White

12A/Champaign, IL 61820

PROF. RUSSELL WAHL/312 Union St./Crawfordsville, IN 47933
CALVIN WICHERN/3852 S. Olathe Circle/Aurora, OO 80013
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NEW ADDRESSES OR OTHER CHANGES

(25) If something is underlined, only the underlined part is new or corrected.

ADAM PAUL BANNER/2143 Medford(ll)/Ann Arbor, MI 48104
ICDR JOSEPH F, BOETCHER/SJA, Naval Medical CMD, NW Region/Oakland, CA 94627

DENNIS C. CHIPMAN,
PRADEEP KUMAR DUBEY/3700 Lillic Dr.

M.D./PO Box 2092/Hickory, NC 28603
(123) /Santa Clara, CA 95051

LELA ELLIOTT/1617 Fannin (2508)/Houston, TX 77002

CHRISTOPHER FULKERSON/1249 4th Av.

(29) /San Francisco, CA 94122-2640

November 1984

ALEJANDRO R. GARCIADIEGO/Jose Ma. Velasco #71/Del. Benito Juarez 03900/Mexico, D.F.Mexico
DR. LARRY HERSH/Harvard Club of Boston/Nova Scotia, Bl1A 5V4
PROF. PAUL KURTZ/BOX 229/BUFFALO, NY 14215

DANIEL J. O'LEARY/95 N. 4th St./0ld Town, ME 04468

PROF. NATHAN U. SALMCN/Dept. of Philosophy/University of California/ Santa Barbara, CA 93106
JOHN S. SCHWENK/RRZ2, Rox 42/Sherman, CT 06784

JOHN SHOSKY/214 12th Place NE/Washington, DC 20002-6302
JOHN E. SONNTAG/c/o Commanding Officer/USCG Training Center/Governors Island, NY NY 10004
CAPT. MICHAEL H. TAINT/2025 Shroyer Rd./ Dayton, OH 45419

LIOYD N. TREFETHEN/16 Upland Road/Cambridge; MA 02140
KEITH W. YUNDT/310 Bowman Hall/Kent, OH 44242-0001

Here is the October issue of the

monthly "Inside Pugwash Newsletter",which
describes itself as the "Special newsletter
for 'Bulletin' readers on the Pugwash
conferences” . ["Bulletin" is "Builetin of

the Atomic Scientists". The Newsletter is
not part of the editorial content of ;
“"Bulletin"; it is an advertisement.]
We repeat what we said in February (FSN4l-
10):

Since BR was probably the first psrson of

some eminence - outside the scientific
community — to speak out against the
nuclear danger, it is highly appropriate

that BRS members who wish to further
purposes support Pugwash activities.
coupon below shows how to do so.

BR's
Tha

(Thank you, BOB DAVIS)

ON EAST-WEST TENSICNS

134 Scientists from
40 countries

Eastern bloc, Western and third world scientists
meet 2ad taik in Sweden
The 34th Pugwashk Conference on Sience and World Af-
fairs met in Bjorkhden, Sweden this summer. The conference
As the statement 1ssued after the

i
veme At 2 crucial tawe
confcrence made clear:
The Conference took place ¢t ¢ time i rising tensions i
intevnationat relations and seziningly poor prospects for halting
and reducing the worldwide butid-up of niclear and conven-
tionzl weapons. At such time sial East-West and, in
many respects, North-South relations at a dangerous low pont
— the Pugu-ash azproach of building underscaanding and seeking
so/utions through off-the-record Jdiscussions among influential
scientists aid phC“L figures takes on increased importance.

Staternent claims an erosion of security

Iin its siatement pat out filowing the conference, the
Pugwash council stresced that recent deployments of nuclear
weapons by the US and the USSR increase the danger to
everyone and decrease our security. Not only are we threat-
ened by the increase in the numbers of weapons deploved,
“far in excess of those needed to guarantee devastating
retaliation”, but the risk of catastrophe is heightened by the
qualitative characteristics of these weapons: combinations of
multiple warheads, short flight time, and ease of conceal-
ment from verification.

The scientists also pointed out that these trends were
undenmining what had already been achieved with such
great difficulty: a worldwide realization that deterrent forces
are adequate and attention must be turned to reversing the
nuciear arms race.

How to stop these threatening trends

As always at Pugwash meetings, the scientists worked to
identify the nature of the dangers we face, and the trends
which, if unchecked, will lead to disaster. They also turmed
their attention towards concrete solutions: steps which might
be taken by the nations from which these scientists come,
and which would help resolve the current crisis.

The Pugwash scientists are uniquely placed to do
work. They are eminent men and women of science. 1
ed by their peers. As well. most are in positions which auow
them to communicate their ideas and therr views, and “he
views of their Pugwash caliesgues to their own gover
ments. This unique combination provides both for
taiks in an atmosphere of trust among member scientists
for communicanon of what has been jearned tc pow
government leaders at home. All this can be achieved vt
out the public postuning and political manoeuvenng whoich
are currently hindering arms talks.

In the report 1ssued after the meeting at Bjorkliden. Swe-
den, the Pugwash Council sets out concrete measures wi
if implemented, could lead to a great improvement ir
current situation.

These measures, you can be sure, are now bemg disciissed
at the highest levels of government in the countries 3
which the members come. Thus the infdluence of the &,
fiden conference may be one of the key facors working o
mitigate against the dangers of the current situation.

Ii you wouid like to be invoived in the Pugwash move-
ment your help would be most welcome. In fact, your in-
volvement could make a real difference.

As a Pugwash supporter, you will receive the Pugwash
Counci! statement so you can read for yourselt the non-
public conclusions and recommendations of the Biorkiiden
mecting. And in the future, you can recewve reporis ot the
workshops and meetngs held regulariy, where the real, con-
crete breakthroughs frequently occur.

In order to get these reports, and to help Pugwash
need only become a Friend of Pugwash. Your suppor
make a significant difierence to a movement which s now
crucial to our survival. And you will be keptinformed, monin
by month, of events as they develop.

Simply fill out the form below, and become part of
Pugwash — today.

Vou

o Ptease enroil me as a Friend of Pug-
wash ana send ma summaries of is
major meetings. | enclose 3100 as my
1984 contribution.

. Pleass enroil me as an associate
mamber of Friends ot Pugwash and
send me digests of its important meet-
ings,

iencicse $.

EMBOSOGRAPH DISPLAY MFG.

CO.

Make check payabie to AEPPF, Pugwash and mail to Wit
Swartz (Chairman, Finance Commitiee. Pugwash Conterencss on
Science and World Affairs), 1430 West Wrightwood Avenue,
Chicago, illinors 60614. All contributions are tax deduchitie.

Name

City
StateiZip code

vsuas et beace  CHICAGO HLINGIS 60814
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BRS BUSINESS

November 1584

(27) Directors, please note. 4 kinds of reports/papers are available to you. Let us know which ones interest you.

They would be routed to you, and you, in turn, would mail them to the next person on the list.

These are the 4 items:

A. MEMBERSHIP STATUS REPORT. Gives the names of new members, of renewing members, c?f ex-members, Also
gives new addresses, the number of current members, and the number of inquiries and enrollments

during the past month. Monthly.

B. ADVERTISING SCHEDULE. Tells which publications we advertise in, and the dates of the issues. Twice a

year.

C. RESULTS OF CURRENT YEAR'S ADVERTISING and Proposal for Next Year. Yearly.

D. MEMBERS' QUESTIOMNAIRES. Issued as accumulated during the year.

To get any or all of the above,send a postcard with your name and any or all of the letters (A,B,C,D) to the

newsletter, address on Page 1, bcttom.

DUES ARE DUE

(28) TO ALL MEMBERS: Everybody's renewal dues arve du:x January 1, 1985 (with one exception; see below).
- 1lst due-date applies to all merbers. inciuding theose who joined recently.

The January

l TO NEW MEMBERS — members who Joired the BRS anytime during 1984: the rest of this memo is for you.

We know from rience that row merbors sometimes feel pubt upon when asked to dues again after less than
expe & V4

~
{93

a year of membership. We undersi:
our explanation will be found percsuasive.

that. Wz w.l! explain why w2 use the present system, and we hope that

In the previous system, a new member's ducs coversd 12 full months of membership. That was good for the member

but bad for the BRS., It required us to novidy
enrollment — that the next year's duss were due,
whether dues had in fact been paid. This went oo
It provided many chances for suror And it tock a lot of time. In fact, it took more time
available. That's why we had tu made & change.

+

cach menber individually —— on the anniversary date of
d we had to follow up on each member individually, to see
tiroughout the whole year., It was cumbersome to administer.

than we had

The present system is easier to administer. produces fewer errors, and takes less time. Everyone's dues come

due on the same date, January 1. &f

We don't think that the new member whose firsi vear of membership is less (sometimes considerabl

y less) than

12 months has been short-chanced in any impertant way. He/she has received just as much BRS material (and

after reading it, knows just as such awout thwe EKS) as the member who joined in January.

Granted, the system is not perfect. ¥or instanca, a member who joins after June, and who might want to attend

the BRS annual meeting the following June, caiwot do so in his first year of membership, though

he could have

under the old system. However, since thils nember could attend the June meeting in his 2nd year of membership,
and since about 90% of the members do not attend meetings anyway (because, unfortunately, it costs money to o

to meetings), this kind of shortcoming is not likely to carry much weight.

All new members (except those who enroll in January) have an initial membership period that is shorter than a

year. This happens only once — in the first year. Thereafter, dues come due every 12 months,
first.

on January

There is one exception to all the above: menbers who join in December 1984 (they do not receive the 1984
newsletters) will not pay their first renewal dues till January 1, 1986, It's virtually the same as if they

had enrolled the following January (1985).

Here is the 1985 dues schedule: Regular 22.50, Couple 27.50, Student 12.50, Limited Income 12.
outside USA, Canada and Mexico; plus 2.00 for Canada and Mexico. In US dollars. :

Please mail your dues to 1985, RD 1, Box 409 Coopersburg, PA 18036.

1f you want to make our life a bit easier, send your dues soon. Thanks!

50; plus 7.50
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NEWS ABOUT MEMBERS

He is a full-time high school teacher,

(29) Zip code sleuthing. WARREN ALLEN SMITH is not exactly an idle man.
etc.,etc. Yet he

proprietor of a busy Manhattan recording studio, manager of a Mensa investment portfolio,
found time to...well, let's let him explain it himself:

Thomas Jefferson once excised the supernatural from the Holy Bible, deleting reference to Jesus's
paternity via the Holy Ghost —— the volume can be found in most public libraries. Some Christians at the
time, fearing the Jefferson Bible would become the official state version, reportedly buried their King
James book in the backyard and prayed for a President who was not a blasphemous heretic. (How times have
changed!) Somewhere I have read to acccmplish the feat, Jefferson needed two copies of the Bible, for were
he to cut a holy angel from an even page, the odd page behind would have a wholly unwanted hole.

Receiving the membership list in the last issue, and wondering if anyone lives near me, I was inspired by
Jefferson to make two copies and then cut and paste the entries by zipcode rather than by A to Z. As a
result I found a member who lives in an adjacent town and also find my Unitarian minister.The 1list is
sure to disappoint people in the A's who like to head lists, but it might result in a few neighbors
calling upon-each other.

Here is Warren's list, reduced in size, and therefore not too easy to read, but decxpherable with a magnifying

glass. Try it; you may find a friend nearby.

J. M. Alviera/gon #2A4n<neda, PR N‘l?
Prads i 'w‘u Cagap/l CLE EpE. .
e ey
Wibiien K. FLaLNG/ K0 e Z1e/mta, WA DIGRE
Prof. Aooert Ko 80137152 e moas/williamtown,
w O1s?
Ceahan Enanseles D Cuvons . (5)/nteensy,
e

VISt 8 Koksans 10 rouraca tomirsa. sssanr,
° .
*Satharine Raseil Tarc/¢h Cunater St /CampE wige,
M 02138
D-vl::%om/)l Madison Av (31 /Cantridee, WA
Fusouy 5. Se.vincent/ 100 W, bnarwe St circoe,
o a3i e
lAIlh-n.l-nllo—munn/n P e, 1)
rengiesa e 2. hiots
Dwuel J. O'Leary/#5 N. 4un St i0td hdx, 1 G479
Tumes J. Stanley/Bon Job/Rateford, VT o
Howmrd A, Blaic/Mansflcld Apt./55 $. Esjlenlle
Cu./Searis, T Obins
Vers, Surmafitsonpe. of W stery/ues leyan

Uniwrs it/ Riktiniomn, CT Ceds)
ety DALICS SIS hafodunst Av.fStRLRLOLS, T

ozt qurmfmn, NpUtake wuversitystiow
Hasen, T s

00T Kakrand W ot ncasl bt e, T Gesod
aces Prers

LT LDAries HagLSErGsi2 Van Buren CAICieiLtamgud,
CT 03904

MArTy W Clulfocd/ 275 Pros
A Pt SE./Eane vrange,

MmO LECROMIECH/ 43 Korasiai 36,/ matears o veoow

Vinceat OmPaci Kircrdcer
e i} yferacectter/10 Cansal triver

Vivien Lecne/S) Geanercy Park/WY UY 10610

Lioyo N. h-[:uu. 4 SALNLON SR s amr e
W e 10012

Suara tds n-mnu . Zeun st e Touts

Mioess Kilis, MLt tot Raticnt Lavings
45 £, $5en 30 N 10021

Jares xervady/Jeb W, Tlat SEONY WY 1002)

Y e Cuttantl 2) Contral bark veve (KoY N
46

*Prot. beul Eharcs 130 meat Db AV.ONY VY UL
Rucnard Failind1$] W, SJTh SC. (4A)NY MU §L024

Joba M. Lers, 317 W. 100 ST 14F)/NY NY 10025

Coclrss Lamont, P5.0./31S W. lGhth St./NY i 10025

Wack R Covless Sye wntral back st 1)/ WY
w02s

«David Golaran, M.D./ 1S E. dun JbLovr v i
Faunands Vazgas, Lo W, 33y

O B. A < TIBON NY (0S8
Moteue Sancoscs 4319 W e et

1104
PSS SNV xmm/mmn,n. Nt (v

Sepmas asim s esan el €. 8oes b, WL Lizhe

Dr. Larry N. erun/135 Ocean Parkay/BookIms #Y

uas
Sonet muu/ua Cowan Papeay (31 ictkiyn, b

nnw. et G e ARSI TR S e

e v Cemaia by vad banper s g,

w112y

Artrie awd/ 1874 Stepen 5t (LRIZFlRng, ML
1w

e Jatter 88 Stancon Av./Baldnan, S 115.0

Pl G, o3l eriv NOES AVL/FAE ROcKaray, MY
st

ey Trarpson 32 RaniLeg Grives Rivecsesd, M ATYIL

Jore L. erwicks23 Faioay Av./Deirar, WY 12054

W Povesg 1L Stats 5o Aluny, N 12210

fun €. Buldain (e, Cob. rat]/it Crescont Drive/
Platedatn, 1 1R

Bcant Ssmumiium S9L7Kewon Valley, WY 1294

L AR TR Y T VT I Ui
31

ety 3. scam ) L/Markiand foal/Lalejecte, NY

' State
COPTOL, Rarvin Kenlifpe. of Philospnr.
iy cullur/nw)u\u, NY Laon) 1l

|CE~ P JLENT!

(30) David and Celeste Hart are expecting a baby in. April.

Francis L SOte/i0 |, fm a3roamnia, MY 14074

T i WL 00) Karsarston v,
T IO AV.bud(3ia, MY

wu:-‘um.os AILCRLNGON Av. L1/ Muffale,

Paut 2, Sl £0,0/18 Clomzaiae o

Svraca iy 1e Svermer

¥ ArLar LevisFO Bon 23/Fishest. MY 1453
-uau 5 Hart/16 Warren St./Sochestar, # 14620~

nm\. -.u-um » .
i Hartis Orive/Sate Coilage, o

‘olom Eualecsih 1. dx 09/ Compeesinag, P 13336
VI AT )
o A 25 e vaviey TarvacerYacaley, o
tueanl K- ML 2205 Lane LTt Sk et L,
3

“Stepmmn J. Aeisnacar, 24
- Reirnarsr dau .
T Bennspluaniy w1262y,

walmington, Le i,
2 0 SE. M/ maanisgon, G2 0007

SV VAR NeSE SC., NeCS-4L0)/
Mesranjron, O ok

From Saslos173 Ireh Se. e/ eaanangton, BT 20009

BRS PRESIIEMTY
dohh £, Sanesa, 101 G StLSWmama o,
Mecvere € Larudel: 4377 Batcary it
Bettenss, 1O &
Pro€. ownid E. o'ocuu'\/a.‘p-m baliaLg. ned
Aaiyi hupolrs, WD 31467

ALl davm KO Box 42

Acinan, VA 12101
cous tarx Ceneer O/
2

U B eock wien. VA
eV D ealni0 B 95/wa) ] armen 5
o 1 3o VA 23are
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RECOMMENDED READING

(31) Adam Paul Banner greatly admires Deschooling Society and Medical Nemesis by Ivan Illich, which he says are
"well worth your time. The footnotes on each page of [of Medical Nemisis] are the equivalent of another
book...and are very revealing."

THE BRS BOOK AWARD

(32) 1985 nominations wanted. Please nominate any recent bock you feel has considerable merit, and tell why you
think so. The book should deal with some aspect of BR's life, work, times, or interests. The Book Committee
wlll evaluate the nominations, and recommend a book to the members for their approval. For a few more
details, see RSN43-8. 3 nominations have already been received.Please send your nomination(s) soon, c¢/o the
newsletter,address on Page 1, bottom.

ON FINANCES

(33) Please consider making a contribution to the P& Treasury.

Why? Because we need to acquire many more new merbers in order to to become secure financially. To acquire
many more new members, we need to do more  advaertising  (so that more people will know of our existence.) And
to do more advertising, we need more money.

Furthermore, our costs are going up.

So it's not hard to understand why we have a nes? for extra monev.

And when we do become secure financizlly, i% wilil greatly incrsszse the probability of our long-run survival.

Help if you can. Send us some extra moncy, whataver you can afford to. No sum is too small to be useful, but
send as much as you can spare.

Send it c/o the newsletter: RD i, Box 40%, Cooperskiurg, PA 18036

And accept our thanks!

. NEWSLETTER MATTERS

(34) Copyright. This issue and all future issues of Rbssell Society News will be copyrighted.

(35) The Library of Congress has accepued a complete set of back issues of the BRS newsletter, and will receive
future issues as they are copyrighted.The newsletter will be listed in the Library's serials catalog, so that
Russell scholars will know that it exists and is available.

FOR SALE

(36) Members' stationery. 8 1/2 x 11, white. Across the top:"The good life is one inspired by love and quided by
knowledge.* Bertrand Russell" On the bottom:"*Motto of The Bertrand Russell Society, Inc." $6 for 90 sheets,
postpaid. Order from the newsletter, address on Page 1, bottom.
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BOOK REVIEWS

(37) From The New York Times:

Aeix
s, l
3
5 |
'Over Arms Control
M 1
5 *‘{Y’ recent events that historians will be using for years to come. , !
DEADLY GAF‘JB"'S : . 1 r Even when the official documents are pubhshed. Mr. Talbott's |
The Reagan Administration and the A ! \f’ work will remain important because he persistently and sm”u'lllly ad-
Stalemate in Nuclear Arms Control. ~ 111 dresses the very issue that Internal documents so often fail to illumi- |
By Strobe Talbott. { o4 3 nate: who is trying to do what to vwhom apd why? His accou;u}:s
380 pp. New York: Alfred A. Knopf. $17.95. ? ", % 1 richly detailed; his herves and antiheroes live and bream_e,_ an .t‘ e ’
: ! y -1 book has a spiendid index. The people in the Reagan Admnnys(ra*on |
i A -3 will find it easy to look themselves up, and not many will like what |
By McGeorge Bundy g R % they read, but it all rings true, and nearly all of it comes from:
- ] 1 ‘j. y ) ' :
’% It you think that Ronald Reagan  : ¢ ! vt thml}#(r. Talbott has two main tales to tell. The first concemns the
i ; -~} has been serious about nuclear arms i negotiations on new American missiles for Europe — the inter-
R control, or that he has understood his ! mediate-range nuclear forces talks (INF). The notion that there
; own decisions, or that the prospect for ; ; should be a new land-based force with expanded ability o reach |
*1 a good agreement with the Soviet i Soviet targets was developed by the Carter Administration,
| Union in a second Reagan Adminis- ! reacting with foolish cleverness to exaggerated Europsan con-
tration will be bright, thea you owe It i cerns that could have been met in much less divisive ways 0y @
: to yourself to examine with care ! . stronger and more self-confident Administration. F:esident
3 Strobe Talbor's “Deadly Gam- Pl Reagan inherited a difficuit double commitment — tg deploy
4 bits,” a masterly account of the L { T - §72 warheads beginning late in 1983, and in the meantirag to
Reagan record on this sublect. If { o negotiate with Moscow for an agreement that might aliow &
you think the Soviet Government i3 : ‘3 smalier deployment or perhaps none at all. It is not surpiis-
* + ot amajor part of the probler, or ; !rj ’ ing that the newly installed experts of the Reagan Admials
A Trideat subi:arine, that Arerican ercr begancalyin - - ¢ ! 2 tration found themselves divided on the choice of taciics.
— 1281, or that good agreements ; " The dominant view, from start to finish, was that 1o good

¢ wait only on Mr. Rasgan’s deleat or retirement, you should
read the bvok 2 second fime and think sgain. ;
Me Tathotr, Q.6 Giplomatc correspondent for Time
magazine, has had ¢ seat {n the ciup enciosure of the Wash-
ingion policy-raaking areng tireughout the F.eagan years. It
| is evideat frum his account that just about everyone in the
Government has tatkea with him privaiely atout ine pureau-
cratic intrigues, e White House LOMpIurntised aud the false

y agreement with Moscow was likely, and most of the mi.or
% pattles within the Administra- matsnas Ut aane O
7 tjon were contests over what ; ;.
would or would not look good : - :
enough 1o sustain the West-
ern alliance in its decision
for deployment.
The two assistant sec- .

E
4

! {ronts of seripusness thai have passea io¢ pai}cy makingon - . e - retaries pdncipally in- o
; arms contral under Mr Raagan, People hoping for a good : . ~7- 3 volved, Richard Burt of o ‘Q-. .
| press like to talk io the max jrom Time, and br. Talvott 7 the State Department and 25 ﬁ‘?\ IR
! hasbeen able to get through to the realities behind the Rea- - ey Richard Perle of the Pene . \}.2"
:i gan screen nf slogens. The result is sn account of $ 4 . % tagon, differed . < .o I
p T T ! P A fiercely on tac-; ;
. McGeorge Lundy is a professor ?t ms‘nory’at 1-u‘ . i , . gi,%: tics, Mr. Burt: ) 3 ‘
 New York Uriversity and was Spgclm Assistantto - b : preferricg _ an weisomid |
the President for National Security Affairs, 1661 Lo =y Continued on A B-52 bornber. i

1966. <
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A Pershing II missile. ‘
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appearance of responsiveness and Mr. Perle eter-
nally fearfui tha: by some soft-headed blunder an
agreement might actually be reached. Mr. Tal-

' boit’s account shows us how Mr. Perle won most of

the skirmishes in this contest while Mr. Burt won
the war, successfully obtaining a sufficient show of

. flexibility to sustain European support for the ini-

tial deployment when and where it counted most —
in 1983 in West Germany, Great Britain and Italy.
Much more important, and told in ‘'Deadly
Gambits' with extraordinary sympathy and au-
thority, is the story of the lonely effort of Paul Nitze
to reach a real agreement. As our chief negotiator
on this issue in Geneva, Mr. Nitze went a country
mile beyond his instructions and single-handedly
framed a proposal which in essence offered tne
Soviets the abandonme .t of the American weapons
they disliked most — 118 Pershing 11 ballistic mis-
siles with ranges not {ar short of Moscow and a de-
livery time of less than 10 minutes — in return for
(1) Soviet acceptance of some 300 American cruise
missiles, subsonic in speed, and (2) a considerable

" reduction in existing levels of Soviet deployment.

This proposal, refined with his Soviet counterpart,

Yuli Kvitsinsky, in the famous waik in the woods
near Geneva in July 1982 and taken by each of them
to his Government as a possible package deal, has
been the one moment of bilateral seriousness {n the
Reagan years.

F"?I‘\ UT the very forces in Washtngton that had
{ .. / driven Mr. Nitze to the bold and even arro-
. ™ gant choice of negotiating without instruc-
..Zes tions shot him down when the bureaucratic
battle was joined. After Washington’s rejection
came Moscow’s, which may well have been {oreor-
dained in any event by the reluctance of Soviet lead-
ers to agree to anything that would give Soviet sanc-
tion to any American deployment at all. Those
whose main concern all along was simply to hold
the ailiance together owe a great debt to Soviet ri-
gidity and heavy-handedness. The Soviet Foreign
hiinister Andrel Gromyxo forgets nothing but he
learns very little. Mr, Talbott’s account does not
ieave us astonished at Mr. Nitze’s fatlure, oniy at
both the imaginative force and the unrealistic opti-
mism of his effort,

1f the negotiation on Euromissiles was inherit-

ed, the posture of the Reagan Adminlstration on re-

. duction of strategic weapons in the Strategic Arms

Reduction Talks (START) has been all it3 own
work. Here again the bureaucratic battles were
clamorous, but Mr. Talbott demonstrates plainly
that no one of any rank ever dared to put forward
where Ronald Reagan couid see it a proposal that
the Soviet Government might concelvably accept,
Everyone in the Administration appears to have
found it necessary to make it a basic premise that
the only desirable strategic agreement would be
one that forced major reductions in the two largest
Soviet intercontinental forces, while leaving all the
new strategic programs of Secretary of Delense
Caspar Weinberger essentially unconstrained.
Nothing approaching a negotiation ever took place.
The Administration has its share of dumbbells
and doctrinaires on these matters, but it aiso has
many members brigit and honest encugh 10 recog-
nize that, in the words of Mr. Reagan’s most nearly
independent adviser, Brent Scowcroft, “START {sa
non-starter.’* After making this remark, General
Scowcroft did his best to produce some improve-
ments by the unltkely process of bargaining be-



tween members of Congress and the President, out
Mr. Talbott correctly notes the wholly marginal
character of the complex and ill-defined changes
that resulted.

Given the general mind-set of the Reagan Ad-
ministration, these results zre less surprising than
the extracrdinary intensity of the bureaucratic con-
test among Mr. Burt and Mr. Perle and others for
their preferred versions §f what was never negotia-
ble. When Mr. Burt says, I really want to win this
one,” he is not talking about a victory over the Rus-
sians or over nuclear danger; he is talking about
winning the President's approval for the particular
unworkable proposal he prefers. And en Mr,
Perle says triumphantly, ‘‘We’'re going to zero-out
{Soviet] heavies,’ he is not talking about & real re-
duction in Soviet forces but abcut his success in
pushing a proposal that he knows the Saviets will
never accept; he wants a paper victory. The differ-
ence between the two men ig that for Mr, Perleitis
a clear sign of softness to ask whether any proposal
is negotiable, whiie for Mr. Burt,on START {fnoton
INF, negotiability does remain an unconfessed —
and in these years unachievable — objective,

Why, one may ask, is Mr. Talbott so intent on
the result-free bureaucratic warfare between these
two determined intriguers? Partly, of course, it is
Washington's fascination with polltical gossip, and
indeed gossip on nuclear policy is seldora trivial.
Read all about it. Read how Richard Burt joined
forces with the Joint Chizfs of Sta{f to get approval
of a proposal for keeping missile-launchers few and
vulnerable on both sides, a proposal that correctly
seemed preposterous to both Paul Nitze the hawk
and Paul Warnke the dove from the Carter years.
Read how Richard Perle regularly eniisted the un-
derinformed but fervent advocacy of his chief, Cas-
par Weinberger, to win the President’s nod for a.
stiffer stand — ‘‘Cap has a pcint.”

Above gll, read how Ronald Reagan himself re-
peatedly betrayed his ignorance of the most ele-
mentary Issues. His first START proposals would
have required the Russlans to reduce their two prin-
cipal missile forces by two-thirds, but when he put
them forward he did not know that the Soviets
might think them unbalanced; no one had told him.
He was also unable at any timne to say just what was
good about missiles on submarines. In a press con-
ference in 1982 he said these missties could be re-
called and to Congressmen in 1983 he said they did-
n't have nuclear warheads. At one level, this is a
riveting account of infighting for the approval of “‘a
detached, sometimes befuddled character.”

At & second level, the book teaches larger les-
sons. Mr. Talbott shows us just what happens to nu-
clear arms controf when the intérest and attention
of the President are concentrated not on the sub-
stance of the matter but on what will sound good to
Americans. On sounding good, Mr. Reagan is a cer-
tified expert, and on his own terms it cannot be said
at this writing that he has failed. To most Amer-
icans over the last three years, his public proposals
have seemed fair-enough. Why not pronose, late in
1981, a zero option for the Euromissiles ~- zero for
both sides? In the judgment of Alexander Halg,
then his Secretary of State, the proposai was ‘ab-
surd” because It called for the Soviets to abandon
hundreds of weapons already deployed in return for
the cancellation of a smaller American force that
was only on the drawing boards. But it sounded all
right to the public. Moreover, when you want to
make a plausible pitch for a bad position with &
clear conscience, it probably helps not to under-
stand things very well. If way down deep you prefer
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arms to arms control, it is a presentable appear-
ance and not.a negotiable reality that you want.

In this sense, the nasty little struggles that Mr.
Talbott recounts may have led to just the barren but
presentable postures that Mr. Reagan really want-
ed. When he insists on keeping the Pershing II mis-
sile against Mr. Nitze’s advice, |s it not because he
truly dces believe in these American ‘*fast-flyers’?
When he keeps the fine print deeply secret in his
first START propecsals, so that their imbalance will
not show, is it not plain that he is governed by how
things look? When he iater beging to use changes in
the START proposals as the political shield In Con-
gress for his MX-in-Minuteman, is it not because he
reatly does prefer what he calls the Peacekeeper
(this name for MX is the only one he can’t make
stick) to any particular posture in Geneva? Is he
not really quite content that START should be a
non-starter, as long as he can put the biame on Mos-
cow? Is that not exactly what we see him doing in
October 1983, a month before the Soviet walkout:
‘*The door to an agreement is open. All the world is
waiting for the Soviet Union to walk through.” It
was paipable nonsense, but it sounded good at the
time.

When the Soviets did walk out in November, the

President did look good by comparison. Nor can
anyone make that Soviet action mainly Mr. Rea-
gan's fauit. The Soviet Government had accepted
with a vengeance the invitation to make troule
that was issued by the Carter two-track decisicn,
and unless Mr. Kvitsinsky’s walk with him meant
more than Mr. Nitze now believes, they neve:s mace
up their minds to accept anv arrangemen: nut the
cne Mr. Reagan skilifully described as one-nailf of
his zero option — zero for the Americans., While
Moscow’s bitter rejections of the Reagan cffers in
START are more defensible, they themselves of-
fered nothing much better in reply. The Soviet Gov-
ernment we encounter in this book is not an easy
partner; its negotiators are shrewd, secretive,
tricky and loyal to their country’s **habit of defuilug
itasecurity in a way that makes other states fesi
insecure.’”’ They are no more interested than &mer-
icans in giving up advantages bought and paid fci.
‘They are real Russians, and Mr. Talbott, the trans.
laror of Nikita Khrushchev’s memoirs, understands
them well.

. No matter who is President in 1985, these di{fi-
cult Russians will be there, and it will not be =azy te
make agrecments with them that the American
pecple and the Senate will anprove. Anyore who
thinks that Ronald Reagan's is the only way in {zil
should remember the fate of SALT II under kis
three predscessors.

Mr. Talbott attempts no comparison of dr.
Reagan and his present challenger; Walter Mcn-
dale is not mentioned, and the whoily diiferent ap-
proach to arms control that he advocates is not ex-
amined. So this buok alone is no guide to a compora.
tive judgment of the candidates. The best it can do
for us in this election season is to help us consider
what Mr. Reagan himself might do about arms ¢on-
trol in & second term. Would he still insist on carces-
sions the Russians simply will not make? Or might
he decide to bargain in earnest, as he has 50 often in
the past with domestic opponents? We know that
our last two-term President, Dwight Eisenhower,
changed course in just this way on just this subject
in his last four years. Some of Mr. Reagan’s more
zealous supporters are said to fear that he too may
change in this same way.

But aother observers reach an opposite conclu-
sion, noting the threat posed by his programs to the
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limits of the SALT 11 treaty — unratified but still ob-
served — arnd still more the potential for direct con-
flict between his Star Wars program and SALT I,
which directly prohibits the defensive systems for
which he has called.

On the evidence of Mr. Talbott's book, the fears
of the zealous seem excessive. Mr. Reagan's words
have been the words of an ardent advocate of arms
controi, but in his heart he seems (o be most in sym-
pathy with the men who mistrust the whole notion.
To Richard Perle and Caspar Weinberger (who
shouid be listed in this order on this subject), the
path to safety is in competition, not agreement, in
widening the arms race and not limiting it. Mr.
Reagan does not seem to share their intense passion
or their deep mistrust of the bargaining process,
and 1 do not find it hard to believe that he would
very much lixe a good agreement with his name on
it; Presidents do. But there is a good agreement in
relatively easy reach right now — on antisateilite
weapons - and [ doubt {f the President knows it or
has anyone nearby to tell him plainly what is wrong
with the objections of the Perles and the Weinber-
gers. In his recent speech at the United Nations he
continued to tie the discussion of this opportunity to
the reopening of the dead-ended talks on strategic
weapons; a sericus diplomacy could do better.

Indeed, the U.N. speech, on the evidence so far,
conforms to the pattern exposed in *‘Deadly Gam-
bits’': it ts more forthcoming In appearance than in
reality. The rhztoric is that of a man of peace, and
alsen's book ellows us to recognize the use of
the word *framework’’ as a victory for Secretary of
Siate George ¥. Shuliz and e State Department’s
belevers in real negotiations. But the President’s
specific nriposals rerain those of the hard-liners.
It is most untikeiv that Soviet ieaders will think him
forthcoming when ha insists on adding to the unrati-
fisd treuty on underground nuclear esting a re-
quirement for aa-ciie tnspection that was corrsctly
“¢an 4§ visieccesary by that oid softie Richard
Hixon when ho signed that treaty in Moscow 10
years a0, 1015 @ saie bet that the intemax! Dureau-
cra over trie eventual contert of the
‘framewori’ stil iies ahead. snd so far there s no
reason (o suppose that Mr, sShaitz wiil win,

R final lessor 18 more clear<cul, A Presi-
i \ dent who iruly wants progress in anms con-
A ftel cannat Dwve it By living akove the ou-
- }'i;) reaucratic fray, If Mr. Rengan wins a sec-
des to take arms controd sericus-

£

ond term ant &
ly, hewili b
strong and derermined executive leadershin, no Ad-
ministration sy cver reached any arms control
agreement. The :nierial conthicts that inescapably
beset this topic in ithe Pentagon and 2isewhere are
160 3100, (2 be resoivad into negotiable proposais
by meraiv Jureaucratic bargaining, especially
wnen most ¢arerrained infighters are also the
mosy zedent ensraies of agreements. Either the
President hirnseif, or some senior colleague to
whaom g ¢ gives his trust, must take the lead,
ani ansu nce, not siogans. If-a re-elected Ron-
ald Reagar snouid choose this path, he would have
many formidabie advantages. What he approved
the Senate would endorse, and he could survive the
anger of the most determined superhawk.

But can he truly change his way of work as well
as his priorities? Or is it more likely that we will get
another fuur years of plausible flimflam at the top
and ruthlessly effective resistance to ell remotely
negotiable proposals at lower leveis? Read this
bock and decide for yourse!f.

ze his way ai work, Without-

there aren't many!
Our apologies.

CORRECTIONS

(38) Dan McDonald was inadvertently left off of the June 1984 mémbership list (RN43~51). Dan is a 1974 member -

— and we don't think that's a proper way to treat a. 10-year member. Or any other member.
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(39) Americans for Religious Liberty is the new name of The Voice of Reason.
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ABOUT OTHER ORGANIZATIONS

about ARL, "which Vision for amer
reprinted from Relicous Humanism

erica?",
(Spring 1984),

Rights". Their address:

(40) Greenpeace. From the New York Times (9/2/84, p. 7):

Greenpeace:
Global Gadily
For Ecology

By JO THOMAS
Special to The New York Times

LONDON, Sert. 1 — When the
French cargo vessel Mont Louis sank a
week ago off the Belgian coast with a
cargo of uranium, authorities initially.
announced that the ship was carrying
only medica) suppplies. The first indi.
cation the ship was carrying radicac.
tive material came from the French of-
fice of Greenpeace, the environmental
group. .

The announcement grew out of a con-
tinuing effort by the group to gather in.
formation about the production and in-
ternational trading of uranium, which
Greenpeace believes is best [eft in the
ground.
~ According to Peter Wilkinson, a
wrember of the board of Greenpeace In-
ternational, the discovery of what was
actually aboard the Mont Louis grew
out of a hunch. When the organization’s
Erench office realized the Mont Louis
was the sister ship of the Borodine,
which regularly carries radioactive’
products between France and the
Soviet Union, “we made some inquir.
fes,” Mr. Wilkinson said. "*One persen
admitted the ship was carrying nuclear
material."”

(41) North American Committee for Hunanism met in NYC at the N.Y.

PO Bpx 6656,Silver Spring, MD 20906.

Looking for Another Shipment

‘He said he is hoping for as much luck
in detecting a forthcoming shipment,
approved by the United States, of plu.
tonium from France to Japan.

““If it went by sea, which looks likely,
imagine a werst case in which the ship
could sink on a rocky ccast and break
up,” he caid. “There are 509 pounds of
plutonium — encugh to kili 270 biilion
people,” he said. "“We've asrnounced
that we are going to try to stop {t.”

Inthe 13 years sinze Gre

4 Canada, it has
iled the Don Quixere of environ-
mental grouss, til at treic waste
dumpers snd at v
small rubber b
greantomekethemy
releasing ba ns in Lening
“Scgviet Urnicn: Stop th
Tests!"

An Active Summer

This is what Greenpeace protesters
did this summer:

They dressed up as percuins and
climbed the front of the ¢if
French organi
an airstrip ir. a partcularly sensitive
part of the Antarcii ’
They climbed the hig!

. They tried to piug & pips Jdischargirg

an article by Edd Doerr,

sulturic acid inte zke §t. Lawrence

BOB DAVIS

River in Quebec.

They climbed the Statue of Liberty to
hang a banner saying, **Give Me Lib-
erty from Nuclear Weapons - Stop
Testing.”

The protesters had their difficulties.
The French police arresied and beatup
the penguins, and the Canadians were
arrested on charges of committing
mischief. But they had garnered the
publicity that Greenpeace feels is es-
sential.

After Attention, Lobbying

“We use action,” satd David McTag-
gart, a founder and chairman of the or-
ganization, “‘and once there's atten-
tion, we move into lobbying.”

In 1872 Mr. McTaggart and two other
men sailed 3,000 mijes {rom New Zea-
land to the Pacific atcll of Mururos,
where the French planned a series of
atmospheric atomic tests, They sailed
inside the 200-mile security zone and
floated within sight of the ballcon that
was to carry the bomb, until their beat
was rammed by a French mine
sweeper and towed to shore.

Mr. McTaagart returned a year
later, when the French bcarded his
boat. “They beat me up,” he said. I
was blinded inoneeye fora leng time. 1
went back to Canada end sued the
French Govemment.,”” At the same
tirne, he recalied, New Zealand began
patrcliing the area in protest at the
tests, and the French discontinued

tham. .

Greenpezce international, which has
its headguasters in Britain, has 30 of.
fices in 15 countriss. It has four boats
and employs iis vwn crews and scien-

tists. Trus yeas's budget wyx be about
$12 million.

New York Society for Ethical Culture) ,John Hoad

Noverber 1584

Their literature includes a fact sheet
“Will Religous Liberty Survive the '1980s2?"
and "A New Constitutional Convention: Threat to the Bill of
(Thank you,BOB DAVIS)

Private Donations

*‘All our support comes from the pub-
lic,” Mr. McTaggart said, adding that
most donations are $5 and $10. “We
don’t get any grants. We have to be ab.
solutely nonpolitical. We attack the
left, the right, and the center, and no
one with the organization is allowed to
run for political office.”

“We attempt to bridge the gap be-
tween the Audobon Society and the
Sierra Club and the more radical grass-
roots groups,” said Steve Sawyer, an
American. *‘But we're hardly a middie.
of-the-road group.”

“We draw the line at violence,”
Steve McAllister, another American,
said. *‘“We don't fight cops, break things
up, or blow things up. In the case of
whales, we get between the whales and
the harpoon. Or we plug a pipe and
maintain a vigil. We force the issue to
the public's eyes.”

Mr. McTagrant's confrontation with
the French authorities in the Scuth Pa.
cific led him to believe the appreach
would work. *“There was an imageof 2
big nuclear bomb and a little wooden
boat,” he explained. ‘“You can talk of
Ghandi and all that. But if you can see
this huge steel navy grinding aleng, a
little piece of sand can get caught inthe
machinery and bring it to a halt, Our
philosophy is to put yourself betwsen
the problem in a nonviolent way.”

“‘We’re not suicidal,” he said. “We
want to draw attention to something,
and we know what our plan is years in
edvance. It's easy to say, ‘I want to
clean the whole world up,’ but all our
goals are just possible and can be got
to.”

Society for Ethical Culture August 24-46,1984.
attended. There were reports and omapers by NACH President Sherwin Wine
Judaism) ,Edward Ericson, (former ILe=der,
Ethical Society),David Clarke

(Society for Humanistic
(Leader, St. Iouis

(42)

(43)

{Student, Humanist Insititute)}, Roger Greeley (Minister,Pecples Church of
Kalamazoo) , Maxine Greene (Professor, Teachers College, Columbia University), Robert Hemstreet (Minister,
Flushing Unitarian Church,Queens), Joserh Fahey {(Director, Peace Studies Institute, Manhattan College).

Roger Greeley punctured several''mervasive and perniciopus myths, long recarded by millions as guideposts
in American life: that most early American settlers came to enjoy religious freedom;that the founding fathers
were god-fearing Christians; that religicus freedom reflects the will of the majority. "Most of the religious
dissidents came to the New World to escape British tyranny and created a new tyranny of their own." And most
of the founders were "highly individualistic men who hardly fit any Fallwellian stereotype of the good

Christian."To inquire about Conference papers, write Editor-Elect Gorden Stein, 2114 Marine Street, Santa
Monica, CA 90405.

Palestinian Human Rights Committee. We now get regular mailings from this organization. The latest mailing, of
October 17th, starts off "Dear PHRC ACTION ALERT NETWORK..." and deals with 3 issues: (1)the Al-Jnaid Prison
("Israel's new high tech prison"), where conditions are said to be unsatisfactory; (2) the closed An~Najah
University, that they wish to see re-opened; and (3) alleged distortions of Palestinian issues in the
American press. It tells its readers whom to write to, in the Amnesty International manner, and also lists
coming events. The 5-page mailing, complete with visual symbol of an upraised hand,is put together with skill.
It chould achieve some results. Their address: 220 S.State St.,One Quincy Court (1308), Chicago, IL 60604

World Affairs Bookstore calls itself "The Largest Unknown World Affairs Bookstore in the Midwest".
project of the Vorld Without War Council -~ Midwest,with offices in Berkeley,
Its BAugust 1984 order form lists 33 books on"Nucleaer Weapons, Nuclear War,
Policy". Their address: 421 S. Wabash Av.,Chicago, IL 60605.

It is a
New York,Seattle,and Portland.
and U.S5. National Security
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(L,z,) People For The American Way ran a full-page ad in the (Sunday) New York Times Review of the
of the page pictured a ston= tablet with the words:"Thou shalt not mix
NSTITUTION. CHAPIER 1, VERSE 1." Here is the accompanying text:

p.. 24E). Three-fourths

State. THE

“The Constitution of the United
States 1s a marvelous document for
self-g government by Christian pecple
Bui the minute you turn the docit-
ment into the hands of non-Chris-
tian people and atheist people, they
can use it to destroy the very foun-
dation of our society. And that’s
whal'’s been happening " —Televan-
gelist Pat Robertson. Founder, The
Freedom Council

“The 1dea that religion and
politics don’t mix was invented by
the Devil to keep Christians from
running thetr own country.”
——'1’2’191:(1;1 geirst ferry Falwell. Foundey,
The Mo l; 10rzty

For 200 »ours, our Constitution
has Guar’“ﬂé*"ﬂ rehglous freedom.
But tOqu there is a spectre of pow-
erful voices argning that they have a
devine mand ate te mix church and
state and destroy the freedom guar-
anteed by the wall of senaration
between church and state.

}\L‘lt ] L \‘jk > dx.uxd.IAJ \.hot
‘l"c'* sectarian baliefs, dogma and

docirine become the law of the land.
For everyone.

Political orpanizations claim to
speak for &Jod Ul ra-funidamental-
ists dezlare thil only born-again
Christians sho: ould be elected to

..,"
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public office. Those who dare to
disagree withrtheir political platform
are branded anti-God, anti- family,

satanic, inficels, or secular hurnanists.

Leading public officials claim a
biblical mandate to govern. They
debate faith instead of policy. They
confuse disagreement with sin and
evil. To favor separation of church
and state is to be “intolerant of reli-
gion” or “anti-religionist.”

Debate, dissent and diversity
have become un-American activities.

The result: Moral McCarthyism.

‘We must not remain silent. We
must fight back to preserve freedom.

America is about freedom of

speech and belief. The separation of

church and state. Qur country was
started by people who fled here from
lands where religious diversity was
restricted, not respected.

America is about respecting our
different religious and politicai
beliefs. In America, there are no
religious tests for public office.

Political leaders can speak about
religion and religious leaderscan
speak about politics. The First
Amendment guarantees both.

But when politics is transformed

into a theological battle between the

“sinners” and the “saved,” open

) 'Novén'bér ]98 )

Week (9/23/84,

Church ard

debate and religious liberty are
jeopardized.

Religion has flourished in Amer-
ica because of the separation of
church and state. Religionis a matter
of private conscience. But freedom
of religion is a constitutional
commandment.

A ——— — — - — T — " D M WO i p w—

People For The American Way
1424 16th Street, NW,, Room 605
Washington, D.C.20036
IBELIEVE THAT THE SEPARATION OF CHURCH
AND STATE 1S WORTH FIGHTING FOR.
- H°re is my contribution of $ to
join People For The American Way in its batue to
protect religious freedom in America.

[ Please send me a free pamphiet on ten rules for

meintaining the separation of church and state..

NAME .

ADDRESS

CITY.

b : "
Don't take your freedom forgr

© 1934, People For The_ {xmefican Way

(45)
. itusue of
you <an.

OPPORTUNITIES

. Mark the date of the 1985 annual meeting on your calendar. (3)

. Offer suggestions for Library activities. (4)

. Offer to do something on the program,at the '85 annual meeting. (4)
. Select a group you can show "Bertie and the Bomb" to. (5,14)

. Notify Librarian Tom Stanley, if you want "Bertie and the Bomb" for a specific date. (8)

. Photocopy the petition (Page 4), get signatures, and mail it off. {(10).

. Nominate someone you think worthy of the 1985 BRS Award. (18)
- Notify us if you see the Dora press release (19) or the Doctoral Grant announcement (22) in any

publication.

- Send money to Pugwash, if you can. (26)

. Pay your dues! (28)

. Check the zipcode list for nearby BRS members. (29)
. Nominate a recent book for the 1985 BRS Book Award. (32)

Ard know that we appreciate your help.

sumpary of opportunities. Here are 11 things to do that would benefit t.hé BRS. All have been mentioned in this
the newsletter. Can you do some of them? Please look over the following list and lend a hand whe:ever




(46) Our tharks to these members for for their recent contrbuticns to the
CHRISTOPHER BOYLE, BOB LCMBARDI, JERRY DEAN PEARSON.

(47)
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CTRIBUTIONS

BRS Treasury:

November 1984

ADAM PAUL BANNER,

"Accidental War" by Del¥.csecesescsccceaceas .10

Annual Meeting, 1985 .ceecccecvaccerccnaseasanel
Award. See BRS Award

Banner's recommended reading (I11ich) seeeses..31
"Bertie and the Bomb" (BBC videotape)..eeeese..14

Book Award. See BRS Book Award

Book review: "Deadly GambitsS"eeeseeecocescaeso3?
BR QUOtedeseeeessesconasosacanscncronsnsccsonall
British Labor wants nuclear disarming...veso.-.23
BRS Award, 1984, to Dora RussS€ll..eecesoceceec:19

BRS Award, 1985, nominations waiiitG..eeeeecses 8
BRS Book Award,1985,nominations wanteG.eeeoes 22
BRS Doctoral Grant announcenent, 1985 . ceeceeeal?
BRS finances. See Contributions needed

Contributions neededieeeccecencsanversocesaanadd

Contributors thanked.eeeececcescesscaosenenseadb
COPYYighteeseeoaescesosnoanncnosnocncnnnncncasld
Correction: McDONAldseeeecsenrscoseesescvonnes 3B
Directors' reports available. .. vesevessconead?
Doctoral Grant. See BRS Doctoral Grant

DUES AXE QUE 4evevvesorsncescenscenonancannns sl
English teachers spread BR's viewsS....eeeesn..20
Films fOr rent..e.seeesescsarsacassnnsessoevesld
For sale: members’ Stationery..eeevsceccacccsedd
Highlights. See Newsletter highlights

INdeXeeeeoearnssesocasosccnccnsercsnscnssvaansd’
Librarian Stanley reportSicececcesescssssesanssd
Librarian. See New Librarian

Library of Congress now holds #11 RSNS..easse.35
Meeting 1985. See Annual Meeting

Members' stationery. See For Sale

New Librarian: meet Tom Stanley.ceeececesoseeel?
New addreSsSeS.ecessssiasessersssarsancvscoanssesld
NetW MmO Seceaeeseneecscsascsassosscccssescaassld
Newsletter highlightS.ieeesesesessscncsoscoseeal

Opportunities (to assist the BRS).eeaceosseca.4b

INDEX

Other organizations:

Americans for Religious Liberty.eceeceees..39
CLEENPEACE . sasssesscssasssssacannsscssessdl
North American Committee for Humanism...41l
Palestine Human Rights Conmmittee........42

People for the American Wayeeseseessenee 44
World Affairs BoOKStOY€ueessveesesavaseeadl
Petition on accidental war CONPeIMescssesesesal0

Philosophers Committee; Chmn Johnson reports..9

President JacKkaniCz XepPOItSeesesececsscscscsssesd

Pugwash, October newsletteri.cececssccscensass2b
Science Committee: Chmn Dely XeportS..eeseese«10
Seckel's slide~lecture 12/2/84.ieciecececanseesd
Seckel's talks spread BR'S ViewWS..eeseessesesall
Spreading BR's views. See English teachers

Spreading BR's views. See Seckel's talks
Treasurer Darland reports, 2nd quUarte€re........’a
Treasurer Darland reports, 3rd quartere..ceece...’b
Unilateral nuclear disarming:

.Hook misrzpresented BR's Alsop interview....l6a

JBR's Alsop interview 2/21/58.c..cesessnas 16D
JHook frecuently misrepresented BRe..cess....l€C
JHook, in New ILeader 4/7/58c.cceecnccensecesl8d
.BR respords, in New Leader 5/26/58..........16e
.Hook attacks again, New Leader 5/26/58......16f

.BR responds again, New Leader 7/7-14/58.....16g
.Hook attacks again, New Leader 7/7-14/58....16h
.BR's achievement (PUGWESh) sveesesescsacseseaslbi
.BR's summation, -in his Autebiograpphye..:...l6)
Vice~President Hart repOIrtSee.ecesosescssscesssd

Vice-President/Special Projects Kohl reports...6
Vice~President Hart. See next item

Vice-Presidential expectatiOnS.eccesecsceeceseea3l
Vidal on audiotapCeccececsssssssssssoscecaseseld
Voting resultS.eeseccescscececscsscecasasesoosall

Why make a contribution? See Contributions
Zip code sleuthing.iceecescecescsossccossoessad

One more opportunity:

. Tell us your reactions to the BR Vs. Hook exchanges.

P.S.

(161)







