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BR CELEBRATED

BR's Birthday. A nice idea from The Humanist Fellowship of San Diego: a Bertrand Russell Birthday Celebration,
on May 17th. Here is what they said in their newsletter of April 21, 1989:

We celebrate the birth of an eminent thinker, writer, debunker, skeptic, rationalist and Humanist. Dennis
Wills will show his collection of Russell memorabilia. Read aloud those Russell passages which move you to
tears, make you laugh, or impress you as incredibly wise —— or foolish. Wonder at the paradoxes in this man
who could teach so eloquently and movingly about love, compassion and mercy -- and yet bring so much pain
and bitterness into the lives of those who gave him love and trust. Bring your Russell books to share and
compare. Meet Dr. Harry Ruja of the Bertrand Russell Society.

LOCAL CHAPTERS

Foreign Aid, BRS style: 7he Benares Plan. There are people in foreign countries —- third world countries,
developing countries, where living standards are low and money is scarce — who might like to join the B8RS
but who cannot afford the dues.

That's a pity, because they are being deprived of the benefit of Russell's thinking , and we are being
deprived of new foreign members.

We needed to find a way to let people who cannot afford the dues join the BRS anyway...and we have found it!
Credit for this goes chiefly to Chandrakala Padia, of Benares, India, who knew there was a need, and who
devised a way to fill it.

Here's the plan, the Benares Plan, subject to approval by the Directors:

1. There will be a Benares Chapter of the Bertrand Russell Society, 1Inc. in Benares, India. This will be the
first of what we hope will be many chapters in foreign countries and cities.

2. Dues will be $40 per year for the Chapter, regardless of the number of members. Plus $7.58 for airmail,

which is essential. For example, if the Benares Chapter acquires 1@ members, the cost to each member will be
$4.75.

3. The Chapter will receive only one copy of the BRS newsletter, which can be passed around, member to
member, or photocopied.

4. The Chapter will be headed by a Director. The Director of the Benares Chapter is Chandrakala Padia.

5. The members will have all rights (and responsibilities), including the right (and responsibility) of
voting. Their names will of course appear on our Membership List.

6. The Chapter will submit a report to the BRS on its activities once a year, in time to have it presented at
the BRS Annual Meeting. During its first year, a Chapter will also report at the end of the first 6 months.

7. The Chapter's goal will be the same as the BRS's: to learn more about Russell, and to spread his views to
scholars and the general public.

A w

Members in other foreign cities, take note! Can you take advantage of the Benares Plan? Let us know.

*Russell Society News, a quarterly. Lee Eisler, Editor, RD 1, Box 409, Coopersburg, PA 18036
Marvin Kohl, Co-Editor, 715 Maytum Hall, SUNY at Fredonia, Fredonia, NY 14063
Ben Eshbach, Co-Editor, 173@ N. Lima St., Burbank, CA 91585
Russell Society Library: Tom Stanley, Librarian, Box 434, Wilder, VT 05088
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NUCLEAR STRATEGY

What goes on in the minds of our nuclear strategistsy

do we keep on building more? Steven Kull,

psychotherapist, decided to
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Why —— since we already have 50,002 nuclear weapons --
look for answers to

these questions.

He presents his findings in Minds at War: Nuclear Reality and the Inner Conflicts of Oefense Palicymakers (NY:

Basic Books, 1988).

The book is reviewed by McGeorge Bundy in 7he New York Review of Books (July 2e.

is identified as
Kennedy during the

Cuban Missile Crisis.

1989, pp. 3-5), where
Special Assistant on National Affairs to President Kennedy. That means he was with President
He is now Professor of History at New York University

Bundy

and the

author, most recently, of Oanger and Survival: Choices About the Bomb in the First Fifty Years.

We are printing the review in full,
weapons issue to Russell.

Here is the review:

despite its considerable length, because of the importance of the nuclear

Russell thought they had to be abolished, if man is to survive, and he devoted the
last 26 years of his life campaigning against them.

The Emperor's Clothes

Minds at War: Nuclear Reality and the
Inner Conflicts of Defense Policymakers
by Steven Kull.

Basic Books, 341 pp., $19.95

McGeorge Bundy

The summer of 1989 finds us in a time of
new hopes for the strengthening of a
stable peace between the Soviet Union
and the West. After a slow and over-
cautious beginning, George Bush has
decided that he did not like that begin-
ning, and has set a new course just in
time to win the strong support of his col-
leagues in the NATO Summit at the end of
May. He has also plainly impressed the
government of Mikhail Gorbachev,
whose contribution to our new hopes re-
mains the larger, if only because the need
for basic change has always been larger in
Moscow. Most of all, Bush has succeeded
in explaining his new course in language
that was most persuasive where it was
most obviously his own. His most con-
vincing demonstration was in a long in-

terview with The Washington Post, pub- -

lished on June 2; I will return to it. )

Steven Kull’s remarkable book concerns
the same overcautious cast of mind from
which George Bush has just had a narrow
escape. I begin with that escape not only
because it reflects great credit on Bush,
on his senior colleagues, and on the
public pressure that led them to recon-
sider their views, but also because it is
helpful that we consider the findings of
Steven Kull in a mood of hope. Kull
himself is not a pessimist, believing that
there are strong forces on the side of
nuclear common sense, but many of his

findings on what experts have been think-’

ing are so depressing that it is well to
begin with a reminder that we can do—
indeed are doing —better.

After more than ten years of practice
as a psychotherapist, Kull was drawn to
the study of nuclear danger, and after ini-
tial academic work he decided to examine
the problem through an exercise of his
professional skills as an interviewer. It
seemed to him that there was a radical
disjunction between nuclear reality and
the policies advocated by many defense
experts. Could he find out by careful and
searching interviews whether they had

“arguments he had not understood, or
how far they might be moved by convic-
-tipns unrelated to their formal argument?
The core of his book is an account of
what he learned from these interviews.
Having traversed much of this terrain
myself over more than forty years of par-
ticipation in the American nuclear de-

‘bate, 1 am able to report that the states of

mind encountered by Kull are familiar,
while his conclusions about them are
both fresh and convincing.

Kull set out .to interview experts who
had made reputations as being “pro-
defense” and as being sophisticated in

their understanding of questions of
nuclear policy. He found eighty-one men
and three women who were willing to talk
with him, and among them were former
secretaries of defense, former members
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, senators,
congressmen (two in each category so
far), and larger numbers of middie-level
officials of the Pentagon, the Arms Con-
trol Agency, and congressional staffs. He
tatked to still larger numbers of analysts
from think tanks, as well as to six mem-
bers of a group that he defines as
“original key nuclear strategists from the
fifties and sixties.” (He also talked, less
intensively and less systematically, to a
number of Soviet experts.) All in all,
though he names no one, he makes a

" wholly believable claim to have talked to

people who usually argue in favor of new
weapons systems, who are generally per-
suaded that it makes an important differ-
ence whether the US is “ahead” or “be-
hind” in numbers and capacities of nu-
clear weapons, and who also are ready to
defend the need for an ability to “prevail”
in a nuclear war. :

Kull sought out people with these views
precisely because of his own deep convic-
tion that in critically important ways their
thinking was deeply inconsistent with the
realities of nuclear weapons. He believes,
as 1 do, that there will be only losers in
any conflict that engages even a small
proportion of the nuclear weapons of
each superpower. He believes further that
once you have forces that are clearly able
to survive attack and strike back with a
formidable number of warheads—the
condition in which both sides have been
living for decades — neither side can gain
or lose from variations in the relative
capacities of elements of their forces. For
him as for me—and for Dwight Eisen-
hower thirty years ago - the imperative of
nuclear weaponry is not to keep ahead,
not even to keep up, but simply to have
enough to deter a nuclear war from
breaking.out. But Minds at War is not
about Kull's reasons for his own beliefs,
although the reader may well find himself
drawn by Kull’s account to the conclu-
sions with which Kull himself began. The
book is about what happens when serious
defense experts are pressed to defend
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convictions about nuclear policy that
seem to their interviewer to be in conflict
with reality.

Four opinions prevalent among his
cighty-four respondents became the tar-
gets of Kull's questions. Two are related
to specific weapons systems: those that
would be part of strategic defense—not
only Reagan’s SDI but less ambitious
defenses against ballistic missiles —and
those weapons that would have a com-
bination of accuracy and power sufficient
to destroy “hard targets”—heavily pro-
tected military assets such as weapons in
hard silos or command centers far under-
ground. Kull challenged the ‘experts he
talked with to defend these systems. He
gives sumimaries of their arguments and
of his own replies, and on balance he

wins his case. There is indeed great intel-

lectual confusion surrounding the strate- -

gic defense program and also great doubt
about the utility of attempts to destroy
hard targets when so many of the weap-
ons that would be the most important
targets, especially missiles in silos, could
be fired before the hard-target killers
arrived.,

It is not surprising that a number of
the analysts Kull talked to turn out to
have found these programs so obviously
attractive that they did not take the
trouble to frame a rational argument for
them. Yet judgment on these two pro-
grams really depends on technical analy-
sis. Can a system of defense against
‘missiles outmatch a system of deterrent
offensive weapons in cost effectiveness
and capacity to survive in wartime? How
much is accuracy capable of replacing ex-
plosive power as a destroyer of genuinely
military targets? Because of this depend-
ence on hnological these
two subjects are less useful for illuminat-
ing the basic psychological questions that
Kull is addressing than two more general
questions he posed to the military ex-

- perts. First, what is the importance of

maintaining “nuclear balance” with the
Soviet Union? Second, what is meant by
the commitment to win or to “prevail” in
a nuclear war?

Kull himsell accepts that each of the
superpowers should have adeq deter-
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Nevenhelm most nuclear experts in-
sisted on matching specific Soviet sys-
tems. For some it was simply a matter of
what they took to be elementary good
sense—in any conflict the side that has
more strength has the advantage. Big kids
beat up little kids; big navies beat little
navies. And, in the words of one con-
gressman, “strategic ain’t a damned bit
different.”

Yet thinking of this kind, as straight-
forward as it is mistaken, is less impor-
tant than a quite different argument
based not on what the defense analyst
himself believes, but on what he thinks
other people think. Maintaining this or
that aspect of the nuclear balance with
the USSR is important, the experts told
Kull, because third-world countries, the
allies in Europe, or nervous American
voters think it is. If any of them ¢orclude
that the balance favors the Russians, they
may become more fearful of the Soviet

quite simple and basic reality: that above
the levels of nuclear overkill long since
overtaken by both superpowers, mere
numbers tell us very little about the qual-
ity of nuclear deterrence on either side, so
that perceptions based on such numbers

are quite simply nonsensical. But Kull’s

many respondents generally resisted this
elementary notion.  Many— perhaps
most —accept for themselves the nuclear
reality that numbers are not decisive; but

they take the different perceptions of
others as essentially unalterable, and they

argue that to satisfy them there must be a
visible and sustained American insistence
on new nuclear procurement.

In the end, of course, the Reagan ad-
ministration in which many of these ex-
perts served decided to let words take the
place of action. The “window- of vul-
nerability” that troubled so many of the
defense analysts in the early 1980s was
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rent nuclear strength, which he describes
as a capacity for a flexible and secure
second strike. What he finds unconvinc-
ing is the argument that it is necessary
for the US to match particular Soviet
capacities, for example the throw weight
of land-based missiles or the power of
mid-range missiles in Europe. He reports
that his respondents produced no per-
suasive evidence for their arguments.
That is, they could not show the real con-.
sequences for either side, in a real nuclear
war, of not matching the throw weight of
the other side’s land-based missiles or the
precise power of its mid-range missiles.
Indeed most of his witpesses were willing
to recognize, at least some of the time,
that the American capacity for destruc-
tive action of all sorts, including missiles
launched from the sea or air, was such
that the Soviet leaders were amply de-
terred from undertaking a nuclear attack,
in spite of whatever particular advantages
they might have in particular weapons.

Union and more accommodating to it;
Soviet power will grow, and American
power will shrink. Kull notes that an
analyst as experienced as James Schle-
singer has argued that if we wish to influ-
ence the perceptions of others “we must
take appropriate steps (by their lights) in
the design of the strategic forces.” A
former member of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff told Kull that he himself was “not
really concerned about the military aspect
of lear bal b the effect of
exchanges would be so catastrophic to the
Soviets, whoever fired first.” Still he
believed that for political reasons, espe-
cially to impress the third-world nations
that estimate relevant strength by num-
bers of missiles or submarines, we must
keep up our end of the balance, begause
those people “just count.”

For Kull, as for me, the immediate
question is whether there are not ways of
persuading even the nonspecialist of a

ended not by building new missiles, but
simply by the declaration of Reagan’s
Scowcroft Commission that no such win-
dow had opened. US “parity” with Soviet
nuclear weapons itself was restored not-
by matching particular numbers that
were thought to have produced danger-
‘ous perceptions, but by repeated presi-
dential declarations that the job was
done. Some of the true believers in the
Soviet threat are still muttering today
about it, much as some of them muttered
about it to Steven Kull a few years ago;
but for most people the troubling percep-
tions of Soviet predominance were deait
with by words from the American gov-
ernment, not by clear-cut changes in the
nuclear balance. That solution was avail-
able all the time. )

In reality, the journey through nuclear
fear of the last fifteen years, so largely in-
spired by the people Kull has sought out,
was never necessary. Indeed the false
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perceptions that these people found
threatening were in part the product of
their own proclamations of present
danger. Kull trenchantly demonstrates
that the advocates of new procurement of
nuclear weapons systems regularly feel
the need to proclaim a perilous imbalance
to get their appropriations. These proc-
lamations can be heard abroad, particu-
larly among NATO leaders who worry
that Europe will seem weak if the im-
bal oclaimed in Washington is not

8
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rectified.
At a still deeper level, Kull discovered,
the very act of competing for a balance
with the USSR, or even for getting
ahead, was often found justified for its
own sweet sake. It is, some of the experts
told him, good for morale to keep up
with the Soviets; it is a way of holding up
our own side without having to pay the
costs of war itself. The arms race, in a
sense, becomes the defense analyst's
moral equivalent of war, meeting a re-
quirement for competition that is in the
very nature of human beings and states.

The most searching of the questions
Kull asked was what the United States
should do if deterrence failed and the
Soviet Union made war on the West. He
got varied answers, but the ones he found
most interesting are those that asserted
that the US should pursue the traditional
goals of military victory—whether by
taking territory, imposing military de-
feat, or otherwise gaining an advantage.
Many respondents recognized that nu-
clear war could impose such death and
destruction that there could be no victory
for either side in any traditional meaning
of the term. But the same people often
remained powerfully attached to tradi-
tional logic: wars have winners and
losers, and military leaders must aim to
win, Fighting a nuclear war for this pur-
pose was repeatedly contrasted with what
respondents understood to be the only
aiternative — the so-called MAD doctrine
of mutual assured destruction. They did
not assert that this destruction could be
avoided, and they did not appear to
understand that when Robert McNamara
first talked of assured destruction, he was
describing what could surely happen, not
what should be planned. MAD, for these
analysts, was an unacceptable alternative
to the proper and legitimate objective of
coming out ahead. There were many re-
spondents, even in this group, who were
interested primarily in stopping the war
“at the earliest possible moment,” not in
winning it. 1 agree with Kull that this ob-
jective makes good sense, given the re-
ality of nuclear destructiveness. But it
was clearly not easy. for many others to
think about anything except some recog-
nizable form of victory.

Like the belief in keeping a balance,
planning to win a nuclear war was often
defended as necessary for its effect on the
perceptions of others than the speaker.
Americans, some of the experts said, wiil
not back a president who is not deter-
mined on victory; allies must believe that
the United States means to fight if neces-
sary, and declarations of determination
to win are helpful. Most of all, the Sovi-
ets, who were themselves often seen by
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ne experts as determined believers in war
fighting, must understand that the US
leaders are determined to win, even if
it makes Americans secem a “little bit,
crazy,” as one respondent put it. That,
way the Soviets are deterred. ]

The intensity of this kind of belief, the'
power of Kull’s interviewing, and the ab-(
surdity of the result are all illustrated in,
the following exchange. “I” is Kull, and
“R"” is his respondent:

I: Do you feel we need to have a
war-fighting strategy or war-fighting
capability?

R: Yeah, deterrence is creating that
uncertainty and doubt in the adver-
sary. We are going to be a mirror
image, our goal is to be a mirror im-
age of what we perceive to be their

doctrine and their force posture. 1
think we are taking steps to be that
mirror image. ’
I: Why?

“R:'It-comes back to detetrence..:. |
think they have to perceive that we
are prepared just as they are. That
our goal is to prevail.... Their
[nuclear weapons’} whole purpose is
to create this perception that, hey,
we've got to stay away from that
stuff, ‘cause we can’t lick ’em.

I: Do you think we can lick 'em?

R: No, and I don't think they can
lick us. I agree it's a self-defeating
goddamn thing. ... [But] I think that
this is one of their illusions that they
believe.

1: So what you're saying is that we've
got to act like we've got that itlusion
too?

R: Or we’ve got to act to create that
perception in their minds.

I: And we do that by acting as if we
do?

R: Right. [laughter]

I: But you don't really believe we can
prevail in a war?

R: 1 agree with you, it is senseless. |
mean, what is there that’s going to
be left that really has any value or
that is recognizable to us or to them?
I mean, I'm not sure there is any-
thing of value in what will remain.
I: But we should do what we can to
develop the hardware that makes it
look like we are getting ready to
fight a war in which we think we
could prevail. Because that’s going
to have the right psychological effect
on them. Is that right?

R: As crazy as it sounds, I think so. |
think so....

I: How do you know that the Soviets
are not doing the same thing?

R: 1 don’t [surprised laughter].... |
don't!.... Butif that's all it is, it sure
is a waste of GNP on both sides!

This kind of thinking is even worse
than wasteful. While many defense ex-

perts believe that the US should seem a
little bit crazy, at least some of them
know that at the same time there are
plenty of people who want to be assured
that the United States will not do any-
thing crazy, and so the highest officials,
especially presidents, must try to show
that they fully understand the danger of
nuclear war. They may allow others to
sound .crazy, but they do not willingly
sound that way themselves.

Indeed presidents take considerable care
to sound sane, and no occupant of the
White House paid more attention to this
requirement than Ronald Reagan. Early
in his first term he found a phrase that he
repeated steadily ever after, first alone
and then in joint statements with Mikhail
Gorbachev: “A nuclear war cannot be
won and must never be fought.” What-
ever else he said, about the evil empire
and the uses of strategic defense, for ex-
ample, he recurred to this declaration. It
is true that it imposed some verbal acro-
batics on Caspar Weinberger, who ac-
cepted Reagan’s new maxim but insisted
that it was wholly consistent with his own
announced conviction that any secretary
of defense who was not planning to
prevail in a nuclear war should be im-
peached. But discomfiture among subor-
dinates is seldom troubling to self-
confident presidents, and Mr. Reagan
steadily increased his emphasis on his
basic finding. I am not aware that his
position was directly criticized by the ex-
perts who believe in nuclear victory, but
it may be that he was protected by a dis-
position on the part of defense experts to
attribute his statement to politics and not
conviction. My own belief is that he
meant every word of what he said, that
Gorbachev agrees with him, and that
each man accepted the sincerity of the
other on this basic point. -

Retumin; to Bush and the leadership of
NATO, we can see that what almost
trapped him was exactly the kind of
thinking, deeply set in the minds of
NATO experts, that Kull has examined
and exposed. Before Bush himself took
charge, his administration had accepted
as imperative for NATO a “moderniza-
tion™ program for the Lance missile in
Germany called “Follow-on-to-Lance” —
a deceptive title, because the range of the
follow-on would be some four times that
of Lance. The new missile was needed, it
was asserted, not to attain balance with
the Soviet Union's forces, and still less
for victory, but for “coupling,” a NATO
notion that gives to nuclear weapons
based in Europe the role of making it be-
lievable, for both friends and adversaries,
that the American president will initiate
nuclear war if it is needed to stop Soviet
aggression in Europe.

According to the argument, the US will

Russell Society News, No. 63

be seen as unlikely to come to Europe's
help if it must fire its strategic weapons
from North America, thereby risking re-
taliation within the US; the willingness of
the US to sponsor a nuclear response
becomes plausible, so the argument runs,
only when NATO has short-range missiles
such as the Lance at its disposal in the
“European theater.” The belief that
short-range missiles have this value has
no basis in historical evidence. American
missiles based in Europe did not prevent
protracted crises like the one over Berlin
in 1961 and 1962, and no such missiles
were in place during the relatively caim
years between 1964 and 1972. But in
Brussels, Washington, and perhaps espe-
cially London there are analysts that
make it an article of faith that without
such” weapons the alliance will become
uncoupled. Their passion is intensified
when such systems are opposed by citi-
zens and statesmen whom they perceive
as soft, and the modernization of Lance
is opposed by such people in Germany.
The impasse that hardened on this sub-
ject in May threatened to make a sham-
bles of the NATO Summit until George
Bush took charge.

What Bush did, fundamentally, was to
change the subject from the moderniza-
tion of Lance to the prospect for 2 new
kind of peace in Europe. He did not di-
rectly overrule the nuclear zealots, and
indeed the NATO communiqué contains a
number of ritual pieties about the need
for maintaining land-, sea-, and air-based
nuclear systems in Europe. Moreover
Bush backed the pronuclear side in reject-
ing any prospect of removing all short-
range missiles on both sides. But he ex-
plicitly accepted both future negotiations
on this subject and a timetable under
which negotiations will begin before
Lance is modernized. His central decision
was (0 put conventional arms reductions
at the top of the agenda, and he made his
point decisively clear by proposing
specific American troop reductions and
the inclusion of combat aircraft in the
bargain. The allies accepted his proposal,
and the first paragraph of their joint
communiqué, which would have been im-
possible two weeks earlier, puts the
priority of NATO where it belongs—on
the achievement of a new and stable
balance in reduced conventional forces,
East and West,

The achievement of a low-levet conven-
tional balance will not be easy, but it is
possible now as never before, and if it
can be achieved, the nuclear problems of
NATO will fade into the background.
What has led to complex and unper-
suasive notions like the one that coupling
with the US depends on particular pieces
of hardware is the genuine requirement to
find some persuasive counter to Soviet
conventional superiority. It was entirely
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natural that nuclear weapons should be
given this role in the days of clear-cut
American strategic superiority, but in
later decades the concept of “extended
Jeterrence” —deterrence of conventional
attack by the threat of nuclear
response —has been much more difficuls.
What we can now reasonably call the
Bush solution is much the best: remove
the problem by removing its cause. There
will be nuclear weapons on both sides for
a long time to come, and in many dif-
ferent systems, but in a world of stable
conventional balance the amount of
frustrated nonsense in the responses of
sober defense analysts to questions like
Steven Kull's will be greatly reduced.

The new direction set in Brussels will
not be maintained without continuous at-
tention from the Bush administration.
Traditional attitudes are stubborn, and
they can be reinforced by the interests of
particular military services as well as by
tendencies in Brussels to argue for
weapons controlled by NATO head-
quarters. But what the President revealed
in this episode is more than a quick-fix
response to criticism and to the risk of
failure—though it is not wrong for
presidents to respond to such immediate
stimuli. Talking to The Washington Post
after his success, Bush showed a breadth
of view and a reflective confidence that
scemed new to me. He would still be
careful, but also eager to bring about a
new consensus; and the prospect he put
forth is one that goes “beyond contain-
ment” to a new kind of Europe, especi-
ally through change in Eastern Europe. It
will take time, but it is a genuine vision of
genuine possibility. The President himself
remains wary of what he cails “the vision
thing,” but he joked about that in The
Washington Post interview, and he can
be comforted by the thought that, espe-
cially when prospects are bright, vision
and prudence are not enemies but friends.

Steven Kull is also hopeful, in the end.
He does not stop with demonstrating the
internal contradictions that come from
making a balance with the USSR the
justification for weapons procurement
and victory the object of nuclear war.
From his own arguments with his re-
spondents, he became aware that many
of them, even though selected from the
hawkish end of the spectrum, have a
sober understanding of nuclear reality
and know, whatever they may say in
public, that these weapons do not fit the
rules of inherited conventional military
thinking. His overall conclusion is that “a
greater adaptation 1o nuclear reality not
only is possible but to some extent is
already occurring,” and among Soviets as
well as Americans. It is just this adapta-
tion that can be both cause and effect of
the progress now in sight between the
governments of Gorbachev and Bush. O
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VOLUNTEERS WANTED

(5) Call for Research Assistance to help HARRY RUJA:

Russell visited the United States repeatedly over a 55-year period, starting in 1896 with his first wife --
who, like the last, was American-bern —— and ending in 1951. During those years, he lectured extensively
throughout the country and in Canada. Ken Blackwell and I have documented some of those lectures in Russell
No. 6 (Summer 1972) and No. 18 (Summer 1973). Feinberg and Kasrils provided a full account of Russell's
relationships with the U.S. in their Bertrand Russell's Americe (2 vols., 1973, 1983). In our comprehensive
bibliography, now in process, Blackwell and 1 seek to cite every published report of his lectures in the
United States and Canada.

Members of the BRS can help us in this task. If you would approach your main city library and request a list
of all the articles by or about BR which appeared in the local newspaper(s) and send me a copy of that list,
our task would be considerably advanced, and we could be more confident that we have come as close to
completeness as is reasonably possible.

Many newspapers are now turning to computerized indexes of their contents, and others have files of
clippings, some of which may be BR files.

I have been querying a number of newspapers seeking a particular item; some of them are very responsive,
but many invite me to use the indexes in their local public libraries or hire someone to do research. (One
cited $75 per hour!) .

As you can infer, I am adopting the latter alternative, with a modification: I'm not hiring you. I'm
enlisting you in a volunteer Research Corps. Will you join?

Note to residents of New York, Chicago, and Los Angeles: Don't bother with the 1938-1949 period. I have
already thoroughly canvassed those years in your cities.

ABOUT OTHER ORGANIZATIONS

(6) American Atheists. We reported in May (RSN62-36) that we had sent postcards to BRS members in California,
alerting them to an AA meeting on March 24-25. We asked members who attended to let us know how things went.
LARRY JUDKINS has responded to our request with the following splendid report:

In late March of this year, I attended the Nineteenth Annual National Convention of American Atheists. The
meeting took place in San Diego, California, over Easter weekend, beginning on Good Friday and ending in
the afternoon of Easter Sunday. Unfortunately, I arrived too late in the evening to participate in any of
Friday's events.

Saturday, however, was the principal day of the assembly. Jon G. Murray, President of American Atheists,
opened the festivities with, among other comments, an expression of appreciation to the Bertrand Russell
Society for sending out advance notices of the convention to the Society's California members. He added
that if Bertrand Russell were still alive, he most certainly would be welcome there.

Convention events consisted of everything from speeches and discussion groups to the presentation of awards
to "Outstanding American Atheists". There were also plenty of opportunities for Atheists to socialize,
including a Members' Banquet and Conventioneer's Party. A book and product display room was on hand where
one could purchase a Bertrand Russell tee shirt or any of hundreds of other items which might be of interest
to Atheists.

Besides speeches by the members of the Murray-0'Hair family (Madalyn O'Hair, Jon Murray, and Robin Murray-o'hair)
» many other interesting and informative lectures were given. Psychologist John F. Higden spoke about

"What Makes Religionists Tick," and Anton Neureiter of Austria and Gottfried Niemietz of West Germany each

gave fascinating talks concerning their respective governments' recent prosecutions (or persecutions) of
Atheists for "blasphemy®.

Several panels and discussion groups were held. Topics discussed included “Atheism and Children," "The 8irth
of Modern Atheism," and "Grass Roots Atheist Activism". But for me, by far the most interesting panel was
that which concerned "Creationism." It featured the well-known anti-creationists Frank Awbray and William M.
Thwaites, both of whom are biologists at San Diego State University. :

I have not yet received the final reports on the convention from American Atheists. However, the preliminary
word is that this was one of the best-attended American Atheist Conventions ever, with well over 409
registered conventioneers.

Personally, I found the whole experience thoroughly enjoyable, and I highly recommend that all BRS members
are are Atheists try to attend the next American Atheist Convention.
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BOOK REVIEWS

with thanks to TOM STANLEY:

Russell right or wrong

IN THE preface to this third
volume of Lord Russell's splendid
work he warns us that *1 have
found that it is not possible to relate
in the same manner private and
public events, or happenings long
since finished and those that are
«rill continuing and in the midst
of which I live’ He goes on to
write of * the unavoidable reticences
necessitated by the law of libel’

—and to these we have the right.

to add the reticences imposed on
Lord Russell simply by his own
strong sense of human decency.

We should not complain about
these restrictions, but it is true that
they make for a book which is
different in kind from the earlier
volumes. Lord Russell tells us
that during this latest period the
privale part of his life became in-
creasingly important; but we can-
not gather this from anything we
find inside the present baok. And
since one of the great things about
its predecessors was the subtle but
powerful blending of his private
and public emotions it is no use
deaying that the third volume is
an altogether thinner and less im-
pressive work than they were.

Letters are included here, as they
were before, but there are fewer
of them and many more mani-
festos, lectures. statements to the
Press, etc. And the text itself is
largely a description of Lord Rus-
sell’'s many moral and political
campaigns, To anyone who shares
his strong and unremitting concern
for the sufferings and afflictions
of the human race these descrip-
tions make dramatic, though often
depressing, reading. But the absence
of a private life running through
these pages as an accompaniment
to the campaigns will leave even
the most public-spirited of readers
with a sense of deprivation.

One example of the loss will have
to serve as an illustration of what
is constantly felt:—

At Christmas, 1953, I was waiting

to go into hospital again for a

serious operation and my wife and

household were all down with fly,

My son and his wife decided that,

by PHILIP

TOYNBEE

THE AUTOBIOGRAPHY OF BERTRAND RUSSELL Vol 1

(Allen and Unwin 42s)

children’ After Christmas dinner

with the children and me, they left,

taking the remainder of the food,

but leaving the children, and did

not return. We were fond of the

children_ but were appalled by this
fresh responsibility which posed so
many harassing questions in the
midst of our happy -and aiready
very full life. For some time we
hoped that their parents would
return to take up their rdle, but
when my son became ill we had to
abandon that hope and make long-
term arrangements for the children’s
cducation and holidays, Morcover,
the financial burden was heavy and

rather disturbing. . . .

There is an understandable dry-
ness. in Lord. Russell's tone as he
tells this extraordinary story, but
his self-imposed reticence has for-
bidden him to tell us more. Yet
the reader, while admiring the
writer's refusal to induige either in
moral indignation or in self-
righteousness, is bound to feel a
strong sense of frustration at this
point.  After all, by this time we
have long been admitied to the
privacies of the author’s heart and
mind. To have the door more or
less slammed in our faces here is
almost like a snub. For the causes
of this strange behaviour by
Russell's son and daughter-in-law
are clearly of very great importance
to us in our attempt to understand
Russell himself.

As for the main bulk of the book
——its account of his campaigns
against nuclear weapons and against
the American intervention in Viet-
nam-—everyone who refused to
follow exactly where Russell led is
bound to find something here to
complain about, It must be said
that he is no better than the rest of
us at eating crow, and there are
very few moments in this book
where he admits to having been
wrong or even mistaken. I write

as she said, they were ‘tired ofas one who strongly agreed, and

agrees, both with Russell’s plea that
Britain should get rid of her nuclear
weapons and with his condemna-
tion of the American aggression in
Vietnam. 1 write, 100, as one who
believed, and believes, that the
Direct Action Campaign may bave
done more harm than good to the
anti-nuclear cause, and who can-
not wholly excuse North Vietnam
and the Vietcong either for their
conduct during the war or for their
determination to continue fighting
it at any price.

Blinkered as I must be by this
particular complex of attitudes |
cannot help regretting the extreme
violence and, to my mind, one-
sidedness of some of Lord Russell's
judgmeats. He does not retract his
morally outrageous remark that
‘[Kennedy and Macmillan] are
much more wicked than Hitler . . .
they are the wickedest people that
ever lived in the history of man ... .
I find this judgment understand-
able, but deplorable. Russell is
surely right in thinking that the
policies of Kennedy and Macmillan
might have led to a greater human
disaster  thun any that Hitler
achieved. But I think he is wrong

to think that wickedness should be-

measured by effects rather than by
motives, oo
Lord Russell insistg over and
over again that he is not anti-
American, yet 1 don’t believe any
comparatively unbiased reader
could doubt that this is exactly
what he constantly shows himself
to be. I share his indignation with
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Suez adventure but had nothing to
say against the repression of the
Hungarian Revolution I find his
explanation weak indeed:—

I did not [speak out against
Russia] because there was no need.
Most of the so-alled Western
world was fulminating. - Some
people spoke out strongly against
the Suez exploit, but most people
were acquiescent. :

On the contrary, there was a size-
able  minority of English public
figures who strongly condemned
both monstrosities. And surely
Lord Russetl must have recognised
that his silence on a major issue
speaks every bit as loud as most
other people’s shrillest utierances.

So | don't feel that Rusself can
be acquitted of some unwisdom at
certain points of his recent cam-
paigns. But nor have I ever felt
that his campaigns were anything
but passionately sincere in motive
and gallantly energetic in execu-
tion. "And 1 am sure that this high
moral passion of our grandest old
man has done a great deal to pre-
vent us all from subsiding into that

the Americans for their bestial war ;
but I do not believe, as he
evidently does, that in the genera!
power struggle between the Great
Powers America has behaved worse
than Russia,

And when Lord Russell feels the
need to explain why, in 1956, he
strongly condemned the Tories’

and social despair which so
often overwhelms the, citizen of a
country which is moving down-
wards on the power-scale. When all
has been said against him that can
be said, Lord Russell remains 2
marvel—a marvel of intelligence,
lucidity and wit; a marvel of un-
deviating concern for his fellow-
humans. .

REPORTS FROM

COMMITTEES

Philosophers Committee (David E. Johnson, Chairman):

The Bertrand Russell Society will sponsor a session on the philosophy of Bertrand Russell in conjunction
with the Eastern Division meetings of the American Philosophical Association. The session will begin at 7:3¢
p.m. on Thursday, December 28, 1989, in tne YORK room of the Hyatt Regency Hotel, Atlanta, ‘Georgia. The
program will consist of a paper entitled Russellian Objects: Unity, Complexily and Empiricism by. Trip
McCrossin of the Center for the Study of Language and Information, Stanford University. Commentary will be
by Stephen Neale, Princeton University, followed by a general discussion. The chair of this session will be
David Johnson, U. S. Naval Academy.
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BOOK REVIEWS

Here are 2 more unfavorable reviews:

Review by Bernard Williams in 7he New York Review of Books (July 2@, 1989, pp.11-13).

Bad Behavior

Intellectuals
by Paul Johnson,
Harper and Row, 385 pp., $22.50

Bernard Williams

Paul Johnson is a prolific British writer
who has produced histories of the Jews,
Christianity, the modern world, and the
English people. He is, I believe, a Catho-
lic (if so, it commendably did not dis-
courage him, in his substantial and very
readable history of Christianity, from ad-
mitting that the religion, to all intents
and purposes, was founded by Saint Paul).
Between 1955 and 1970 he worked on the
left-wing journal The New Statesman,
and for six years was its editor, with
more success than anyone has achieved
since. He is now firmly entrenched on the
right, and is a fierce critic of left
intellectuals.

The background to his new book is the
rise and influence of secular intellectuals
as moral and political guides, a develop-
ment which he interprets as an unsuccess-
ful replacement for clerical authority.
This general theme is only the back-
ground to the book —indeed, it might be
called the excuse for it—and not its sub-
ject, since Johnson does not discuss the
role of the intellectual in general terms,
nor does he consider the difference be-
tween secular and religious intellectuals
or ask whether they have a more signifi-
cant part in some societies than in others.
In fact, he does not pretend that the book
is anything more than it is, a series of
unflattering short biographies of people
identified as secular intellectuals. They
are an odd assortment, ranging from
Rousseau and Shelley to Kenneth Tynan
and Lillian Hellman, by way of Marx,
Tolstoy, and Hemingway, among others.
He describes them all so as to bring out
their bad behavior. According to Johnson,
they all—this seems to be their defining
characteristic - “preferred ideas to peo-
ple.” Ruthless or exploitative personal
relations are particularly emphasized:
the well-known histories of Rousseau’s
treatment of his children, for instance,
and Tolstoy’s relations to his wife are
rehearsed.

The chosen intellectuals are also repre-
sented as characteristicaily, if not univer-
sally, very unscrupulous about the truth,
though this charge takes different forms,
not always very carefully distinguished.
Sometimes, as in the case of Russell and
Sartre, it means that they made reckless
and irresponsible political statements.
With others, particularly Marx, it means
that they would not admit it when proved
wrong. With many, it means that they
lied to their wives or their creditors. In

the case of the left-wing British publisher
Victor Gollancz, who is particularly
picked on for sins against veracity, it
paradoxically means, in several instances,
that he stated with extreme frankness to
authors that he would not publish mate-
rial with which he did not agree.

One or two intellectuals are rather

are shown as sexually unscrupulous and
‘in many cases insatiable—and in almost
every chapter (Ibsen is resistant to the
treatment) there is a detailed rehearsal of
the subject’s adulteries, infidelities, and
general sexual disorder. All the subjects
but one are men; in the case of the excep-
tion, Lillian Hellman, Johnson is not

vlI't"’l"CII"-"-op—'lﬂtl'-.. >,
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Paui Johnson

heartlessly mocked for practical incom-
petence: the aged Sartre became confused
at a meeting; Bertrand Russell was unable
to bring a kettle to the boil or adjust his
hearing aid. A long paragraph devoted to
the accidents in which Ernest Hemingway
was involved makes a blackly comical

- catalog, but hardly a surprising one,

granted the feats he was always attempt-
ing and the fact, firmly emphasized by

Johnson, that much of the time he was
drunk.

Above all, the writers in Intellectuals

content with the material he has about
her sexual adventures and throws in a
800d deal more about those of Dashiell
Hammett. The censorious and distinctly
prurient tone of all this suggests that the
Church's revenge on the secular intellec-
tual has been shaped by the more dubious
‘aspects of the confessional.

Much, then, is said about the less intel-
lectual activities of the intellectuals, Not
much is said about their ideas. The ac-
count of Marx is a standard caricature;
the remarks about Rousseau’s political
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Last issue we printed an unfavorable review from The Washington Post (RSN6z-

theories would not pass a first-year exam.
The little that is said about the technical
work of Russell, Sartre, and Chomsky
would have been better left out. The
creative writers Johnson discusses he in
fact admires, but he has nothing interest-
ing to say about them. All the uniovely
chatter about writers leaves in the end
some sense of respect for only two of
them: Ibsen and —interestingly — Brecht,
who is represented as so unrelievedly and
chillingly horrible that even an author
who is prepared to patronize Marx and
sneer at Tolstoy seems rather awed by
him.

So the whole enterprise is quite useless.
But it does raise two questions, at least.
One is why an intelligent and hardwork-
ing writer with a sense of the past should
have thought it worth doing. I have no
lidea. The other is the question of whether
there was a subject 10 be written about, if
Johnson had chosen to pursue it seri-
~ously. Is there anything interesting to be
said about “intellectuals” as such? Who
are they? What authority, if any, do their
pronouncements have? It is these gues-
tions, particularly the last, that Johnson's
book might have addressed, and perhaps
was originally intended to address.

if there is a question worth addressing,
certainly one would have to start with a
less eccentric selection of intellectuals.
One clementary improvement would be
that they should not be selected just for
being badly behaved. Johnson himself, as
a matter of fact, undermines any general
lesson to be drawn from his selection by
several times mentioning other people
who were nicer than his subjects, were ex-
ploited by them or at least were there to
pick up the pieces, and yet had as good a
claim to be secular intellectuals as the
subjects had. In the tale of Tolstoy, there
is Turgenev. Near Sartre at one time,
there is Camus —though Johnson says he
is not an intellectual, on the simplistic
ground that he did not hold ideas to be
more important than people. Above all,
as friend and victim of the wretched
Rousseau, there is Diderot. Diderot was
an extremely sympathetic human being
who was interested in a vast range of
ideas and experience and as an organizer,
an editor, and a writer of the great Ency-
clopedia did as much as any other single
person, perhaps more, to form modern
consciousness. If Diderot was not a
secular intellectual, then there is no such
person.

Johnson’s principles of selection are
partly formed by the notion, explicitly
applied to Camus, that exploitation of
other people is a defining mark of an in-
teltectual, or at least of a secular one.
This is an uninteresting conception and
begs all the questions. But in addition to
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this, and indeed contrary to it, Johnson
may have another idea. It may be that he
is not claiming to produce a generaliza-
tion about all secular intellectuais (the
language of “typically,” “characteristi-
cally,” and so forth makes it hard to tell),
but is rather saying that these examples
serve in themselves as a demonstration ot
the truth he wants to bring home: that
possession of the sorts of characteristics
by which intellectuals are distinguished —
an interest in ideas, perhaps, and a dis-
position to see the world, particularly the
world of politics, in abstract and general
terms—carries no guarantee at all of
moral reliability or good judgment. So
why should the intellectuals have any
authority? Why should anyone take any
notice of them?

If this is Johnson's question, as I think it
is, his principles of selection still are in-
adequate. For one thing, there are still
questions to be answered about non-
secular intellectuals. Why should anyone
have listened to them, either—~to T.S.
Eliot, for instance, or to Claudel? He
says nothing at all about this, but it is
possible to imagine what his answer
might be. From two very brief passages
about the replacement of clerical author-
ity by that of the secular intellectual, one
might infer the opinion that if Christian
intellectuals (in particular) are to be
listened to, it is because they are Chris-
tian, not just because they are inteliec-
tuals. Or, rather differently: it may be
they should be listened to because they
are intellectuals, and their abstract and
general formulations are what attract in-
tellectual interest, but any authority they
have is the authority of their Christian
beliefs and derived from their religious
tradition, and does not simply come from
their status as intellectuals. With secular
intellectuals, on the other hand, there is
nothing to commend their views to peo-
ple’s attention beyond the fact that they
are intellectuals. .

This is some sort of an answer, but a
very incomplete one. Many secular intel-
lectuals do attach themselves to a tradi-
tion, as many among those reviewed in
Intellectuals have attached themselves to
Marxist traditions. Johnson thinks those
traditions false and pernicious, and in-
deed sometimes proceeds in a perempto-
rily right-wing way (he counts the judg-
ments of Commentary magazine as
authoritative without further argument,
and a statement about Sartre by the ex-
treme right paper L’Aurore is unques-
tioningly accepted, although it is at the
same time described as a sneer). But that
should not be the point. Even if Johnson
does not like the tradition in question, it
will still be true that the authority that is
claimed for these intellectuals’ judgments
does not derive from a pure act of per-
sonality, but is attached to traditions of
discourse that stand behind the thoughts
of particular people, as the works of
Hegel, Saint-Simon, Ricardo, and Feuer-
bach, to name only a few, stand behind
the ideas of Marx.

Equally, it would be a great mistake to
suppose that the authority of Christian
intellectuals is just the authority of the
‘Church. Their role as such intellectuals is
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not that of a priest; moreover they have
in fact often been heretics. Nor are their
characteristics as intellectuals at all sim-
ply related to their Christian belief, or to
the Church, and there is much to be said
about the questions of how much help or
harm may be done to the Christian life by
its expression in abstract terms and in
connection with a wider range of ideas.
“What is the authority of an intellec-
tual?” is as good a question about a
Christian intellectual as about a secular
one, and has been recognized to be so by
Christians: by Newman, for instance, to
take one notable example about whom
Johnson certainly knows a good deal.

There is another, quite different,
respect in which Johnson’s list of exam-
ples needs to be reconsidered if the right
question is to be isolated. It is necessary
to separate from the supposed authority
of the intellectual something else, the au-
thority of the artist. By including Shelley,
Tolstoy, and others who were creative
writers Johnson confuses the issue in sev-
eral ways. One is that the self-centered-
ness, the exploitation of others, what he
calls the “monumental egotism” of these
people, tells us nothing special about in-
tellectuals. It simply reflects the well-
known fact that some creative people
make ruthless demands on those around
them. It is another, and in fact totally
useless, question whether those people’s
achievements “excuse” their behavior.
Their neglected children, abused wives,
abandoned mistresses, unpaid creditors,
.and other victims needed an answer to
that question, perhaps, and they can
hardly be blamed if their answer was
negative. But we scarcely need an answer
to it. Moreover, this entire theme has
very little to do with the authority of in-
tellectuals. The authority of these artists
lies in their works, not in the character-
istics typical of intellectuals.

Johnson strangely neglects this point.
He admires most of the artists he dis-
cusses—in the case of Shelley, perhaps
too indiscriminately. (Is it because he
does not admire his work that he did not
take up Wagner, an artist who, one
would think, was from all points of view
ideally suited to his style of treatment?)
But he does not try to understand, or
relate to his theme, the hardly unfamiliar
fact that work displaying great insight
can go with a heartless life and ridiculous
pronouncements. In one case he runs into
critical trouble, since he both regards
Tolstoy as “perhaps the greatest of all
novelists” and yet claims to find in the
novels what he finds in Tolstoy’s life, an
inability to sympathize with other human
beings.

It is true that the respect awarded to
artists because of their works may get ex-
tended, in the case of some of them, into
a regard for, or at least an interest in,
their pronouncements on political and
other subjects. This may not be entirely
rational, any more than it is when the
same thing happens with scientists or
entertainers. But it is hardly surprising:
such people may well be remarkable,
singular, interesting, with a talent for
powerfully expressing feelings. In any

case, this is not an issue of the authority
of the intellectual. The intellectual, in
Johnson’s sense of a distinguished or
well-known person, is someone who has a
disposition and capacity to discuss and
think in an informed way about ideas,
and is thought to have some authority to
speak about questions of immediate pub-
lic concern, particularly about politics, in
virtue of that capacity.

In some cases, the distinction between
the authority of the inteliectual and that
of the artist is of course blurred. This is
particularly so with the theater and with
film, and there has been the tiresome
phenomenon, -for instance, of writers
such as John Osborne or Arnold Wesker,
whose awkward plays were thought bet-
ter than they were because they expressed
political ideas, which in their turn were
better regarded than they should have
been because they were expressed on the
stage. But in the end, the authority of the
intellectual, if there is such a thing,
should be a purely intellectual authority.
It is more than an expertise or scholar-
ship, b it is applied outside the
sphere of experts and scholars. It is the
authority of a person to speak about the
particular issues, above all political
issues, derived from that person's capaci-
ty to handle ideas. Can there be such a
thing?

The first requirement is fhat ideas
should have something to do with poli-
tics. 1t is of course possible to pretend
that they do not, and the present British
government is a sustained exercise in
pretending they do not. lts well-known
anti-intellectual position of course in-
cludes its being against intellectuals, but
that is only a small part of what it in-
cludes, since there are not many intellec-
tuals to be against: intetlectuals, as op-
posed to men of letters or academics,
have never been a very common phenom-
enon in Britain. Moreover, a good num-
ber of those that there are find them-
selves somewhere on the left, and the’
government has good reason to be against
them anyway. '

But it is not much more encouraging to
right-wing intellectuals. An ple is to
be found in a recent article in the London
Times by Roger Scruton, certainly a
right-wing intellectual, written to mark
Isaiah Berlin’s eightieth birthday and
mostly devoted to an attack on him. The
attack itself has no substance—it merely
applies to one of the least appropriate
targets conceivable the old line about
liberals committed to free speech being
soft on communism -~ but it does offer a
glimpse of Scruton’s own location on the
right, when he says that he senses in
Berlin “a dearth of those experiences in
which the suspicion of the liberal idea is
rooted: experiences of the sacred and the
erotic, of mourning and holy dread.”
What this might have to do with any
politics now accessible to anyone is a
question for Scruton, but, as he is well
aware, it certainly has nothing at all to do
with the politics of Mrs. Thatcher.

In one way, that is undeniably reas-
suring. On the other hand, the fact that
Scruton’s rhetoric, vapid as it is, has no
conceivable relation to current political
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speech is an illustration of something
more general and less welcome, that cur-
rent speech has no room for any exercise

of the imagination. In fact, although they
are anti-intellectual, Thatcherian politics
are deeply involved in ideas. They are,
with their fixation on the competitive
market and contempt for public assist-
ance to the noncompetitive, more in-
tensely ideological, as has often been
noticed, than is usual in Britain. It is not
that they have no ideas, but that they
lack imagination, and those who develop
the ideas are public accountants, pub-
licists, and blinkered theorists of the
market, rather than anyone who reflects
more imaginatively on anything else. Cer-
tainly they are not intellectuals.

It is the intellectual imagination that
gives intellectuals whatever authority they
have. Of course it is true that the par-
ticular judgments of intellectuals may be
impractical or poorly related to a given
situation. But they are not meant to
govern: that is the business of govern-
ment, and to say that no one should com-
ment on government except those in
government is to say that there should be
no comment. Of course, some intellec-
tuals may be vain, self-important, and
mendacious: that merely suggests that
there shouid be more intellectuals who do
not have such characteristics. Of course,
the interest attached to the promounce-
ments of intellectuals may, in some
cultures, be exaggerated. It is hard to
deny that that used to be true in France,
or at least in Paris; it is remarkable what
intense scrutiny used to be applied to

‘every shift of position, every analysis

and rationalization, of certain Parisian
thinkers who had never demonstrably
shown good sense about anything.

But even such distortions raise ques-
tions that need answers. At the end of his
chapter on Sartre, Johnson reports, in a
bewildered tone, his funeral:

Over 50,000 people, most of them
young, followed his body into Mont-
parnasse Cemetery. To get a better
view, some climbed into the trees....
To what cause had they come to do
honour? What faith, what luminous
truth about humanity, were they
asserting by their mass presence? We
may well ask.

If we may well ask, we should do well to
answer. We need not suppose that the
reputation of Sartre was entirely well-
founded to acknowledge the truths to
which it spoke: that politics necessarily
involves ideas, and particularly so when it
denies this; that political ideas need the
surroundings, the criticism, and the life
provided by other ideas; and that some
people are able to bring those ideas im-
aginatively into the thoughts of those
who are going to live under that politics.
There is such a thing as the authority of
the intellectual, and it is to be found in
that capacity—an authority which, like
that of the artist and unlike that of the
clergy, depends on the uncommanded
response of those it affects. [m]
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Review in 7he New York Times Book Review (June 11, 1989. pp.3-4), with thanks to LINDA EGENDORF:

The Great Unwashed

INTELLECTUALS
By Paul Johnson.
385 pp. New York: Harper & Row. $22.50.

By Wendy Doniger O’Flaheny'

HIS is a book by an intellectual who tells us not to

listen to intellectuals. Aldous Huxley once de-

fined an intellectual as someone who had found

something more interesting than sex. Paul John-
son’s definition is equally idiosyncratic: an intellectual
is someone who wants to refashion the world, political-
ly, in accordance with principles of his own devising.
Moreover, a “disregard for truth and (a] preference for
ideas over people ... marks the true secular intellectu-
al.”” Of the people whom Mr. Johnson forces to lie on this
Procrustean bed, a dozen are given a chapter apiece:
Rousseau, Shelley, Marx, Ibsen, Tolstoy, Hemingway,
Brecht, Bertrand Russell, Sartre, Edmund Wilson, Vie-
tor Gollancz and Liltian Hellman. A final chapter lumps
together George Orwell, Evelyn Waugh, Cyril Connolly,
Norman Mailer, Kenneth Tynan, Rainer Werner Fass-
binder, James Baldwin and Noam Chomsky. Mr. John-
son, the author of “A History of the Jews” and “Modern
Times: The World From the Twenties to the
Eighties,” hurries through a superficial
summary of each literary corpus, the ideas,
to get to his real concern, the lives of these
men — and woman. He is interested not in
what they wrote, but in what they did —
more precisely, in what others say they did,
since the book is based almost entirety on
secondary sources.

The obvious thesis is that intellectuals
lead bad lives. The not so cbvious, implicit
corollary is that, therefore, the ideas of intel-
lectuals are bad. The various accusations
are quickly generalized through recurrent
comparisons that give the general impres- :
sion that these flaws are held in commeon by ;
all intellectuals (implying that there are no 3
intellectuals who are not thus flawed) but
not by other people (implying that there are
no nonintellectuals who are thus flawed).
Mr. Johnson revels in all the wicked things
these great thinkers have done, and the
reveling parts of the book are great fun to
read. Special attention is paid to a trinity of
sins that characterize this group: lying, for-
nicating and dishonesty about money.

Lying is of particular relevance to Mr.
Johnson's argument, since it implies that we
should not believe what intellectuals say: “One thing
which emerges strongly from any case-by-case study of
intellectuals is their scant regard for veracity.” The lies
range from self-serving deceits and conscious revisions
of history to idle mythologizing, sexual boasting, self-
deception and mere difference of opinion. Thus, when
we are told that Hemingway’s story about his inspec-
tion of F. Scott Fitzgerald’s penis in a men's room
“seems to be a piece of fiction,” we may wonder how
Mr. Johnson knows the true case, He acknowiledges that
it might be unfair to accuse writers of “lying,” that
Hemingway regarded lying as “part of his training as a
writer” and admitted that writers “often lie uncon-
sciously and then remember their lies with deep re-
morse.” Yet Mr. Johnson asks: “To what extent do
intellectuals as a class expect and require truth from
those they admire?”

Intellectuals (particularly Rousseau, Tolstoy, Hell-
man, Sartre, Simone de Beauvoir, Russell, Hemingway,
Gollancz and Baldwin) write apparently “frank” con-
fessions whose “selective honesty is in some ways the
most dishonest aspect.” They “disarm the reader by
what appears to be shocking frankness and admission
of guilt [but] . .. in fact hide far more than they reveal.”

Wendy Doniger O’Flaherty is a member of the
Committee on Social Thought and the Mircea Eliade
Professor of the History of Religions at the University
of Chicago. Her latest book is “Other Peoples’ Myths.”

This false glasnost infuriates Mr. Johnson because it
works, because other people do not think, like him, that
these people are liars. The false confessions are also
condemned for the trouble they cause, particularly
when they lift the lid of the Pandora’s box of sexual
secrets and expose the cc to the inteliectual’s
partner as well as to the general public. Mr. Johnson
skillfully documents the misery that such “open dia-
ries” produced in the lives of Rc (who confi d
that one woman with whom he was impotent said,
“Leave women alone and study mathematics™), Tol-
stoy and his wife, Sonia (whose “nightmarish battle of
the diaries” eventually drove Tolstoy to keep “a ‘secret’
diary, which he hid in one of his riding boots” and which
his wife, of course, found), and Simone de Beauvoir
(who so infuriated Nelson Algren when she published
his love letters to her that he said, “I've been in
whorehouses all over the world and the women there
always close the door”). -

These male intellectuals exploit women, Mr. John-
son says. Shelley toyed with the idea of incestuousty
involving his sisters in his harem, Tolstoy “failed to tell
women with whom he had sex that he had contracted
venereal disease and might still have it” and Heming-
way “wrote an obscene poem, ‘To Martha Gellhorn's
Vagina,’ which he compared to the wrinkled neck of an

old hot-water bottle, and which he read to any woman
he could get into bed with him.” Sartre “dedicated his
‘Critique de la Raison Dialectique’ (1960) publicly to de
Beauvoir, but got his publisher Gallimard to print
privately two copies with the words ‘To Wanda.' ” Mr.
Mailer stabbed his second wife in the abdomen and
back. When Fassbinder got married, “the bride found
her bedroom door locked, and the groom and the best
man in her bed.” Connolly, in bed with a married
woman of quality during a V-bomb raid over London in
1944, ungallantly jumped out, saying, “Perfect fear
casteth out love.”

Intellectuals (or Mr. Johnson's selection of them)
are obsessed with the male sexual organ. Rousseau
*“always had trouble with his penis"; Marx had boils on
his; Ibsen “would not expose his sexual organ even for
the purpose of medical examination. Was there some-

‘ |
l Marx rarely took baths or
washed, his room was a
pigsty; while Brecht was
always dirty.

thing wrong with it — or did he think there was?” Victor
Gollancz believed that he would lase the use of his peni:.,
imagined that it kept disappearing into his body and
“would constantly take it out to inspect it, to discover
whether it showed signs of VD or indeed whether it was
still there at all.”

Now, these are delightful dirty stories, but what do
they tell us about intellectuals? We learn that, as they
get older, many of them (Ibsen, Hemingway, Sartre.
-Russell) preferred younger and younger women — a
taste hardly confined to great thinkers. Indeed, it necds
no femninist come from the grave to tell us that men
have generally mistreated women. Anpthercharacter
flaw to which Mr. Johnson devotes what seems a
disproportionate amount of aitention is the lamentable
personal hiygiene of most intellectuals, which he grum-
bles about like the mother of a teen-age boy. Marx
“rarely took baths or washed much at all,” and his room
was a pigsty. Hemingway (according to his third wife)
“was extremely dirty” and allowed his urneutered
tomcats to march all over the dining table. Brecht “was
always dirty,” and aggressively, dishonestly so:
“|Theodor| Adorno said that Brecht Spent hours every
day putting dirt under his fingerngils so he looked like a

worker.” Russell had such bad breath that Lady Otto- .

‘line Morrell refused to sleep with him for a while.
+  Sartre was “disgustingly dirty,” and Connol-

. ly left “bathroom detritus” in the bottom of
his host's grandfather clock and bacon rash-
érs marking his place in his host's books.

the physical filth. of these men make their
thoughts unclean?

This line of argument, from life to art, is
explicitly applied to Marx, whose “grotesque
incompetence in handling money ... ex-
plains why he devoted so much time and
space to the subject.” The argument runs
like this: Marx, unable to pay the interest on
his debts, came to view “the charging of
interest, essential as it is to any system
- based on capital, as a crime against human-

ity.” He himself, however, immediately be-
" gan “exploiting anyone within reach.” Rous-
- seau, Shelley, Brecht and Russell’ are all
: described as exploitative, but Marx in par-
+ ticular is accused of having a “tendency to
> exploit those around him,” and this is said to
i have led to his theory that the masses are
. exploited. An unconscious satire on this sim-
plistic correlation of life and theory is pro-
vided by Marx’s mother, who wished aloud
that “Karl would accumulate capital instead
seenss of just writing about it.”
Marx brings us to the true serpent in the intellectu-
al garden — not sex but politics. It becomes gradually
apparent that “intellectual” is a euphemism for what
Mr. Johnson occasionally calls “a radical” or “a radical
intellectual.” If radicals are liars, we might expect
conservatives to teil the truth, and lo, this is the case:
Waugh “had an unusual regard for truth. . . . He was, he
said, a conservative. ... Waugh described society as it
was and must be.” Most of Mr. Johnson’s intellectuals
are leftists of one sort or another, and “intellectual” is
ultimately revealed to be a synonym for “socialist” or
even “Communist”: “Social engineering is the creation
of millenarian intellectuals who believe they can re-
fashion the universe by the light of their unaided rea-
son.... It was pioneered by Rousseau, systematized by
Marx and institutionalized by Lenin.”

T is certainly noteworthy that Mr. Johnson does not
discuss any of the intellectuals on the far right, such
as Heidegger, Pound and Paul de Man, whose lives
are currently the subject of much heated debate.

Orwell and Edmund Wilson, the only liberals for whom
Mr. Johnson expresses any approval or sympathy, are
the exceptions that prove the rule, men who, “unlike
most inteliectuals,” cared about real people and cared
about the truth. They acted out the old saying that a
man is a fool not to be a Communist until he is 30 years
old, and a fool to remain one after that. Both Orwell and
Wilson recoiled from the far left and moved toward the

Continued on page 36

Why does Mr. Johnson bother to tell us? Did-
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The Great Unwashed

Continued from page 3
right, a move Mr. Johnson, not surprisingly, finds
compatible.

In the final reckoning, it becomes apparent that
Mr. Johnson dwells on the dirty habits and unpaid
debts because he believes that moral flaws are
political flaws. In writing of “the strain ... in
carrying the Left Man's Burden,” he cites with
approval Connolly's statement that many had
joined the left “because ‘they hated their father or
... worried about sex.' " It is because intellectual
politics is the work of drunkards and adulterers
that it is irrational and characterized above all by
violence. And this violence rages unchecked be-
cause the intellectuals are godless ®Radical intel-
lectual” is sometimes replaced here by “secular
intellectual,” for the i tuals have scorned reli-
gion and set themselves up in place of priests;
indeed, they have committed the supreme act of
hubris by presenting themselves not merely as
false priests but as false gods: “The secular intel-
-lectual might be deist, sceptic or atheist. . .. Unlike
[their sacerdotal predecessors, they were not ser-
ivants and interpreters of the gods but substitutes.”
! So we see how evil intellectuals are, and we
also see why. “It is all very baffling,” Mr. Johnson
writes, “and suggests that inteilectuals are as un-
reasonable, illogical and superstitious as anyone
else.” The banality of this belabored point is mind-
boggling. Unlike Captain Renault in “Casablanca,”
we are not “Shocked! Shocked!” to find that Shelley
was a schnorrer, Toistoy a compulsive gambier,
Hemingway an alcoholic. What is shocking is Mr.
Johnson’s moral indignation and his expectation
that we, too, will click our tongues in disapproval.

Why should intellectuals behave better than

llectuals? Mr. Joh argues that people

wha tell us how to behave shoutd behave better than
people who don't tell us how to behave. He cites
numerous instances of the glaring disparity be-
tween words and deeds in the treatment of women
by men like Ibsen, Shelley, Russell and Sartre, who
were pioneering champions of the women's move-
ment, and in the treatment of their own children by
men like Rousseau and Tolstoy, who wrote so much
about the importance of education. He admits that
“very few of us lead lives which will bear close
scrutiny, and there is something mean in subjecting'
Rousseau's, laid horribly bare by the activities of
thousands of scholars, to moral judgment. But
granted his claims, and still more his influence on
ethics and behavior, there is no alternative.” He
approves of Orwell’s judgment of Pound: “One has
the right to expect ordinary decency even of a poet.”

But one could easily argue the contrary case,
and expect poets to behave worse than other peo-
ple; many great thinkers have been highly neurotic,
some downright mad. Indeed, it may well be that

Fasshinder Unbound

{Rainer Werner| Fassbinder pursued with
relentless ferocity one of the three great
themes of the new sixties’ culture: the unin-
hibited exploitation of sex. . . . He drew men
from the working class and turned them into
actors as well as lovers. One, whom he
called “my Bavarian negro,” seems to have
specialized in wrecking expensive cars. An-
other, a former North African male prosti-
tute, was homicidal.. . . A third, a
butcher-turned-actor, committed suicide. . . .
Fassbinder also reflected, in his films and
lifestyle, the second great theme of the new
culture: violence. As a very young man, he
seems to have been close to Andreas
Baader, who helped to create one of West Ger-
many's most notorious terrorist gangs. {He]
embraced. . . a third theme of the new cul-
ture: drugs. . . . He does not seem to have tak-
enupharddrugs until. .. 1976. ... But then,
having tried cocaine, he became convinced of
its creative power and used it regularly. . ..
On the morning of 10 June [1982, his compan-
ion|] Juliane Lorenz found himdeadinbed....
A funeral of sorts took place but the coffin
was empty as the police were still examining
his hady for drugs. " From “Intellectuals.”

their high-minded ideals, far from rendering them
vulnerable to accusations of hypocrisy, keep sinful
intellectuals from being even worse human beings
than they would otherwise be. Evelyn Waugh, when
asked how he could behave so badly after he had
become a Roman Catholic, replied, “Think how
much worse I would be if I were not Catholic.” The
rarity is not intellectuals who sin but those who
don't, those few double geniuses who are good both
at life and at art. A book about them would be worth
reading.

Mr. Johnson might have kept in mind the fine
book by his hero Edmund Wilson, “The Wound and
the Bow,” which argues for a necessary correlation
between artistic gifts (the bow) and serious person-
ality flaws (the wound). Or one might take another
tack and argue in defense of sublimation: people
who cannot love real people channel their blocked
human feelings into the public forum and express
them in ways that benefit far more people than
their (neglected) immediate family. Tolstoy's well-
earned guilt drove him to produce the great art that
he feft in payment of his human debts. Many a
Nobel laureate, like the man who established that
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honor (a turer of ition), has nced-
ed his unusual talents to atone for his unusual sins.
We should therefore “pardon them for writing well”
(as W. H. Auden remarked of Paul Claudel, in his
poem on the death of Yeats).

UT even if we grant — and the case is

certainly far from airtight — that the pco-

ple Mr. Johnson has chosen to write about

are nasty pieces of work, are their ideas
nasty? Should men’s words be judged in the light of
their deeds? Mr. Johnson thinks they should. He
agrees with Waugh's judgment on Connolly, asking:
“How could someone like Connolly give advice to
humanity on how to conduct its affairs?” Mr. John-
son focuses on “the moral and judgmental creden-
tials of intellectuals to tell mankind how to conduct
itsetf. How did they run their own lives? ... Were
they just in their sexual and financial dealings? Did
they tell, and write, the truth?” He concludes that,
for intellectuals, “jdeas came before people, Man-
kind with a capitdl ‘M’ before men and women,
wives, sons or daughters.”

Mr. Johnson thinks this should not be so. He
argues that “massive works of the intellect do not
spring {from the abstract workings of the brain and
the imagination; they are deeply rooted in the
personality.” This is certainly true; but it does nat
necessarily follow that, if the personality is flawed,
the works of the intellect are flawed in direct
correlation. We have learned from Freud that mo-
tives are overdetermined in far more complex
ways than such an assumption implies. Moreover,
the ultimate effect, for good or ill, of a work of the
imagination that endures for centuries cannot be
bounded by the brief life of the personality that
created it. tuals” is symp ic of the
philistinism of our culture, which incites the press
to pillory mature public figures for the sins of their
high-spirited youth. But the relationship between
the life lived and the art left behind is not a simple
matter of politics.

D.H. Lawrence (who knew well whereof he
spoke) was right to advise us: Trust the tale, not the
teller. And many a sadder but wiser sage has
rightly warned his disciples: Doas I say,not as | do.
Sartre best stated the true and sad irony of the
matter: “For many yedrs | treated my pen as my
sword: now | realize how helpless we are. No
matter; 1 am writing, 1 shall continue to write
books.” The books of great thinkers are often sal-
vaged from the debris of lives tragically flawed
And our time is better spent in reading their vwn
great hooks than in reading trivializing books ahout
their shabby lives.
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Two reviews by Russell detractors. We think you'd like to — and ought to —- know what they are saying.

Bertrand Russell: A Political tife, by Alan Ryan. This is the eighth review of Ryan's book to appear in the
newsletter. The reviewer, Kenneth Minogue, is identified as a “Professor of Political Science at the London
School of Economics." As might be expected of a review in the National Review (Publisher, William Buckley),

it aims to diminish Russell. (Thank you, TOM STANLEY.)

THE THIRD EARL v. THE THIRTY MILLION

Kenneth Minogue

ANYONE WHO doubts William Buckley's judgment that it would be
better to be ruled by the first two hundred names in the Boston
telephone directory than by the faculty of Harvard had better read Alan
Ryan’s Bertrand Russell: A Political Life. It shows what can happen when
an analytical genius turns his hand to the human condition.

Russell’s youthful energies were
Principia Mathematica was written

devoted to philosophical logic. The
(in collaboration with A. N. White-

head) in the first decade of the century. The remainder of a very long life

—Russell died in 1970 at the age of 97—was taken up largely by moral
political, and social issues. His powerful intelligence penetrated the con-

v

fusions of this foggy terrain to reveal the one right answer, and his

jaw set firm. Like Don Quixote, he
charged. His career is reminiscent of
nothing so much as the New Yorker
cartoon in which a pair of personified
windmills discern in the distaoce a
thin knight on horseback, and one
says to the other: “En garde! A nput”
The grandmother who brought him up
drilled him in a precept that Professor
Ryan appropriately uses as a leitmotif
of this remarkable career: “Thou shalt
not follow a multitude to do evil.”
Whenever he detected an established
opinion, Russell would go haring off
in the opposite direction.

He acquired in early life the full
repertoire of free-thinking beliefs then
current, though he often gave them an
unusual turn. His pacifism in the First
World War led to a restful six months
in prison, where he was able to fin-
ish two books. In 1936 he was to be
found arguing that Britain ought to
capitulate to Hitler, because any at-
tempt to resist would put Western
civilization back several centuries. It
was one of the few opinions he lat-
er repudiated, though it was based on

8 principle that seemed at the time.

virtually self-evident: “A government
which began by fighting for democracy
would have to take such a firm grip
on its population to fight the war
successfully that it would end up as a
military dictatorship.”

Russell’s reputation as an all-purpose
pundit was at its height in the years
after the Second World War. The ad-
vanced opinions that had so often
shocked the bourgeoisic were becoming
the commonplaces of a more liberated
age. He was awarded the Order of
Merit in 1949, and won the Nobel
Prize in Literature in 1950. He was
gadfly by appointment to Britain and
the world. It looked as if the multi-
tude had finally come to him, and the
thought plunged him into deep gloom:
“1 began to feel slightly uneasy, fear-
ing that this might be the onset of
blind orthodoxy. I have always held

that one can be respectable without
being wicked, but so blunted was my
moral sense that I could not see in
what way I had sinned.”

He need not have worried. His
genius for finding one-shot solutions to
the problems of the world had oot
deserted him. Responding to the dan-
gers of nuclear destruction, he argued
that the American monopoly of the
bomb should be used against the Rus-
sians to establish a world hegemony.
When Russia acquired the bomb, he
moved in the opposite direction. From
1954 onward, Russell's noble brow
and silvery locks were the prow adorn-
ing the anti-nuclear movement. He be.
came “ombudsman to- the world"—
though an ombudsman whose attention
was largely focused upon the derelic-
tions of the United States. Unlike most
philosophers, he got angrier as he got
older, and his last sad fate was to fall
into the hands of an American radical
called Ralph Schoenman, who began
issuing, in the name of the nonagenar-
ian Russell, strings of radical clichés
sentimentalizing the Vietcong—a form
of simplicity, as Ryan observes, en-
tirely foreign to Russell, who, what-
ever his eccentricities, never lost a
strain of realism.

Genius toppling into absurdity is a
tragedy less uncommon than one might
suppose. Part of the cause in this
case was that the circumstances of
Russcll’s later life led him to become
an opinion machine. He worked the
American lecture circuit, and his pen
was never still. The articles were often
trivial (“Who May Use Lipstick?” “On
the Fierceness of Vegetarians,” etc.),
but like his many books, they were
always lucid, witty, and provocative.
No one makes 2 living in journalism
merely by being sensible. But in Rus-
sell's case, deeper reasons may be dis-
covered for this classic descent into
political folly.

Bertrand Russell: A Political Life, by
Alan Ryan (Farrar, Siraus, 240 pp.,
$19.95)

The secret of politics lies in the
appropriate deployment of certain mid-
dle-level ideas such as tradition, pru-
dence, authority, ritual, and so on.
Such ideas mediate between the grand
universals like rights and justice on the
one hand, and brute facts on the oth-
er. The reductionist in Russell was not
only largely blind to the place of this
dimension of politics, but actually mis-
took his blindness for a special kind
of insight. Once analysis had revealed
the obvious truth about the current
condition of the world, Russell was
happy to share it with everyone. The
dangerous point came when others
failed to agree with him. Was it stupid-
ity? Prejudice? The dead weight of
uncritical orthodoxy? The temptation
was to slide into melodrama: to find
that a sinister interest lay behind such
irrationality. This slide from abstrac-
tion to melodrama——the characteristic
vice of the intellectual in politics—was
especially tempting for Russell when
he found himself at odds with one
“multitude” or another. His democratic
beliefs constantly collided with his elit-
ist instincts.

The conflict is recurrent in his
work. In education, the issue was sim-
ply between those who were guided
by love and those who were guided
by hate. The history of science was a
struggle against the obscurantism of re-
tigion. Philosophy was a journey from
mystification toward the light of mod-
ern empiricism. On the issue of peace
with Nazi Germany, Russell displayed,
as Ryan puts it, something of the
“logic of the paranoiac.” His intellec-
tual fanaticism deepened with time. So
did his anti-Americanism.

The United States appears to have
represented for Russell all the anarchic
irrationalism likely to bring down civil-
ization. His basic ides about the prob-
lem of the modern world was how to
reconcile (and we may quote the title
of one of his books that Ryan most
admires) Freedom and Organization.
Freedom threatens irrationalism and
war, while organization may lead to
despotism. Yet both are necessary. Rus-
sell had aiready anticipated the dys-
topian nightmares of Huxley's Brave
New World. America, from which he
so often drew his sustenance, seems to
have represented for him both these
threats. In 1918 he had argued that
one of the dangers of continuing the
war would be the use of American
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troops to keep the British working
class intimidated. The only benefici-
aries of such a victory would be J. P.
Morgan and Standard Oil. Nor did he
find American mores more attractive
than American power, His intolerance
cannot have been mitigated by the
New York court judgment invalidating
his appointment in 1940 to a profes-
sorship in philosophy at the College of
the City of New York. The judge
agreed with “an anxious Catholic
mother convinced that a course in
formal logic from the notorious lecher
would entirely subvert her daughter’s
morals.” Here is his account of how
Americans pass the time: “It is held
that drink and petting are the gate-
ways to happiness, .so people get
drunk quickly and try not to notice
how much their partners disgust them.
After a sufficient amount of drink,
men begin to weep and to lament
how uaworthy they are, morally, of
the devotion of their mothers.”

Should one take such remarks as
the snobbish response of the third Earl
Russell to the anxieties of a middle-
class civilization? They seem rather to
be a recycling of familiar European
clichés about American life. And the

Bertrand Russell: A Political tife, by

toward Russell.

This

SHERRY TERZIAN)

Politics Tests Philosophy’s Meaning

SUMMARY: When it to of and
comes to philosophers of logic

Russell was Hook's idol at one time;
review appeared in insight (18/1/88) (Publisher:

the position of
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irony of his anti-Americanism is that
Russell’s political judgment exhibits
just the kind of instability that is often
taken to be typical of American for-
eign policy.

This instability is the oscillation be-
tween morality and a ruthless realism.
Russell is reported by Ryan to have
shocked Max Eastman by remarking
that a Charles Darwin was worth thir-
ty million ordinary men. Some of his
solutions to the problems of the world
would have cost the lives of millions.
What mattered to Russell was civiliza-
tion, understood as the concrete em-
bodiment of reason; the happiness of
ordinary mortals was of less concern.
On the other hand, he was in his last
years horrified by what he took to be
the American policy of putting the
world to rights by the use of napalm.
Perhaps the real problem is that Rus-
sell was one of those people who are
only capable of entertaining one idea
at a time. Each idea was often bril-
liant, a vehicle of luminous prose rest-
ing upon an array of good abstract
reasons. But no such idea ever collided
with its like.

Ryan has written a judicious ac-
count of the public career of the phi-
losopher as entertainer and crusader.

XN
Alan Ryan.

Rev.

Russell is secure. But his place Is less secure

In the area of political thought. In providing detalls from the

philosopher’s life, Alan

ertrand Russell’s achievements in

the foundations of logic and math-
' cmatics have won for him a philo-
sophical immortality that cannot be af-
fected by the vagaries of his political posi-
tions, which range from the occasionally
profound to the downright silly.

Had Russeli died at the age of 80, rather
than at 98, it is not likely that anyone would
hchliLcmﬂbbgWof
chﬁ pol;u;:l life. But the mischievous politi-

1o

of the world, warrants this ap-
to his life, especially by someone
who was initially ic to Russeil’s
stand during the Cuban missile crisis and
who still admires his position, if not his
Ie]:stremism. on Vietnam. But Alan Ryan
not attempted a full-scale biography of
the philosopher, who died in 1970, reason-
ing that Ronald Clark’s “The Life of Ber-
trand Russell,” despite some shortcomings,
makes it unnecessary.

Normally the details of the lives of the
great figures in the arts and sciences can be
regarded as imrclevant to the nature and
appreciation of their work. It is question-
able whether, if we knew more about Wil-

liam Shakespeare’s life, it would have z;_
er beaning on our ng of
g'l-:::nlet than knowing the details of Sir
Isaac Newton’s life would have on our
understanding of his “Principia.”

Pablo Picasso was a great painter but a
contemptible human being who would not
protest the Stalinist of those
who followed his style. Bertolt Brecht was
a great dramatist who betrayed those who
sacrificed their lives for him, became in-
tensely disliked by those, such as W. H.
Auden, who had befriended him, and re-
mained lovable only to Eric Bentley.

George Bemnard Shaw was a great
matist whose pacans of praise for Mus-
solini, Hitler and Stalin, despite what he
knew of their victims, sicken any decent
human being. The quality of Richard Wag-
ner's music has nothing to do with his views
on the Jews, and the quality of Chilean poet
Pablo Neruda's imagery is unaffected
his complicity mudeM-
faro Siqueiros, the Mexican thug and
painter, to assassinate Leon Trotsky.

, then, should the details of Ber-
trand Russell's political thought and behav-
jor be any more relevant to our understand-
ing of his philosophy? Mainly because,
although Russell occasionally professed to

Reviewed by Sidney Hook,
later Hook called Russell anti-Semitic
Sun Moon).
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He manfully discards some of the en-
crustation of legend, as when he writes
that “There never was a visiting vicar
who exclaimed, ‘Good God!’ on meet-
ing a naked child on the doorstep,
only to be told, 'There is no God,
though it seems a pity that it npever
happened.” His remarks on the fact
that most of the views that made the
elderly Herbert Marcuse a famous fig-
ure with the young of the Sixties had
been anticipated by Russell raise a
wider issue about the place of the
intellectual in Anglo-Saxon countries.
The fame of Marcuse, Habermas,
Lukacs, Althusser, and their like results
in large part from the fact that their
Germanic obscurities provide the op-
portunity for an army of academic
expositors to explain the simple prop-
ositions underlying the metaphysical
jargon. Poor Russell had lots of ideas,
but, doomed to the fucidities of the
English tongue and the empirical tradi-
tion in philosophy, he remained a fish
out of water to the end of his life.
What a guru this man would have
been had his native tongue only been
French or German! [m]

Octoser 14, 1988 / NATIONAL REVIEW

who had love-hate

(Thank you,

feelings

(RSN12-24,62).
JACK COWLES and

SHOH1G

an off-the-cuff attitude toward his writings
on social, political and ethical questions —
and these writings constitute a large bulk
of his publications — e did regard himself
asa in the classical tradition,
as a lover of wisdom. He did set himself
up as a teacher of mankind, an educator
concemed with the nature of good and evil
and the quest for a better society than the
one in which we find ourselves. The
such a person lives, his behavior and advice
to others, has a definite bearing on the real
sense of his words.

To be sure, Russell had too much of a
sense of humor to set himself up as a
prophet. His deadly wit shredded the rai-
ment of a long line of religious and secular
prophets before his time and left them na-
ked with their followers shivering in the
cold light of his analysis. Nonetheless it is
legitimate to test the consistency, adequacy
—ev;;mesumn' b'yty—ofhisidcasabou(
man and society by his public and private
behavior. Whatever the result, it wmp{.d not
affect his status as metalogician and math-
ematician, but it bears on much else.

Were Russell’s contributions assessed
by his theoretical writings alone, his legacy
would be unimpressive. There were radical
and incompatible shifts on basic issues,
from an initial Platonic realism to a Hum-

that no moral ends are imrational except
those that are literally impossible to ex-
ecute. He himself was uncomfortable with
the resultant view that there are no differ-
ences in rationality between the ends of
Hitler and those of his Holocaust victims.
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Ryan fails to offer a plausible explanation of what
transformed Russell from'a gratuitous advocate of a
Pax Americana into a raving anti-American.

He dismissed without s:m's‘tudy
John s j " to
nxxal?se;g wm‘:mcmwd the fact that
means and ends cannot ever be sharply
differentiated, that multiple ends or values
are imvolved in every genuine ethical prob-
lem, that all ends involved in a specific
problem are “penultimate,” not ultimate,
and that the possibility of discovering a
shared interest as a basis for a judgment,
short of war, is an empirical question, not
one of logic. It is no difficult task to show
that Hitler's professed ends were irrational
because of the consequences of the means
used to achieve some of them. If Hitler
were sane, he would himself have had to
acknowledge it.

Russell’s topical writings on political
and social philosophy readily commanded
a hearing because he was a Russell — the
grandson of a famous liberal prime min-
ister, an aristocrat to the manner bom in a
country that “dearly loves a lord.” One of
the many merits of Alan Ryan's “Bertrand
Russell: A Political Life” is the insightful
way in which Russell’s aristocratic prej-
udices get reflected in his thought and be-
havior.

Even Russell’s absolute fearlessness in
defying public opinion seems as much to
exhibit the aristocrat’s attitude that he has
a right to override ordinary middle-class
conventions as it does matchless moral
courage. The assumption sometimes shows
itself in less than worthy ways. [ recall him
complaining bitterly that his wife, Lady
Russell, was reduced to doing her own
housework because the local women, “cul-
turaily inferior persons better fit for such
things,” could not be induced to work for
the paltry wages he was offering. They
could do better as riveters in the shipyards!

It also showed itself in the absence of
any sense of gratitude for anything one did
for him. Not that anyone has a right to
gratitude, but it was noticeable that Russell
took it for granted that those around him
should want to do things for him that he
would have regarded as sheer presumption
if they were expected of him. The Amer-
icans he knew spoiled him, as they tend to
do to distinguished Englishmen.

ussell’s extraordinary cleverness

l',made :t easy for him to rationalize

is failings in ordinary human re-

lationships. Whenglsonoc wondered wheth-

er his third wife resented his infidelities
(she did) he remarked:

“Any womnan worth loving would sooner
have one-tenth of a first-rate man than all
of a tenth-rate one” — a sentiment he had
no difficulty in squaring with his fim con-
viction in the equality of women and the
democratic way of life. To his credit, Ryan,
no hero-worshiper, is quite aware of this.

“For most of his life Russell plainly felt
a contempt for uneducated people which is
entirely at odds with the sentimental profes-
sion of solidarity with humanity’s suffer-
ings which opens his ‘Autobiography, ™
Ryan writes.

Rus3s3ll olnce said Charles Darwin was
worth 30 million ordinary men. onl
30? Darwin himself wouid neverm smg
such a thing. Nor would Abraham Lincoln
or John Dewey, for whom democracy was
more than a purely political concept.

Russell’s aristocratic bias had its vir-
tues, too. He was no trimmer, always spoke
out boldly and never evaded a difficult or
embarrassing question. He would no more

tell a lie — regardless of the consequences
to himseif — than commita logical fallacy.
But although disdaining lies in personal
relationships (except, of course, in his love
letters), he had absolutely no compunction
in lying about whole nations. He actually
delighted in his outrageous  statements
about entire nations, even after they were
exposed as untruths. Thus he seriously
charged that the United States in the late
l9505hadbeoomcapolicesmcevetywhit
as oppressive as the Soviet Union. This is
among the minor violations of the truth;
“Anybody who goes so far as to support

equal rights for colored people, or to say a -

good word for the U.N. is liable to be pai
a visit by officers of the EB.I. amra::
threatened, if not by persecution, at least
with blacklisting and consequent inability
to eam a living”

Not even a public protest by Norman

» the veteran socialist leader and a
more consistent opponent of war than Rus-
sell himself, against Russell’s outrageous
lies had any effect on him. His fantasies
about the United States and insults of its
leaders intensified. When Washington pub-
lished pictures of Soviet nuclear missiles in
Cuba, he dismissed them as faked and
called President Kennedy a liar. He de-
nounced the American heads of state as
“worse than Hitler,” and Harold Macmil-
lan, the modest British prime minister, as
“more wicked than Hitler" for being a dupe
of the Americans.

Ryan deplores the extremism of Rus-
sell’s Iang;uﬁle and his glorification of the
victims of alleged American oppression.
Even when Ryan describes the distressing
and semicomical spectacle of Russell’s en-
dorsement of revoluti direct action
against Britain's nuclear establishment, he
insists that the phi was neither suf-
fering from senility nor had he become a
convert to the ideology of communism.

[ conctr with his judgment. Russel] re-
mained in the possession of his senses even
when he began to talk about American
“cops,” in the slang provided to him
Ralph Schoenman, a fanatical American
Trotskyist who, as Russell’s amanuensis in
the later years, rewrote his words without
improving them.

Ryan fails, however, to offer a plausible
explanation of what transformed Russell
from a gratitous advocate — certainly
unsolicited by anyone in Washington — of
a Pax Americana into a raving anti-Ameri-
can who sounded like an understudy for the
future Ayatollah Ruhoilah Khomeini. Ryan
suggests that Russell's paranoia can be
traced to his fear of atomic war.

“It was Russia’s success in detonating
its own bomb in 1949 Ryan writes,
“which changed Russeil's vicués gn nuclear
policy” and presumably on U.S. respon-
sibility for the brinkmanship that might
push the world into war.

In this belief Ryan is demonstrably mis-
taken. As late as Sept. 27, 1953, more than
a month after the Soviet Union had explod-
ed its own hydrogen bomb, Russell pub-
lishedananicleinﬂleNt::\‘vaorkTim
Sunday Magazine in which he wrote:

“Terrible as a new world war would be,
1 still for my part should prefer it to a
universal Communist empire.”

Six years before that, after the Soviet
Union had refused to accept the gencrous

of the United States, wﬁbﬂm

a monopoly on the atom , 10
internationalize all sources of atomic en-

ergy, Russell had urged that the bomb be
used to force the Kremlin into compliance
— even though the resulting war would
have meant, by his own account, a haif-
biltion deaths and an uninhabitable Europe.

Who was Dr. Strangelove, then? Rus-
sell’s paranoiac anti-Americanism a decade
fater may have been the consequence of a
deep, stinging self-mortification with him-
self for ever having made this barbarous
proposal, exacerbated by a wounded vanity
at his failure as a world statesman.

Regarding U.S. involvement in Viet-
nam, Ryan offers some mitigation for his
subject’s frenetic anti-Americanism on the
grounds that Russell was. after all, oppos-
ing an immoral involvement in an immoral
war. Here, unfortunately, Ryan seems to
have become infected by Russell's hysteria.

It is very curious. Ryan, as did Russell
himself, makes much of the fact that John
Start Mill was Russell’s godfather and
that, with some modification, Russeil
proudly carried on the same secular, ra-
tional tradition of opposition to tyranny. Yet
neither Russell nor his critical admurer,
Ryan, seems aware that it was Mill who
spelled out a justification of American in-
tervention in Vietnam.

In his famous essay on “Non-Interven-
tion,” Mill wrote:

“To go to war for an idea, if the war is
aggressive not defensive, is as criminal as
t0 g0 to war for territory or revenue, for it
is as little justifiable to force our ideas on

other people, as to compel them to submit
to our will in any other respect.”

lamconﬁdemtm:\:vothRul:sellamiti;f1

ng English philosopher Ryan wou
Zgruee with this. Mill adds, however, that:

“The doctrine of non-intervention, to be
a legitimate principle of morality, must be
accepted by all govenments. The despot
must consent to be bound by it as well as
the free states. Unless they do, the profes-
sion of it by free countries comes but to this
miserable issuc, that the wrong side may
help the wrong side but the right may not
help the right. Intervention to enforce non-
intervention is always right, always moral,
if not alw. nt

The péﬁlgg?e South Vietnam desired
their freedom from domination by the com-
munist country on their northern border.
The United States intervened in Vietnam as
itdid in Korea to establish the principle that
changes in Asia were not to be precipitated
by outside force.

Even from a consequentialist ethical
standpoint, to which Russell sometimes
subscribed, the same conclusion follows.
Compare the fate of the tens of thousands
of boat people, the equal or greater number
of those slaughtered or herded into concen-
tration camps — from which came mes-

sages only for poison “to end our suffering”
— with the fate of the South Vietnamese
people under Diem or Ky or Thieu. Which
is the lesser evil? R

More could be said for Russell’s social
much nm‘::ohlgow thin, abstract and dated
his social writings are becomes apparent
when contrasted with John Dewey’s “De-
mocracy and Education” and “Human Na-
ture and - Sidney Hook
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ANNUAL MEETING (1989)

June 23-25, New York: that's when and where the BRS held its 1989 Annual Meeting...at the Milford Plaza Hotel
Friday evening, and at the Ethical Culture Society Saturday and Sunday.

Present at the Meeting:

Members: ODENNIS DARLAND, BOB DAVIS, LINDA EGENDORF, LEE EISLER, VIC FERNANDEZ, DAVID GOLDMAN, CLARE HALLORAN,
DON JACKANICZ, JOHN JACKANICZ, TED JACKANICZ, DAVID JOHNSON, MARVIN KOHL, KEN KORBIN, GLADYS LEITHAUSER, CAKL
MILLER, CHANDRAKALA PADIA, STEVE REINHARDT, MICHAEL ROCKLER, WALTER VANNINI, THOM WEIDLICH. 2@ members.

Guest speaker/participants: Louis Greenspan (Manager, Bertrand Russell Editorial Project, McMaster

University), Alan Ryan (Professor, Politice, Princeton University), David Sidorsky (Professor, Philosophy,
Columbia University).

Other guests: Miriam Hecht, Dorothy Klein, Jonathan Lobl.

Rk

These BRS Officers were elected or re-elected, effective immediately: Chairman, Marvin Kkohl; President,
Michael Rockler; Vice President, John Lenz; Treasurer, Dennis Darland; Secretary, Don Jackanicz.

Other actions taken during the Meeting:
. Agreed to McMaster's request for a price increase for Aussell.
. Adopted a new fee schedule, effective 199@. See (17)
. Waived dues for the following year for neu members who enroll during the final quarter of the year.
. Chose the site and date of the 1990 Annual Meeting: McMaster University, Hamilton, Ontario, June 22-24,199¢
. Adopted a new grant program for candidates for Master's and Doctoral degrees. See (18)

For amplification, see the Minutes of the 1989 Annual Meeting and Minutes of the Board of Directors 1989
Annual Meeting (15). Please correct the Minutes of the Board: replace "senior citizen" with "limited income"
in the 4th paragraph.

There was a Red Hackle Hour, enjoyable as always, and a superb Chinese dinner at Shun Lee's, both on Saturday.

kA

Events of the weekend included these:
. Announcement of the BRS Award to Paul Edwards.
. Announcement of the BRS Book Award to Alan Ryan.
- Announcement of the BRS Service Award to Harry Ruja, retiring BRS Chairman.
. Talk by Alan Ryan, Russell's Political Life.
- Panel: Skepticism vs. the Benefits of Illusion. Participants: David Goldman, Marvin Kohl, David Sidorsky.
. Talk by Alan Ryan, Russell’'s Pacifism.
. Talk by Marvin Kohl, Understanding the Pragmatics of Pacifism.
. Tim Madigan's paper, read by Vic Fernandez, 7he Rationality of Wsging War
Talk by Michael Rockler, Skepticism and Education.
. Talk by Louis Greenspan on the present status of 7he Russell Editorial Pr 2t

The Awards

The 1989 BRS Award to Paul Edwards. Remarks by Marvin Kohl:

Paul Edwards is Professor of Philosophy at Brooklyn College and The New School for Social Research. As a
teacher, editor-in-chief of 7he Encyciopedia of Philosophry, and general editor of Macmillan's Great
Philosophers series, he has contributed significantly to the growing renaissance in philosophy. He was an
early pioneer in Russell scholarship, and kept the faith when it was unpopular and often costly to do so.

Edwards met Russell in 1950, and corresponded with him about 7/7e Logic of Moral Discourse and Wy I Am Not A
Christian. 1t was not easy to have Wy I Am Not A Christian published. It took political skill, patience, and
a great deal of courage. Russell was very much impressed by Edwards' courage, and said so in a 1956 letter. 1In
1957 Russell writes, "I am glad that Simon & Schuster have recovered their nerve about the book and that it
will be published within a couple of months. Please, again, accept my thanks and congratulations for your
share in the work."

I remember my first meeting with Paul Edwards. I was a student in his graduate class on logical positivism.
He opened the course by claiming that scientific method was the only source of knowledge, and that
metaphysical statements were meaningless, or at least, deeply problematic. With a Russelliian gleam in his eye,
he quickly added that "much of what parades for knowledge is metaphysics or some other form of intellectual
rubbish.” I know of few men who naturally and more passionately abhor the cognitive abuses which typify
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classical as well as some of the more vulgar forms of theism, idealism, and existentialism than Paul Edwards.
Like Russell, he advocates the practice of going by the evidence and forgoing belief, especially certain
belief, where evidence is lacking. His books — including 7he Logic of Moral Discourse, BSuber and Buberism.
Heldegger and Ueath, and his edition of Russell's Wy I Am Not A Christian — reflect this vigorous outlook,
the outlook of agnostic skepticism.

It is perhaps fitting to close with the same story that Edwards closes his recent study of Voltaire with.
Anatol France once visited Lourdes where he was shown a room full of crutches, canes, wheelchairs, eyeglasses,
and other implements left behind by people who had been miraculously cured of their ailments. "What," asked
France, "no wooden legs?" This was one of Bertrand Russell's favorite stories, and we may be sure that Paul
Edwards greatly enjoys it because it so neatly captures the essence of his case.
It is a privilege to present this plaque to him on behalf of the Bertrand Russell Society.
The Award has this inscription:
The Bertrand Russell Society Award
to
Paul Edwards

in recognition of his distinguished contributions to Russell Scholarship and courageous devotion to agnostic
skepticism.

wokox

The BRS 1989 Book Award to Alan Ryan's Sertrand Russell: A Political Life

Introduction by Marvin Kohl: Alan Ryan is Professor of Politics at Princeton University, and previously taught
at New College, Oxford. His other books include Property and Political Theory and The Philosophy of John
Stuart Mill.

His new book, Sertrand Russell: A Political Life, is a tfascinating account of a fascinating life. According to
Ryan, what gave Russell such an astonishing intellectual ascendency was the combination of imagination in
inventing and resolving problems, and an incisiveness in pressing home difficulties in his own analyses which
verged on a talent for intellectual infanticide. Part of what makes Ryan's book so immensely attractive is
that he has similar abilities, and successfully avoids the latter border. It is clear, I think, that he shares
Russell's deep moral revulsion at any philosophy or study which could play fast and loose with truth. He
therefore attempts to preserve the rich and at times mindbending complexity of Russell's thought.

Professor Ryan is critical yet gallantly fairminded. The quest is one of earnest understanding. He genuinely
wants to understand Russell's political thought and, perhaps in a deeper way, to understand what constitutes
an ideal liberal.

Unlike other recent writers, he does not confuse greatness with perfection. Like Russell, he understands that
if it is a duty, it is not incumbent to be perfect or to make the world a perfect place; it is only incumbent
to make ourselves better human beings, and the world a better place to live.

The Award, which it is our great pleasure to present, reads:

The Bertrand Russell Society
1989 Book Award to Alan Ryan

For his distinguished study of Bertrand Russell's political life, Ryan reminds us that Russell sought to
achieve a balance among a utilitarianism which tends to view happiness as an ultimate composite good, a
liberalism which typically viewed freedom as the greatest of all social goods, a theory ot benevolence which
held that love is the most important guiding emotion, and the belief that no moral ideal was worth the
destruction of civilization. He also reminds us that there is a distinction between greatness and perfection,
and that even one of the greatest of men was not perfect.

E2 2

The BRS_Service Award to Harry Ruja.
[Marvin Kohl's introductory remarks, not available at this time, will be in the next issue.]

The_ Award:

The Bertrand Russell Service Award
to
Harry Ruja

For a career in Russell studies and a decade for the BRS
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Summaries of Talks

(14C) Thanks to their splendid cooperation, we are able to present summaries of talks written by the speakers
themselves.

Here is how Alan Ryan summarizes his two talks:

Alan Ryan recalled the reasons which had impelled him to write his Russell: A Political Life. He had three
main reasons for an interest in Russell's politics: first, he had been sustained in his doubts about the
religious, ethical and political views of his school teachers back in the 19508s by reading A History of
Western pPhilosophy and had joined the Campaign fork Nuclear Disarmament almost as soon as it was founded:
second, he had never quite believed Russell's insistence that his politics had nothing to do with his
philosophy, and had always wanted to see what the connection was; and third, he wanted to see how Russell's
ideas had stood up to the passage of time. As expected. Russell's politics and philosophy have at least a
strong psychological and conceptual affinity -- Russell's hatred of Hegelianism and of political
collectivism, for instance, spring from the same individualist basis; many of his ides have become old hat
— which is a sign of their essential correctness; but some of Russell's impatience, carelessness, and ill-tempe
looks no better with the passage of time than it did in the first place. Still, one ends with one's
admiration undented.

Russell's relationship to pacifism is complicated. He insisted he was not a pacifist, because the taking of
human life couwld on occasion be justified, while a true pacifist was always and absolutely opposed to it.. As
a consequentialist, Russell was logically committed to the view that sufficiently good consequences
justified wviolence, though it is disturbing that the application he had in mind was colonialism -— the
spread of Western civilisation was a good of such value that it justified the extermination of the Red
Indian and the Australian aborigine. Still, the consequences to which Russell generally appealed yielded
conclusions close to those of absolute pacifism: love, and the dispassionate search for truth are the
glories of civilisation, and will certainly be casualties of modern warfare, with its stirring up of mass
hatred, its propaganda and with the authoritarianism needed to keep men in the field. The interesting cases
to contemplate are Russell's short-lived defeatism of the mid-193@s, when he wrote &#ich Way to Peace?, and
his much longer lived defence of risking nuclear war to impose disarmament on Stalin's Russia. In the first
case, he thought European civilisation would be destroyed by war — then decided it would be even more
thoroughly destroyed by Hitler; in the second case, he thought a pre—emptive war sooner better than a worse
one later. But nobody who holds the second view can plausibly be called a pacifist, and Russell was quite
right to insist that he was not one.

Michael Rockler summarizes his talk this way:

Bertrand Russell had a lifelong interest in education. He wrote two books on teaching and learning, founded
a school which survived for more than a generation, and addressed schooling in many of his writings.
Russell's views on education were influenced by his philosophical skepticism. A curriculum based on

skepticism requires that teaching and learning be based on reason. This excludes the teaching of patriotism,
and leads to schools that are secular institutions with no religious content. The program of studies would
support free inquiry and the scientific temper; it would be fallibilistic and have an international focus.

Schooling in the twenty-first century would be improved if it adopted the ideas of this remarkable
thinker who was born in the nineteenth century.

LR
Marvin Kohl's summary goes like this:

An  analysis of one aspect of Gandhian pacifiem: specifically, the claim that nonviolence not only works
against opponents who are sufficiently moral but that it also works, in some important sense, against
resolute and brutal aggressors. Russell's argument -- the argument that when one's opponent is resolute and
brutal, the method of nonviolence has no success [Bertrand Russell, the Future of Pacifism , in The Americen
Scholar 13:1 (Winter 1943-44)7-8 — is developed. Differences between the effectiveness of a particular
method, ideal, and impossible dream are explored.

In conclusion I suggest that perhaps we can, and often must, “dream the impossible dream." Perhaps
heroic achievement takes place only when the apparently impossible is expected. But even the most beautiful
of all dreams, the messianic dream of perpetual peace, must be limited by practical reason if evidence
overwhelmingly indicates that the penalty of being too ardent, in this case of insisting that nonviolent
methods are always preferable, results in the nightmare of encouraging unnecessary death or rank injustice.

LET ]

We regret to report that the delicate state of Paul Edwards health prevented his attending the Meeting and
giving his talk on Voltaire. We would have loved seeing and hearing him, and offer our best wishes for his
early return to good health.
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This is Tim Madigan's summary:

Throughout his long life,
reality) of warfare.

cooperation amongst nations. The question arises:
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Bertrand Russell was deeply concerned over how to eliminate the threat (and the
He frequently advocated an all-powerful World Government which could enforce peacetul

Who will watch the watchman? Russell seemed attracted to
the Platonic notion of a benign dictatorship of philosopher-kings,

ideal ever being achieved. While one can fault Russell for the sketch
one can admire him for his constant reiteration that war must be abolished,
must prove their rationality by pooling their resources

but recognized the unlikelihood of this
iness of his views on Worid Government.
and that rational human beings

to end this form of madness.

MINUTES OF THE 1989 MEETING

MINUTES OF THE 1989 ANNUAL MEETING

The 1989 Annual Meeting of The Bertrand Russell Society, Inc. was held from
June 23 to June 25 in New York City. The events of June 23 took place in the
Palace Room of the Milford Plaza Hotel, 270 W. 45th St., New York, New York
10036. Except as noted, the events of June 24-25 took place in the Elliott
Library (Room 507) of the Ethical Culture Society, 2 W. 64th St., New York,
New York 10023.

Friday, June 23, 1989

The meeting was called to order at 7:42 p.m. by Vice President Michsel J. Rock-
ler in the absence of President Marvin Kohl. After welcaming remarks, Vice
President’ Rockler introduced Robert K. Davis, who presented a Bertrand Russell
Society Service Award to Board of Directors Cheirmman Harry Ruja in absentia.
Leonard Ruga ({sic) accepted the Award for his cousin. Vice President Rockler
then presented the 1989 Bertrand Russell -
tia. A final award, the 1989 Bertrand Russell Society Book Award, was presented
by Vice President Rockler to Alan Ryan for Bertrand Russell: A Political Life.
After accepting the Award, Mr. Ryan addressed those gathered on ~Russell's Po-
litical Life." The meeting was recessed at 9:31 p.m.

Saturday, June 24, 1989

At 9:03 a.m. the meeting was reconvened by President Kohl. A panel consisting
of Marvin Kohl, David Goldman, and David Sidorsky considered the topic “Skep-
ticism va. Benefits of Illusion.® After this two hour discussion, President
Kohl, in the absence of Chaimman Ruja, ided over a combined i Business
Meeting and first session of the Annual Meeting of the Board of Dd.:ectoz!
See the accampanying "Minutes of the Board of Directors Annual Meeting" for
details. Following the combined Society Business Meeting and Board session,
Louis Greenspan spoke on the recent work of the Russell Editorial Project at
McMaster University. The meeting was recessed at 12:09 p.m.

The meeting was reconvened by President Xohl at 1:40 p.m. Alan Ryan presented
a paper titled "Russell's Pacifism.” Following a refreshment period, Marvin
Kohl presented a paper titled "Understanding the Pragmatics of Pacifiamm.® Group
discussion ensued after each paper. The meeting was recessed at 5:00 p.m.,
at which time the Red Hackle Hour began in the hall adjoining the Elliott Li-
brary. ter, i to the Shun Lee restaurant,
43 W, 65th St., New York City for a group supper.

Sunday, June 25, 1989

The second session of the Annual Meeting of the Board of Directors was held

the g of the Society meeting at 9:40 a.m. by President Kohl.
Victor Fernandez read Tim Madigan's pasper, “The Rationality of Waging ﬁurf'
after which a refreshment period occurred. Michsel Rockler then presented his
paper titled “Skepticism and Education." Group discussion ensued after eachpa-
per. The meeting was adjourned at 11:40 a.m.

MINUTES OF THE 1989 BOARD OF DIRECTORS ANNUAL MEETING

Annual of The Bertrand Russell Society, Inc. Board of Directors
:2: ’)’\9:3! in m::mn on June 24 and 25 in the Elliott Library (Room 507)
of the Ethical Culture Society, 2 W. 64th St., New York, Nev York 10923. The
first session was a combined Board Meeting and Society Business Meeting. The
second session was exclusively a Board Meeting.

Sa » June 24, 1989

In the absence of Board Chairman Harry Ruja, ﬂnfheti.nguucalledtooxdgr
at 11:03 a.m. by President Marvin Kohl. The follo.vmg Board members were pres-
ent: Jack Cowles, Dennis J. Darland, Robert K. Mmm&m&dlmwm
Donald W. Jackanicz, Jobn A. Jackanicz, David E. . ohl.,
Lei . J. ichael J. Rocklier, Warren Allen Smith.

Robert K. Davis moved and it was unanimously agreed that the reading of the

Society Award to Paul Edwards in absen- .

minutes not take place and that the minutes be made available for individual

ination the g . Davis then nominated the following
persons for BRS officer positions: Marvin Kohl--Board Chairman, Donald W. Jack-
anicz--Board Secretary, Michael J. Rockler--President, John R. Lenz--Vice Presi-
dent, lee Eisler--Vice President/Information, [onald W. Jackanicz--Society Sec-
retary, Dennis J. Darland--T . The were unanimously
elected to these positions.

Excerpts were read from a letter frum Kenneth Blackwell, stating that the sub-
scription price of Russell: The Journal of the Bertrand Russell Archives would
be subject to a S1. price 8! 8 $2.00 price increase for
1990, 4 compared with the 1988 base year price. Lee Eisler moved that the
BRS shauld authorize payment of $1.00 more per BRS-related Russell subscription
for 1989 and $2.00 more per BRS-related Russell subscription for 1990, as com-
pared with the 1988 base year price.

Mr. Eisler then moved that effective in 1990

the student or senior citizen membership dues.
a vote of Yes--1l1, No--1, Abstain--1.

Ch la Padia ght up the problem of merbership affordability by some
interested individualm in countries such as India. In discussion the possi-
bility was explored of encouraging Indians to reproduce issues of Russell Soci-
ety News for wider distribution within India. President Kohli suggested that
Ms. P prepare a formal letter to incoming President Rockler on this subject.

There followed a further discussion of mambership dues. Mr. Davis suggested
that Russell Society News appeal to student and senior citizen members to pay
regular p dues 1f this can be afforded. Jack Cowles moved that member-
ship dues be prorated for the first year of new memberships. This motion was
withdrawn. Mr. Eisler moved that members joining in the last quarter of a year
be charged no membership dues for the following year. This motion was unani-
mously accepted.

President Kohl then amnounced that the next BRS Annual Meeting would be held
at McMaster University, Hamilton, Ontario, Canada from June 23 to June 25, 1990.
The point was raised that these dates, which are for a Saturday, a Sunday, and
a Monday, may be slightly incorrect since BRS Annual Meetings are traditionally
held on a Fr: Sunday schedule. President Kohl continued that the
1990 Annual Meeting theme will be "Illusion vs. Reality: Education and Reli-
gion" and proposed that the program be comprised of paper presentations and
workshops .,

The meeting was recessed at 11:40 p.m.

Sunday, June 25, 1989

The meeting was reconvened by President Kohl at 8:05 a.m. The same Board mem-
bers were present as those who had been in attendance the preceding day.

Discussion began on Hugh S. Moorhead's proposal to alter the doctoral grant
program. Michsel J. Rockler moved that as much as $1,500.00 be spent per year
on an academic grant program, which would provide for up to three master’s de-
gree grants of $500.00 aach or one mester's degree grant of $500.00 and one
doctor's degree grant of $1,000.00. This motion was unanimously accepted.

Following general consideration of Book Award procedures, discussion returmed
to the previous session's topic of encouraging BRS involvement for persons in
countries in which paying regular membership dues can often be an economic hard-
ship. Warren Allen Smith suggested that, in addition to Irdia, Caribbeancroun-
tries might be aress in which the formation of BRS chapters might be encouraged
to provide another means by which less affluent individuals might participate
in the BRS. It was informally agreed that Mr. Smith, Mr. Davis, and Mr. Eisler
will work together on a further examination of this suggestion.

Attention was lastly turned to further consideration of the format and events
of the 1990 BRS Annual Meeting. Among suggestions offered were the following:
(1) Well in advance of the Meeting, announce a Russell book, chapter, or essay
to di in a or (2) & in a social topic
to be discussed in a seminar or workshop with reference to how it relates to
Russell's writings: (3) Include a reading of a Russell literary work, such as
a short story, or a dramatic reading of a Russell debate, perhaps as part of
the banquet proceedings.

The meeting was adjourned at 9:24 a.m.

Chairman,

OFFICERS OF THE BERTRAND RUSSELL SOCIETY, INC.

Marvin Kohl; President,

Michael Rockler; Vice President, John Lenz; Treasurer, Dennis J. Darland;
Secretary, Don Jackanicz; Vice President/Information. Lee Eisler.
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DUES

New dues schedule, 1998. We have had to raise dues because Russell Archives needs more money for subscriptions
to "Russell". The cost to the BRS is $2 more in 1998, $1 more in 1989. We were going to raise ?verybody's dues
by $2, to cover the increased cost. Instead, we decided not to raise students and limited 1ncoTe - we are
leaving them at $12.58 — and raising regular dues by $3. Here, then, is the dues schedule, starting in 1990:
Regular, $33; couple,$38; student and limited income, $12.5@.

GRANTS

New Grant Program increases the amount of Grants to $150@ yearly. There can be 3 Master's Degree Grant§ ot
$500 each, or 1 Master's Degree Grant of $50@ and 1 Doctor's Degree Grant of $180@. HUGH MOORHEAD, Chairman
of the Doctoral Grant Committee, is in charge of the Program, which was his idea. It may induce some graduate
students — who hadn't yet made up their minds — to study Russell.

NEW MEMBERS

We welcome these new members:

MR. NEIL ABERCROMBIE /2721-A PUUHONUA ST/HONOLULU/HI1/96822/ /

MR. MICHAEL P. BERTIAUX /1130 S. MICHIGAN AV. #3309 /CHICAGO/IL /60605 /
MR. MILTON I. BRAND /7145 PEBBLE PARK DRIVE /WEST BLOOMFIELD/MI/48322/ /
MS. GALE S. BUCKIUS /158 TIFFANY AVE. /WARWICK /R1/02889/ /

MR. NELSON J. COLE /18 LELAND ST./ROCKLAND/ME /@4841/ /

MR. MATTHEW CROWLEY /P.0. BOX 46724 /SEATTLE /WA/98146/ /

MR. OTIS DANIELS /651 E. 14TH ST. #2-6/NY/NY/10009/ /

MR. STEPHEN H. FREY /718 HAMMOND ROAD/YORK /PA 17402/ /

MR. DAVID W. GLOVER /171@ OAKLEY AV. /BURLEY/ID/B3318/ /

MR. WILLY GOFF /2284 MANCHESTER AVE. /CARDIFF/CA/92007/ /

MR. JEFFREY S. JORDAN /3056 ST. JOHN'S CT. APT.4/COLUMBUS /OH/43202/ /
MR. HARVEY MADISON /2804 91ST/LUBBOCK /TX/79423/ /

MR. FRANKLIN B. NICKERSON /P.0.BOX 4469 /CRESTLINE /CA/92328/ /

MR. MICHEL PAUL /707 IDAHO #315/SANTA MONICA/CA/90403/ /

MR. ALLAN RUBIN /2161 DATE PALM ROAD/BOCA RATON/FL /334327 /

MR. ABRAHAM B. SMITH /BOX 387 /NORFOLK/CT /06058 /

MS. DEBRA STAFFORD /840 APACHE TRAIL /RIVERSIDE /CA/925@7/ /

MR, FREDERICK A. THOMAS /267 - 1850 COMOX ST./VANCOUVER, B.C./ /CANADA/VEG 1R3
MR. CHARLES TUTT /7120 VALLECITO DRIVE /AUSTIN/TX/78759/ /

MS. ELEANOR WOLFF /3137 PATTERSON ST., N.W. /WASHINGTON/DC /20015/ /

NEW ADDRESSES

MR. BARRY GOLDMAN /4471 BISHOP/DETROIT/M1/48224/ /

MR. ARTTIE GOMEZ /155 FIRST ST.,2 FLR. FRONT/PITTSFIELD/MA/@1201-4723/ /
MR. TIM HARDING /14 SWINDON AV./CHELTENHAM/ /AUSTRALIA/3192

MR. ROBERT M. HICKS /16@ HURON ST. #509/TORONTO/ /CANADA/MST 2BS

MR. MARK HOGAN /195 BELLE VILLA BLVD. /BELLEVILLE /M1/48111/ /

MR. JAMES E. MCWILLIAMS /4512 SPEEDWAY #101/AUSTIN/TX/78751/ /

PROF. MICHAEL J. ROCKLER /1029 LINDEN AV., APT. 2/WILMETTE/IL /50091/ /
MR. DEWEY I. WALLACE, JR. /142 BISCAYNE LOOP/LAREDO/TX/78041/ /

MR. RICHARD B. WILK /2144 CREEKSIDE DR. /SOLVANG/CA/93463/ /
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BR HONORED

(21) OM. In earlier issues, we described the nature of Britain's Order of Merit, which BR received in 1949 (RSNH4-5
and R5NS5-18.) Here is the document that confers the honor, as it appears in the Catalog of the Exnibition or
Documents fram the Bertand Russell Archives in the Mills Memorial Library Qctober 12-14, 1872
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The Meaning of Life.
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BRS AUTHORS

Hugh Moorhead's new book was described in RSN61-26,
saving directly from Hugh. Here are some book

reviews:

From 7he wWashington Post (2/11/89):

August 1989

including how to buy it at a 26%

By John Blades

hen Hugh S. Moorhead
wrote to Jessica Mitford,
asking her please to explain
the meaning of life, she re-
sponded promptly and po-
litely but not very help ulln. “Sad
to say,” Mitford informed him, “I
don’t really know. ... do you? If
s0, please advise. it would come in
most handy to have thc answer. ...

That was 10 years ago, and, sad-
der to say, Moorhead, chairman of
the philosophy department at
Northeastern Illinois University, re-
ports he is no closer to having a
definitive answer for either Mitford
or himself. But he does maintain,
somewhat more cheerfully, “I've
gained a greater appreciation for
the question.”

Besides Mitford, Moorhead di-
rected the “question” to many of
“our century’s greatest writers and
thinkers,” among them T.S. Eliot,
John Dos Passos, Katherine Anne
Porter, Henry Miller, Walker Percy
and Margaret Mead. He received
more than 350 replies, a majority
of which appear in Moorhcad’s
newly published, and appositely ti-
tled, anthology, “The Meaning of
Life” (Chicago Review Press,
$14.95).

The book is perhaps the inevita-
blc byproduct of a obsessive philo-
sophical quest that Moorhcad

What's life all about?

The question is hard to answer, but the attempts are enlightening

Book world

Oy

;yt‘,k %

Hugh Moorhead and his book of answers to Biusin '

began almost 40 years ago, while he
was a graduate student at the Uni-
versity of Chicago. As Moorhead
explains, he was surveying the
books in his small but rapidly
growing library when “it just oc-
curred to me that 1 would like to
know what the authors thought was
the meaning or purpose of life.”
Not content to simply ruminate
and noodle over the matter,
Moorhead picked out books by Ar-
nold Toynbee, Albert Einstein, Al-
bert Schweitzer, George Santayana
and C.G. Jung. These he bundled

up and sent off to the authors,
along with requests for their auto-
graphs and comments on life’s
meaning.

The first book came back from
Toynbee, Moorhead says. He
opened the package cagerly, only to
find that Toynbee had quoted a
line of scripture on the flyleaf of
“A Study of History”: “What is the
true end of Man?—To glorify God
and enjoy Him for cver.”
Moorhead was vagucly disappoint-
ed, explaining, “1 guess 1 expected
something morc historical.”

Moorhead was not exactly clated
by the responses from the other
authors, only one of whom, Jung,
even so much as acknowledged that
he had asked the question. And like
Mitford many years later, Jung
merely said, “I don’t know. ... ”

Undeterred, Moorhcad scnt out
hundreds of other books over the
next decades, eliciting commentary
that was earncst, whimsical, inspir-
ational, thoughtful, lyrical,
facetious, obtuse, evasive, skeptical
and, in a case or two, indignant be-
cause he’d been so rude as to ask.
The most intemperate of these,
Moorhead says, came from Chris-
topher Morley, the cssaysist and
novelist (“Kitty Foyle”).

“He wrote a page and a half, ask-
ing how I could prcsume to inter-
rupt his writing and didn’t ! know
he had arthritis in_ his right hand? 1
was more sensitive then, and it
took me about two weeks to re-
cover.”

If he was wounded by Morley's
note, Moorhead was pleased with
the flyleaf philosophy from humor-
ist Fred Allen, offcred this morbid
thought: “Life is a slow walk down
a long hall that gets darker as you
approach the end.”

Perhaps the most noteworthy
omission from Moorhcad’s book is
his own answer to what he calls the
“ultimatc question.”He suggested
that the mecaning of his life is to
ask the question, “What is the
mecaning of life?”

and concludes with this

From £leven Magazine (July 1989),

The reviewer, John Callaway, offers a
pageful of summer reading suggestions

the magazine of the PBS station in Chicago:

And, finally, is summer the
time when you relax enough 10
wonder what it’s all about? If
50, the book for you is. yes. The
Meaning of Life. a collection of
thoughts about life’s purposes
coliected by Chicagoan Hugh
S. Moorhead over a thinty-five
year period. Moorhead asked
such thinkers as Aldous Hux-
ley. Archibald MacLeish.
Arthur Miller, e.e. cummings.
Bertrand Russell and Paui Till-
lich to write a brief statement
about the meaning of life on the
flyleaf of books they had writ-
ten. This lile volume is a
delight and a treasure.
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Even brightest
haven’t slightest

The Meaning of Life

Br‘ Hugh S. Moorhead

Chicago Review Press, 232 pages, $14.95
Reviewed by Peter Gomer

A Tribune writer

hirty-five years ago when he was a
graduate student in philosophy at the
University of Chicago, Hugh
Moorhcad sent his copy of “Modern
Man In Scarch of a Soul” to the fa-
mous psychiatrist and author Carl Jung and
asked him to autograph the book, and per-
haps to respond to the following: “Please
tomment on the question, What. is the
mcaning or purpose of life?”
, “Really, T don’t know what the meaning
or Eurposc of life is,” wrote Jung. “But it
looks exactly as if something were meant by
i

: .Hcartened to draw a reply, Moorhead em-
barked on a game that over the years has
become an impressive collection of more
than 700 books books similarly inscribed by

_savants, writers and wits.

Russell Society News, No. 63

From 7he (hicage Tribune (2/8/89, Section 5 3):

Moorhead, who serves as chairman of the
philosophy department at Northeastern 1lli-
nois University, cheerfully admits to having
no particular plan for his book-buying;
mercly things he wanted to read.

His collection includes such diverse talents
as Isaac Asimov, Kingsley Amis, Michael
Anania, Erma Bombeck, Erskinc Caldwell,
Stephen Jay Gould, Emily Kimbrough, Ira
Levin, Archibald MacLeish—“who knows,
with Buckminster Fuller, that life is a
verb”—Margarct Mcad, Eleanor Roosevclt,
Wallace Stegner, Adlai E. Stevenson, Dr.
Scuss, Arnold Toynbee and Robert Penn
Warren.

None of Moorhead’s correspondents, this
grinch feels compclied to point out, could
rcally tell him what the mcaning of life is,
although his buying their books probably
was contributory. E.E. Cummings refe
Moorhead to the line of a poem: “not for
philosophy does this rose give a damn.”

Others referred him to philosophers.
“Nietzsche said: Life is an unprofitable epi-
sode that disturbes an otherwise blessed
state of non-existence,” replied comedian
Fred Allen. “I say: ‘Lifc is a slow walk down
a long hall that gets darker as you approach
the end.” ” Not bad.

Nobelist Francis Crick—who, with James
Watson, defined the molecular structure of
life, if not its meaning—wrote that, “If there
wasn’t anything at all, we wouldn’t be here.”

Auqgust 1989

Joseph Heller, not surprisingly, said he had
no answers to the mecaning of life, “and no
longer want 1o scarch for any.”

Paul Tillich helpfully venturcd that “The
‘Courage to Be’ takes the anxiety of non-

.being nto itself,” if you've got the time.

James Thurber admitted, sadly, that “] have
never found the meaning of life.”

Some writers quoted philosophers or
other writers, like Samuel Butler, who said
that “Life is like playing a difficult violin
solo in public, and leaming the instrument
as you go along.”

T.S. Eliot autographed his sclccted essays,
but ordered his secretary to scold the cheeky
correspondent: “Mr. Eliot says your ques-
tion is onc which one spends one’s whole
life in finding the answer for, and he is sorry
he has not yet got to the goint where he can
sum it all up on a flyleaf.

Charming though this all is, one longs for
deeper lessons from such celcbrated minds,
and so 1 turned with anticipation to the dis-
tinguished historian Barbara Tuchman, who
died Monday. Surely a lifctime spent study-
ing the epic sweep should have imparted
something important. “The meaning of
life,” she suggested, “is what you make of
in”

Hey, Harry Golden Sr. did better. “The

umpose of life,” he wrote Moorhcad, “is to
ﬂvc as long as you can.”

1990 BRS AWARD AND BRS BOOK AWARD

(23) Suggestions_sought. Members are invited to submit candidates for the 199@ BRS Award and 1999 BRS Book Award.

The
with BR in

scholarship (like Paul Schilpp);

Kendall); (4) whose actions have exhibited qualities of character (such as moral courage) reminiscent of BR;
or (5) has promoted awareness of BR or BR's work (like Steve Ailen.)

The BRS Book Award goes
important way.

BRS Award goes to someone who meets one or more of the following requirements:
an important way (like Joseph Rotblat):

to the author whose recent book throws new light on BR's life or

(2) has made an important
(3) has acted in support of a cause or idea that BR championed (like Henry

(1) had worked
contribution to

closely
Russell

work in an

Let's have your suggestions, please! Send them c/o the newsletter, address on the bottom of Page 1.

VOLUNTEER WANTED

(24) Editor sought. We are looking for someone to become Editor of this newsletter. Our two current Co—Editors have

(25)

demands
Editors.,

If you'd

like to find out what's involved in being Editor,
write to the newsletter. Or phone Lee Eisler at 215-346-7687.

on their time which do not permit them to take on Editorship at this time;

if you'd like to explore the

they will continue as Co-

possibility.

S0s,

Anonymous,

ABOUT OTHER ORGANIZATIONS

Secular Organizations for Sobriety, the freethought alternative to the religiously oriented Alcoholics

has issued another splendid newsletter (Spring 1989). A letter from S0S founder, Jim Christopher,

mentions the remarkable fact that in less than 3 years, more than 85 groups have been established in the U.S.,

Canada,

Australia and Europe.

For their quarterly newsletters,
Inquiry, P.0. Box 5, Buffalo, NY 14215-0005.

send $12 to SOS Subscriptions, c¢/o

Free
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MEMBERSHIP LIST, PART I
July 22, 1989

C = Conmittee Chairman D = Director 0 = Officer P = Past President

(26) This Membership List is provided solely for the personal use of BRS members, and is not to be given Lu twn—
members without written permission of the President.

PCD

cao

MR. NEIL ABERCROMBLE /89 /2721—A PUUHONUA ST/HONOLULU/H1/96822/ /

MR. LOUIS K. ACHESON JR. /79 /17721 MARCELLO PLACE/ENCINO/CA/91316/ /

MR. CLIFFORD W. ALLAN /86 /204 RUPERT ST./THUNDER BAY, ONT./ /CANADA/P7B 3X3
MS. AURORA ALMEIDA /88 /633 NORTHCLIFFE. APT 1182/TORONTO, ONT./ /CANADA/M6E 3M3
MR. J. M. ALTIERI /78 /PO BOX 1781/0LD SAN JUAN/PR/@@903/ /

DR. JEAN ANDERSON /75 /1414 S.W. THIRD AV. APT 3002/PORTLAND/OR/97201/ /

MR. STEFAN ANDERSSON /84 /SANDGATAN 18/LUND/ /SWEDEN/2235@

DR. IRVING H. ANELLIS /87 /11@ McDONALD ORIVE #8-B/AMES/IA/50010 3470/ /

MR. JAY ARAGONA /85 /PO BOX 922/NEW YORK/NY/100@8/ /

DR. RUBEN ARDILA PH.D. /8@ /APARTADO 88754 /BOGOTA/ /COLOMBIA/

MR. J. WARREN ARRINGTON /86 /RT 4, BOX 220/HILLSBORO/OR/97123-9087/ /

PROF. DONG-IN BAE /75 /SOCIOLOGY/KANGWEGN NAT'L U./CHUNCHON 200~701/ /S. KOREA/
MR. GUNJAN BAGLA /84 /PO BOX 5026/CULVER CITY/CA/90231 8626/ /

MR. ADAM PAUL BANNER /79 /218@ MEDFORD APT.2/ANN ARBOR/MI/48104/ /

MS. CHERYL BASCOM /84 /3748 MULTIVIEW DRIVE/LOS ANGELES/CA/90068 1226/ /

MR. JOHN BASTONE /81 /3460 S. BENTLEY AV./LOS ANGELES/CA/90@34/ /

DR. WALTER BAUMGARTNER PH.D. /8@ /CLOS DE' LEYTERAND 8/ST. LEGIER/ /SWITZERLAND/1806
MS. VIVIAN BENTON-RUBEL /8@ /1324 PALMETTO ST./CLEARWATER/FL/34615/ /

MS. JACQUELINE BERTHON-PAYON /78 /353 SOUTH MILLS/CLAREMONT/CA/S1711/ /

MR. MICHAEL P. BERTIAUX /89 /1130 S. MICHIGAN AV. #3309/CHICAGO/IL/60605/ /
DR. FRANK BISK /77 /2948 MOTT AV./FAR ROCKAWAY/NY/11691/ /

DR. KENNETH BLACKWELL ARCHIV /74 /RUSSELL ARCHIVES,MCMASTER U./HAMILTON, ONT./ /CANADA/L8S 4L6
DR. HOWARD A. BLAIR /83 /118 HERTFORD ST./SYRACUSE/NY/1321@/ /

MS. DEBORAH BOHNERT /87 /13 ROCKYLEDGE ROAD/SWAMPSCOTT/MA/@1907/ /

MS. BEVERLY BOLING /89 /8300 SKILLMAN #5@9/DALLAS/TX/76231/ /

MR. MICHAEL EMMET BRADY /81 /9426 FLOWER ST./BELLFLOWER/CA/90706/ /

MR. MWILTON I. BRAND /89 /7145 PEBBLE PARK DRIVE /WEST BLOOMFIELD/ML/48322/ /
MR. DAVID BRANDT-ERICHSEN /89 /5180 N. MOONSTONE DR./TUCSON/AZ/85715/ /

MS. DEIRDRE M. BRETON /88 /75 TOYNBEE TRAIL/WEST HILL, ONT./ /CANADA/M1E 1G1
PROF. ANDREW BRINK /79 /382 MOXLEY ROAD,/DUNDAS, ONT./ /CANADA/L9H 5LS

MS. GALE S. BUCKIUS /89 /150 TIFFANY AVE./WARWLCK/RI1/@2889/ /

MR. SHAUN BUHLER /89 /1683 W. HAYS  #101/BOISE/ID/83702/ /

MS. EVELYN BURTON /89 /c/o COWLES,392 CENTRAL PK W./NY/NY/1@025/ /

MR. JAMES HALEY BUXTON /75 /3735 ORANGE ST./NORFOLK/VA/23513/ /

MR. ROBERT P. CANTERBURY /77 /415 S. VERLINDEN AV./LANSING/MI1/48915 1154/ /
M. JACQUES C. CARBOU /89 /566@, AV. DECELLES #104/MONTREAL, QUEBEC/ /CANADA/H3T 1WS
MR. CHARLES CARLINL /89 /216 W. 94TH ST. #804/NY/NY/10025/ /

DR. DENNIS C. CHIPMAN M.D. /84 /PO BOX 5668/TEXARKANA/TX/75505 5668/ /

MR. JOE CIARROCCA /89 /120 MARKET ST./HATFIELD/PA/15440/ /

PROF. TAD S. CLEMENTS /87 /47 HOLLYBROOK ROAD/BROCKPORT/NY/1442@/ /

MS. POLLY COBB /78 /8@@ CUPP ST, SE/BLACKSBURG/VA/24060/ /

MR. WHITFIELD COBB /78 /800 CUPP ST.,SE/BLACKSBURG/VA/24060/ /

MR. NELSON J. COLE /89 /18 LELAND ST./ROCKLAND/ME/@4841/ /

MR. JACK R. COWLES /76 /392 CENTRAL PARK WEST (6C)/NEW YORK/NY/10025/ /

MS. GLENNA STONE CRANFORD /79 /205 SIMMONS PLACE/AUGUSTA/GA/309@7 3798/ /

DR. PETER G. CRANFORD /74 /205 SIMMONS PLACE /AUGUSTA/GA/309@7 3798/ /

MR. MATTHEW CROWLEY /89 /P.0. BOX 46724/SEATTLE/WA/98146/ /

MR. JIM S. CURTIS /78 /15 ELIZABETH DRIVE/FONTHILL, ONT./ /CANADA/LOS 1EO

MR. ANGELO A. D'ALESSIO /83 /25 MOREHOUSE AV./STRATFORD/CT/@6497/ /

MR. STEVE DAHLBY /78 /9115 N. CARESSA WAY/CITRUS SPRINGS/FL/3263@/ /

MR. OT1S DANIELS /89 /651 E. 14TH ST. #2-6/NY/NY/10009/ /

MR. DENNIS J. DARLAND /77 /1965 WINDING HILLS RD.(13@4)/DAVENPORT/IA/S2807/ /
MS. SUSAN J. DARLAND /88 /1965 WINDING HILLS RD.(1304)/DAVENPORT/IA/ 52807/ /
MS. ALICE L. DARLINGTON /82 /PO BOX 593 ./SOUTH CASCO/ME/@4077/ /

MR. ROBERT K. DAVIS /74 /7711 W. NORTON AV./WEST HOLLYWOOD/CA/9@@46 6214/ /
MR. SAM DIBBLE, JR. /88 /BOX 792/MARLIN/TX/76661/ /

MR. PAUL DOUDNA /76 /10644 JESSKAMP DR./FERGUSON/MO/63136/ /

MS. PEGGY DOYLE-WALTERS /89 /BOX 398/KAYCEE /WY /82639/ /

MR. PRADEEP KUMAR DUBEY /B2 /147-6 ARNOLD DR./WEST LAFAYETTE/IN/47906/ /

MR. JAMES DUNCAN /88 /5129 GRAND AVENUE /DES MOINES/IA/5@312/ /

MS. BEVERLY EARLES /86 /C/0 E.M.LAW, U/MARYLAND IPST/COLLEGE PARK/MD/20742/ /
MR. RONALD EDWARDS /78 /6@5 N. STATE ST./CHICAGO/IL/60618/ /

MS. LINDA EGENDORF /89 /P. 0. BOX 646/WESTON/MA/02193/ /

MR. LEE EISLER /74 /RD 1, BOX 4@9/COOPERSBURG/PA/18@36/ /

MWR. GRAHAM ENTWISTLE /78 /98 VAUGHN HILL ROAD/BOLTON/MA/@1748/ /
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MR. BENJAMIN ESHBACH /87 /173@ N. LIMA ST/BURBANK/CA/91505/ /
MR. RICHARD FALLIN /81 /153 W. 8OTH ST. (4A)/NY/NY/10@24/ /
MR. BRIAN FARR /89 /4181 PI1CKWICK DRIVE/CONCORD/CA/94521/ /
MR. VICTOR J. FERNANDEZ /B9 /24@ W. 65TH ST. APT.26E/NY/NY/10023/ /
CD MR. WILLIAM K. FIELDING /84 /PO BOX Z18/WARE/MA/01082/ /
MS. BRENDA M. FREEDMAN /86 /111 CHATHAM AV./BUFFALO/NY/14216/ /
MR. STEPHEN H. FREY /89 /71@ HAMMOND ROAD/YORK/PA/17402/ /
DR. BERND FROHMANN /87 /LIBRARY,ELBORN COLLEGE,U/W/O/LONDON, ONT./ /CANADA/N6G 1H1
MR. FRANK GALLO /81 /1736 19TH ST.,NW/WASHINGTON/DC/20099/ /
DR. ALEJANDRO R. GARCIADIEGO /81 fJOSE M. VELASCO #71/SAN JOSE INSURGENTES/ /MEXICO,D.F. MEX/@390@
MR. SEYMOUR GENSER /76 /2236 B2ND ST./BROOKLYN/NY/11214/ /
DR. SUSAN J. GIROD /87 /1934 HOSPITAL PLACE/LOS ANGELES/CA/90@33/ /
MR. DAVID W. GLOVER /89 /1718 OAKLEY AV./BURLEY/ID/83318/ /
MR. JOSEPH M. GLYNN, JR. /86 /40@ PARADISE RCAD M3N/SWAMPSCOTT/MA/@1907/ /
MR. WILLY GOFF /B9 /2284 MANCHESTER AVE./CARDIFF/CA/92007/ /
MR. ABE GOLDBLATT /88 /33221 STANFORD ST./HYATTSVILLE/MD/20783/ /
MR. BARRY GOLOMAN /88 /4471 BISHOP/DETROIT/MI1/48224/ /
D DR. DAVID S. GOLDMAN /79 /35 E. 85TH ST./NY/NY/10028/ /
MR. ARTTIE GOMEZ /82 /155 FIRST ST.,2 FLR. FRONT/PITTSFIELD/MA/@1201-4723/ /
MR. ADAM JOHN GRAHMAM /88 /P.0. BOX 760/CAMPBELLFORD, ONT./ /CANADA/K@L 1L@
MR. GERALD F. GRATTON /89 /250 S.E. VISTA/GRESHAM/OR/97@88/ /
MR. RUSSELL L. GRAY /88 /2332 EDGEWATER TERRACE/TOPEKA/KS/66614/ /
MR. CHARLES GREEN /76 /307 MONTANA AV. (3@1)/SANTA MONICA/CA/90403/ /
MR. ROSS M. GUFFY /86 /2713 S.W. 322ND PiL./FEDERAL WAY/WA/98023/ /
MS. CLARE HALLORAN /88 /71-21 69TH ST./GLENDALE/NY/11385/ /
MR. RUSSELL GEORGE HANNEKEN /B9 /1833 HAMPTON DRIVE/MACEDONIA/OH/44@56/ /
MR. JOHN W. HARPER /78 /671 S. CORONADO ST.  #601/L0S ANGELES/CA/90057/ /
MR. TIM J. HARRIS /88 /12707 N E 116TH. #A304/KIRKLAND/WA/98033/ /
DR. JEROLD 3. HARTER /87 /1934 HOSPITAL PLACE/LOS ANGELES/CA/90@33/ /
MR. JOHN L. HARWICK /75 /39 FALRWAY AV./DELMAR/NY/12054/ /
MS. MARION E. HARWICK /87 /39 FAIRWAY AV./DELMAR/NY/12054/ /
MR. REUBEN HELLER /88 /1261 LOMA VISTA DRIVE/BEVERLY HILLS/CA/9021@/ /
MR. DON HERNANDEZ /87 /1023 N. NOYES DRIVE/SILVER SPRING/MD/2@91@/ /
MS. LYLA HERNANDEZ /87 /1023 N. NOYES DRIVE/SILVER SPRING/MD/20918/ /
MR. ROBERT M. HICKS /87 /160 HURON ST. #509/TORONTO/ /CANADA/MST 2BS
DR. CHARLES W. HILL /76 /15 MAGNOLIA GARDENS DRIVE/COVINGTON/LA/70433/ /
MR. JEFFREY A. HILL /89 /1661 W. REPUBLIC #20/SALINA/KS/67401/ /
MR. DOUGLAS K. HINTON /89 /2443 CALHOUN ST./METAIRIE/LA/70001-3025/ /
MR. MARK HOGAN /86 /195 BELLE VILLA BLVD./BELLEVILLE/M1/48111/ /
MR. JAMES LLOYD HOOPES /8@ /250 AVALON AV./FT. LAUDERODALE/FL/33308/ /
MS. OPHELIA HOOPES /76 /250 AVALON AV./FT. LAUDERDALE/FL/33308 3502/ /
MR. THOMAS C. HORNE /75 /2824 E. MISSION LANE/PHOENIX/AZ/85028/ /
DR. TING-FU HUNG /85 /2F/4,ALLEY 6,LANE 38,SEC.II/JEN-AL ROAD TAIPEI/ /10019 TAIWAN/
MR. ARVO IHALAINEN /83 /6322 COLBATH AV./VAN NUYS/CA/91401/ /
MR. RAMON K. ILUSORIO /85 /PO BOX 13@ MCC/MAKATI,METRO MANILA/ /PHILIPPINES/
PO MR. DONALD W. JACKANICZ /74 /9@1 6TH ST.,SW (712A) /WASHINGTON/OC/20024/ /
D MR. JOHN A. JACKANICZ /79 /3882 N. KENNETH AV./CHICAGO/IL/6@641/ /
MR. THEODORE M. JACKANICZ /86 /235 E. 87TH ST.  APT. 73/NY/NY/10128/ /
MR. ADAM JACOBS /85 /61 CLIFTON AV.(APT 508)/NEWARK/NJ/07104/ /
MR. GUSTAVE JAFFE /83 /844 STANTON AV./BALDWIN/NY/11518/ /
MR. ROBERT T. JAMES /87 /868 BINGHAM ROAD/RIDGEWOOD/NJ/@745@/ /
MS. SHIRLEY D. JESPERSEN /87 /18800 RIVERCREST DRIVE/LITTLE ROCK/AR/72212/ /
CD PROF. DAVID E. JOHNSON /83 /150 PORTER DRIVE/ANNAPOLIS/MD/214@1/ /
MR. RICHARD C. JOHNSON /85 /1141 E. 5080 S #6/SALT LAKE CITY/UT/84102 3869/ /
MR. JAMES M. JONES /83 /24-19TH ST., N.W./HICKORY/NC/28601/ /
MR. LEON R. JONES /88 /238 W. MANCHESTER BLVD./INGLEWOOD/CA/S@301/ /
MR. WILLIAM A. JONES /88 /PO BOX 712@/EVERETT/WA/98201/ /
MR. JEFFREY S. JORDAN /89 /3056 ST. JOHN'S CT. APT.4/COLUMBUS/OH/43202/ /
MR. LARRY JUDKINS /87 /183 CENTRAL ST./ORLAND/CA/95963/ /
MR. ANDRES KAARIK /81 /VIDARGATAN 6/STOCKHOLM/ /SWEDEN/S-113 27
MR. DOUGLAS KING /89 /718@ ALMEDA #1@22/HOUSTON/TX/77054/ /
MR. TOM KIPP /88 /122 NORTH ROAD/HOPKINTON/RI/@2833/ /
MR. DAVID KLAPHOLZ /87 /385 E. OAKLAND AV. #A/COLUMBUS/OH/43202/ /
PO DEAN MARVIN KOHL /81 /715 MAYTUM HALL/SUNY/FREDONIA/NY/14@63/ /
MR. KENNETH KORBIN /77 /P.0.BOX 763,VILLAGE STATION/NY/NY/10014/ /
MK. ALLAN KRAMER /87 /542 THORN ST./IMPERIAL BEACH/CA/92832/ /
MR. HENRY KRAUS /74 /1191 TIVOLI LANE #68/SIMI VALLEY/CA/93065/ /
PROF. PAUL GRIMLEY KUNTZ /84 /1655 PONCE DE LEON AV./ATLANTA/GA/30307/ /
PROF. PAUL KURTZ /81 /BOX 229,CENTRAL PK. STA./BUFFALO/NY/14215/ /
DR. CORLISS LAMONT /74 /315 W. 106TH ST. (15C)/NY/NY/10025/ /
OR. GREGORY LANDINI /87 /PHILOSOPHY/BALL STATE U./MUNCIE/IN/47306/ /
DR. HERBERT C. LANSDELL /75 /4977 BATTERY LANE (210)/BETHESDA/MD/20814 4914/ /
MR. KARL C. LAWRENCE /89 /BOX 223/HENDERSON/NY/13650/ /
DR. PHILIP M. LE COMPTE /78 /126 JACKSON ST./NEWTON CENTRE/MA/@2159/ /
D PROF. JUSTIN DUNMORE LEIBER /76 /PHILOSOPHY,U. OF HOUSTON/HOUSTON/TX/77004/ /
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DR. GLADYS LEITHAUSER /77 /122 ELM PARK/PLEASANT RIDGE/M1/48069/ /

MR. JOHN R. LENZ /79 /54 SALEM RIDGE DR./HUNTINGTON/NY/11743/ /

DR. H. WALTER LESSING /8@ /5@ F,CORNWALL GARDENS/LONDON/ /ENGLAND/SW? 4HG
MR. W. ARTHUR LEWIS /83 /PO BOX 523/FISHERS/NY/14453/ /

MR. MARTIN LIPIN /74 /9535 RESEDA BLVD (1@5) /NORTHRIDGE /CA/91324/ /

MR. KENNETH LLOYD /89 /1317 N. BOLIVAR ST./DENTON/TX/76201/ /

MR. DON LOEB /76 /423 S. SEVENTH ST. (2)/ANN ARBOR/M1/48183/ /

MR. PAUL LOGEMAN /86 /PO BOX 44A74/L0S ANGELES/CA/90844/ /

MS. KATHLEEN LONG /89 /5 WAYSIDE LANE/BRIDGEPORT/NV/26330/ /

MR. JONATHAN A. LUKIN /85 /5832 PHILLIPS AV.(APT.5)/PITTSBURGH/PA/15217/ /
MR. TIMOTHY J. MADIGAN /38 /30 CHATSWORTH AV., #1/KENMORE/NY/14217/ /

MR. HARVEY MADISON /89 /2804 915T/LUBBOCK/TX/79423/ /

MS. SUSANA IDA MAGGL /79 /247 E. 28TH ST. (156)/NY/NY/10016/ /

MR. MICHAEL W. MAHER /88 /1313 MINNEAPOLIS ST./SAULT STE. MARIE/MI/49783/ /
MR. GRAHAME E. MAISEY /84 /820 E. GLENSIDE AV./WYNCOTE/PA/19095/ /

MR. JAVED AKHTER MALIK /88 /P.@. BOX 1917/ISLAMABAD/ /PAKISTAN/

MR. MICHAEL H. MALIN /82 /2235 LINE LEXINGTON/HATFIELD/PA/1944@/ /

MR. HENRY B. MANGRAVITE /86 /311 "B" STREET/ASHLAND/OR/97520/ /

MR. STEVE MARAGLDES /75 /2438 PINE ST./GRANITE CITY/IL/62048/ /

MR. LESLIE M. MARENCHIN /85 /2323 DE LEE #31/BRYAN/TX/77802 2816/ /

MR. ALBERT W. MASON /89 /188@ BERVILLE ROAD/ALLENTON/MI/48002-9205/ /

MS. FRANCES MASON /87 /1080 BERVILLE ROAD/ALLENTON/MI/48002-9205/ /

MR. WM. MC KENZIE-GOODRICH B.A. /76 /77 PINE ST. (1-18)/PORTLAND/ME /04182 3762/ /
MR. EDWARD MCCLENATHAN /86 /48 MAPLE AV./FREDONIA/NY/14063/ /

MR. DAN T. MCOONALD /88 /PO BOX 566/LAURINBURG/NC/28352/ /

MR. NATHAN McKINLEY /89 /4728 W. LAKE HARRIET PKWY/ MINNEAPOLIS/MN/55410/ /
MR. HUGH MCVEIGH /77 /323 SHERMAN ST.,2ND FLOOR/ALBANY/NY/12206-2513/ /

MR. JAMES E. MCWILLIAMS /74 /4512 SPEEDWAY #1@1/AUSTIN/TX/78751/ /

MR. THEO MEIJER /78 /P.0.BOX 93/ABBOTSFORD, B.C./ /CANADA/V2S 4N8

DR. DAVID J. MELTZ /88 /4 BRIAR PATCH ROAD/NEWTON/NJ/@7860/ /

MS. DEBORA F. MELTZ /88 /4 BRIAR PATCH ROAD/NEWTON/NJ/07860/ /

MS. CYNTHIA MEREDITH /88 /160 DUDLEY DRIVE #555/ATHENS/GA/30606/ /

MR. ROBERT MERRIGAN /87 /13 ROCKYLEDGE ROAD/SWAMPSCOTT/MA/@1907/ /

MR. RALPH A. MILL /84 /13309 SE FALRWOOD BLVD./RENTON/WA/98@S8/ /

MR. CARL MILLER /85 /200 W. 21ST ST. APT. 3C/NY/NY/10@1l/ /

MR. DANNIE MINKOWSKI /89 /PO BOX E —~—1B5 66@/3ACKSON/MI/49204/ /

MR. STEVE L. MOLENAAR /87 /3108 WESTVIEW ROAD NW/WILLMAR/MN/56201/ /

MR. BRIAN R. MOLSTAD /85 /8848 S PLEASANT/CHICAGO/IL/60620/ /

MR. RICHARD MONN1ER /89 /42 BROWNE ST./BROOKLINE/MA/02146/ /

PROF. HUGH S. MOORHEAD /8@ /1350 N. LAKE SHORE DR. (8@3)/CHICAGO/IL/6@610/ /
MR. GLENN R. MOYER / @ /34 N. 16TH ST./ALLENTOWN/PA/18102/ /

MS. SANDI A. MOYER /85 /34 N. 16TH ST./ALLENTOWN/PA/181@2/ /

MR. WILLIAM S. NEWHALL, JR. /89 /483@ HILTON COURT/RENO/NV/89509-2925/ /

MR. FRANKLIN 8. NICKERSON /89 /P.0.BOX 4469/CRESTLINE/CA/92325/ /

DR. M. JOHN O'BRIEN /88 /7832 MAIN FALLS CIRCLE/BALTIMORE /MD/21228/ /

MR. DANIEL J. O'LEARY /83 /37 APPLEVALE DR./DOVER/NH/@3820-4233/ /

MR. MARK OAKFORD /87 /PO BOX 84931/SEATTLE/WA/98134/ /

MR. PHILIP OLIVER /88 /BOX 1885/LUBBOCK/TX/79408/ /

MR. NICK PACINO /87 /8781 DELMAR BLVD. #1-B/ST. LOUIS/MO/63124/ /

DR. CHANDRAKALA PADIA /86 /26, TEACHERS' FLATS, B.H.U./VARANESI 5/ /INDIA/
MR. FRANK V. PAGE /77 /19755 HENRY ROAD/FAIRVIEW PARK/OH/44126/ /

MS. HELEN PAGE /87 /19755 HENRY ROAD/FAIRVIEW PARK/OH/44126] /

MR. MATTHEW M. PATTON /89 /662 1/2 N. VOLUTSIA/WICHITA/KS/67214/ /

MR. JAMES PATY /89 /5 WAYSIDE LANE/BRIDGEPORT/WW/26330/ /

MR. MICHEL PAUL /89 /787 IDAHO #315/SANTA MONICA/CA/98493/ /

MR. JAMES R PEARSE /88 /BOX 356/NEW HAZELTON, B.C./ /CANADA/VOJ 2J0

MS. SANDRA PERRY /84 /4415 HEDIONDA CT./SAN DIEGO/CA/92117/ /

MR. PAUL M. PFALZNER /83 /380 HAMILTON AV. S./OTTAWA, ONT./ /CANADA/KLY 1C7
REV. RAYMOND J. PONTIER /87 /231 PARLSH DRIVE/WAYNE/NJ/@7470/ /

OR. EDWARD L. PRICHARD JR. /85 /2993 S.W. FAIRVIEW BLVD./PORTLAND/OR/97201/ /
MR. G. NAGABHUSHANA REDDY /B3 /NUCLEAR & BIOPHYS,UCLA MED/LOS ANGELES/CA/90@24/ /
MR. STEPHEN J. REINHARDT /74 /2401 PENNSYLVANIA AV. (2@2)/WILMINGTON/DE/L9806/ /
MR. BENITO REY /88 /633 NORTHCLIFFE, APT 11@02/TORONTO, ONT./ /CANADA/MGE 3M3
MR. WILLIAM M. RIPLEY /86 /1341 DIXBORO ROAD/ANN ARBOR/MI/481@5/ /

PROF. DON D. ROBERTS /74 /PHILOSOPHY/U. OF WATERLOD/WATERLOO, ONT./ /CANADA/NZL 3G1
PROF. MICHAEL J. ROCKLER /85 /1029 LINDEN AV., APT. 2/WILMETTE/IL/60@91/ /
MR. JOSEPH M. RODERICK /84 /1326 SPRUCE ST./APT.901/PHILADELPHIA/PA/19107/ /
MR. JOHN F. RODGERS /89 /11440 LINKS DRIVE/RESTON/VA/2209@/ /

MR. ALLAN RUBIN /89 /2161 DATE PALM ROAD/BOCA RATON/FL/33432/ /

PROF. HARRY RUJA /74 /4664 TROY LANE/LA MESA/CA/92041/ /

MS. CHERLE RUPPE /80 /3142 ALKI AV., S.W. #301/SEATTLE/WA/98116/ /

MS. SIGRID D. SAAL /75 /939 TIMBER TRALL LANE/CINCINNATI/OH/45224/ /

PROF. NATHAN U. SALMON /82 /PHILOSOPHY, U/CALIFORNIA/SANTA BARBARA/CA/93106/ /
MR. PAUL SALTMARSH /84 /5 SOUTH BANK/TREVALLYN,LAUNCESTON/ /TASMANIA,AUSTRL/7250
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MR. ROBERT SASS /79 /121 SPRUCE ORIVE/SASKATOON.SASK./ /CANADA/S7N 218

MR. GREGORY J. SCAMMELL /81 /COLONIAL CREST,MARKLAND ROAD/LAFAYETTE/NY/13084/ /
MR. JOHN F. SCHAAK /88 /PO BOX 449/FILLMORE/CA/93015/ /

DR. ANNE-FRANCOISE SCHMID /88 /22, RUE TAINE/PARIS/ /FRANCE /75012

MR. JOHN S. SCHWENK /8@ /34 KIMBALL ST./LEBANON/NH/@3766/ /

MS. NANETTE E. SCOFIELD /89 /3@ E. 62ND ST./NY/NY/10021/ /

MR. AL SECKEL /84 /2096 BRIGDEN ROAD/PASADENA/CA/91104 3341/ /

MR. ARSHAD SHERIF /87 /160-38 UNION TURNPIKE (1@K)/FLUSHING/NY/11367/ /

DR. RICHARD SHORE /79 /1906-277 WELLINGTON CRES/WINNIPEG,MANITOBA/ /CANADA/R3M 3v7
MR. JOHN EDWIN SHOSKY /81 /214 12TH PLACE,NE /WASHINGTON/DC /20002 6302/ /

MS. CAROL R. SMITH /78 /10427 - 67H AV. S./SEATTLE/WA/98178/ /

MR. WARREN ALLEN SMITH /77 /130 W. 42ND ST. (ROOM 551)/NEW YORK/NY/10036 7854/ /
MR. WAYNE DOUGLAS SMITH /83 /102 WINDSOR CASTLE DR. APT.E/NEWPORT NEWS/VA/23602/ /
PROF. JOWN P. M. SOMERVILLE /87 /1426 MERRITT DRIVE/EL CAJON/CA/92020/ /

MR. JOHN E. SONNTAG /82 /1101 3RD ST.,S.W.(816) /WASHINGTON/DC/20024/ /

MS. PATRICIA L. SPANG /87 /PHILOSOPHY/MUHLENBERG COL./ALLENTOWN/PA/18104/ /

MR. TIMOTHY S. ST. VINCENT /82 /24@ W. EMERSON ST./MELROSE/MA/02176/ /

MS. DEBRA STAFFORD /89 /84@ APACHE TRAIL/RIVERSIDE/CA/92507/ /

DR. PHILIP STANDER /76 /K.C.C./2001 ORIENTAL BLVD./BROOKLYN/NY/11235/ /

MR. ROGER W. STANKE /87 /2405 N.E. 32ND PLACE/PORTLAND/OR/97212/ /

MR. THOMAS J. STANLEY /77 /BOX 434 /WILDER/VT/05088/ /

MR. ARTHUR STEIN /89 /100@ PARK AV./NY/NY/10028/ /

PROF. DAVID S. STOLLER /88 /326 PATRICIAN LANE/PLACENTIA/CA/92670/ /

MR. RAMON CARTER SUZARA /82 /8 ZIPPER STREET, SLV/MAKATI, METRO MANILA/ /PHILIPPINES/
MS. SHOHIG SHERRY TERZIAN /87 /1174@ WILSHIRE BLVD. (1602)/LOS ANGELES/CA/9@025/ /
MR, FREDERICK A. THOMAS /89 /207 — 185@ COMOX ST./VANCOUVER, B.C./ /CANADA/V6G 1R3
MR. BRUCE THOMPSON /74 /622 CABRILLO AV./STANFORD/CA/94305/ /

MR. JOHN R. TOBIN /74 /867 EAST HOWARD ST./PASADENA/CA/91104/ /

MR. ROY R. TORCASO /81 /3708 BRIGHTVIEW ST./WHEATON/MD/20902/ /

MR. LLOYD N. TREFETHEN /83 /16 UPLAND RD./CAMBRIDGE /MA/82140/ /

MR. CHARLES TUTT /89 /7120 VALLECITO DRIVE/AUSTIN/TX/78759/ /

MR. CLIFFORD VALENTINE /83 /590@ SECOND PLACE,NW/WASHINGTON/DC/20011/ /

MS. ELEANOR VALENTINE /79 /5900 SECOND PLACE,NW/WASHINGTON/DC/2@011/ /

DR. HENRY VAN DYKE /87 /69 BUSCHMANN AV., 2ND FL./HALEDON/NJ /075@8/ /

PROF. WALTER VANNINI /87 /2@ OAK ST.,FLOOR 2/NEW BRUNSWICK/NJ/@89@1/ /

MS. SUSAN BERLIN VOMBRACK /88 /4126 DEL MAR ST./LONG BEACH/CA/9@B@7/ /

MS. SHEILA VON WIESE /88 /1221 N. DEARBORN PKWY,1005 S/CHICAGO/IL/6@61@/ /

PROF. RUSSELL WAHL /84 /BOX 8429/IDAHO STATE U./POCATELLO/ID/83209 8009/ /

MR. ROBERT E. WALLACE /8@ /1502 S. OREGON CIRCLE/TAMPA/FL/33612/ /

MR. DEWEY I. WALLACE, JR. /87 /142 BISCAYNE LOOP/LAREDO/TX/78041/ /

MR. MARK WEBER /B2 /229 PUEBLO DRIVE/SALINAS/CA/93906/ /

MR. MICHAEL 3. WEBER /83 /229 PUEBLO DRIVE /SALINAS/CA/S3906/ /

MR. THOM WEIDLICH /85 /349 W. 123RD ST./NY/NY/10827/ /

MS. DONNA WEIMER /78 /327 HARRIS DRIVE/STATE COLLEGE/PA/16801/ /

MR. EDWARD B. WEISMAN /87 /PO BOX 437 /KNOXVILLE/IA/50138/ /

DR. CHARLES L. WEYAND /77 /17066 LOS MODELOS/FOUNTAIN VALLEY/CA/927@8/ /

MR. KIMBERLY WHITAKER /88 /1618 HALSTON CIR  APT C/HUNTSVILLE/AL/35811E/ /

MR. CALVIN WICHERN /84 /3829 S. OLATHE ST./AURORA/CO/80013/ /

MR. JOHN A. WILHELM /81 /4736 LEONORE DRIVE/SAN DIEGO/CA/92115/ /

MR. RICHARD B. WILK /86 /2144 CREEKSIDE DR./SOLVANG/CA/93463/ /

MR. VINCENT DUFAUX WILLIAMS /81 /PO BOX 1197/SAN ANTONLO/TX/78294/ /

MR. WALTER WINFIELD, JR. /87 /PO BOX 8726/SILVER SPRING/MD/209@7/ /

MR. FRANK G. WISE /89 /907 AVENUE D APT.2/DEL RIO/TX/78840/ /

MS. ELEANOR WOLFF /89 /3137 PATTERSON ST., N.W./WASHINGTON/DC/20015/ /

MR. JAMES E. WOODROW /85 /4285 M-72/TRAVERSE CITY/M1/49684/ /

MR. CHARLES ALLEN YODER /89 /1376 COUNTRYSIDE DRIVE/MILLSBORO/DE/19966/ /

MR. WILLIAM H. YOUNG /87 /43130 CEDAR SPRINGS ROAD/AUBERRY/CA/93602/ /

MR. RONALD H. YUCCAS /8@ /812 MORVEN CT./NAPERVILLE/IL/6@54@/ /

MS. JUDITH ZACCONE /76 /13@46 ANZA DRIVE/SARATOGA/CA/95070/ /

DR. TERRY S. ZACCONE /76 /13046 ANZA DRIVE/SARATOGA/CA/95070/ /

MEMBERSHIP LIST, PART II
Honorary Members

PROF. PAUL EDWARDS /78 /39@ WEST END AV./NY/NY/1@024/ /

PROF. LINUS PAULING /86 [44@ PAGE MILL ROAD/PALO ALTQ/CA/94306/ /

PROFESSOR DAVID F. PEARS /78 /7 SANDFORD RD., LITTLEMORE/OXFORD/ /ENGLAND/OX4 4PU

PROF. SIR KARL R. POPPER /78 /FALLOWFIELD,MANOR CLOSE/PENN,BUCKINGHAMSHIRE/ /ENGLAND/HPLO 8HZ
PROFESSOR CONRAD RUSSELL /77 /HISTORY/UNIVERSITY OF LONDON/MALET ST., LONDON/ /ENGLAND/WC1E /HU

0 PROF. PAUL ARTHUR SCHILPP /88 /9 HILLCREST DRIVE/CARBONODALE/IL/62901/ /
D DR. KATHARINE RUSSELL TAIT /74 /PO BOX 518/SALISBURY/CT/@6068/ /
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CHURCH/STATE SEPARATION

Wins the case and loses her job. Last issue (RSN62-7) we reported (with some satistaction) that Adam Jacobs
and two colleagues — Ann Sorrel and Charles Novins -— had won their case in the New Jersey Supreme Court.
They had objected to the words "in the year of our Lord" on their certificate to practice law, as a violation
ot the doctrine of separation of church and state. This was reported in the New Jersey Law Journad (4/13/89).

Later issues of the Jouwrnal contained a great number of letters to the editor disagreeing with the Court's
decision and faulting the 3 colleagues, some in a mocking or abusive way.

Ms. Sorrel had asked the low Journal to identify her as a "recent law graduate”. But the law Journal -- which
also didn't like the Court's decision, and had run an editorial denouncing it — named the firm for which she
worked.

As a result, the firm fired her.

The firm -- Hellring, Lindeman, Goldstein, Siegal, Stern and Greenberg —— told Ms. Sorrel, "the article has
caused you to be the victim of hate and that reflects on this firm."

Ms. Sorrel now seeks support for a lawsuit "to challenge the illegal termination".
The law firm of Smith, Mullin, and Kiernan -— described by Ann Sorrel as "a law firm with a reputation for

its advocacy of civil liberties and specializing in employment discrimination law" — is willing to handle the
case...but, as she says, a_lawsuit costs money.

The BRS is not in position to give money to this worthwhile cause. But BRS members who wish to help should
send contributions —- any amount is welcome —— to Nancy E. Smith. Smith. Mullin & Kiernan, 10@ Executive
Orive, Suite 348, West Orange, NJ @7052.

ABOUT OTHER ORGANIZATIONS

X MNodern Logic ©

An International Journal of the History of Mathematical Logic, Set Theory,
ond Foundations of Mathematics

June 22, 1989
Peirce———————m—u- >
Lo Eisler
Bertrand Russel! Society
RD. 1, Box 409
Coopersburg, PA 18036

Deor Lee,

As BRS members will know, Russell wrote the “Foreword * for James
K. Feibsimen's book 47 /nir (o Feirre’s Pi Yy (New York,
Horper, 1946). Thersfors, BRS members who are interssted may wish to
attend the upcoming Peirce conference at Harverd loter this yeor.

The Chertes S. Peirce Sesquicentennisi Internstional Congress will be
hetd at Hervard University (Cambridge, Massachusetts} from 6 to 9
September 1980. The progrem will cover all aspects of Peirce's thought -
pmiosopty, science, religion, lenguage (semistics),logic, and mothematics.
Pegistration for the entire program is $150; those wishing to ettend for
less than the entire program may register at $50/dey. For information
about registration end housing, contact:

Charies S. Peirce Sesquicentenniai Congress

Harverd Greduats School of Education

339 Gutmen Librery

Cambridge, MA 02138,

Sincerely yours,

Or. Irving H. Aneltis, Editor

110 Mclonald Dnve, #8-8 Hathematics
Ames, fowa 500 10-3470, USA lowa State University

tel. ($15) 292-7499
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LIBRARY

Tom Stanley, Librarian
Box 434, Wilder, VT 05088

BOOKS FOR SALE FROM THE RUSSELL SOCIETY LIBRARY

BY BERTRAND RUSSELL:

R TS ¥

Appeal to the American Conscienc
Authority and the Individual.... .
The Autobiography of Bertrand Russell, Volume I..

Volume II..

Volume III.
Education and the Social Ordef......................
Essays in Analysis, edited by Douglas Lackey...

e
-
o
(=3
Tx =xx=x

Has Man & Puture?.....ccveenvnenns . 8.00
History of the World in Epitome . 1.00
In Praise of Idleness........... <375
The Impact of Science on Society.. . 3.00
An Inquiry into Meaning and Truth.... . 6.00
Mortals and Others, edited by Harry Ruj . 8.50 H
My Philosophical Development............. . 3.75
Political Idesls............... <375
Power: A New Social Analysis. . 5.50
The Practice and Theory of Bols . 3,78
Principles of Social Reconstructio: . 3.75
Roads to Freedom.......,...... . 4,00
Sceptical Essays..... . 4.25
The Scientific Outlook. frresesseeteiitiiraenaseiean.. 5.50

BY OTHER AUTHORS:

Bertrand Russell, 1572-1970.................‘....................... 1.50
Bertrand Russell and the Pacifists in the First World War
by Jo Vellacott.

Bertrand Russell as ;.éﬁii;;oéﬁ;r'sy A:J:'Ay;;.:::.:::...::‘.'
Essays on Socialist Humanism in Honor of the Centenary
of Bertrand Russell, edited by Ken CORLES. . .vuiriienerrnnnnnnans

9.00 H
Into the Tenth Decade: A Tribute to Bertrand Russell.... .. 5.00
The Life of Bertrand Russell in Pictures and his Own Words. . 6.75
Mr. Wilson Speaks 'Frankly and Fearlessly’ on Vietnam to 8.R. 1.75

The Tamarisk Tree, Volume I by Dora lu;nnll......................... 5.50 H
H Cloth, otherwise paperback

Prices are postpaid. Please send check or money-order, payable to the

Bertrand Russell Society, to the Russell Society Library, Box 434,
Wilder, VI US03S.
Recent acquisitions:

"Face to Face". An audiocassette of John Freeman's March, 1959 interview with
Russell. An ited transcript was published in RSN 46,10. Courtesy of the
BBC World Service.

Reviews of Ryan's Bertrand Russell: A Political Life by Hook, Marquand,and
Skidelsky. Ken Blackwell.
Problems of Knowledge and Freedom: The Russell Lectures by Chomsky. Tom Stanie

Antinomies and Paradoxes: Studies in Russell's Early Philosoph » edited by

Paper presente:

as, Vols., I-III; vol. IV, No. 1.
ol ) . containg ogratia ussell en espadol” by Francisco
Rodriguez Consuegra. Vol. IV, No. 1 (s tirely devoted to Russell. Mathesis
@3 una publicacién del Grupo de Filosoffa e Historia del Departamento de
Macemiticas de la Facultad de Clencias, Universidad Nacional Auténoma de
México. Alejandro Garciadiego.

Library desiderats:

A single copy of each of these out of print paperbacks;

Necessary Russell by William Ready
Bertrand Russell: A Collection of Critical Essa 8, edited by Pears.
ertra ussell™s Theory o zabsth Eames.

. y Savi al ade. Un
A reviev capy. arrived in May.

1 and Moran. Volume XIII in
Unwin Hyman; Cloth $125.

Prophecy and Dissent 1914-16, edited by Rempe
The Co{Iectna Fapers of Bertrand Russell®,

Reviewer: Bruce ompson.

Society member Ale jandro Garciadiego is an associate edicor.
The premier issue {a scheduled for early 1990. Criteria for publication
of papers and information on subscriptions may be obtained from lrving

st 110 McDonald Drive, #8-B, Ames, IA 50010

CONTRIBUTIONS

We_ thank ABE SMITH and MARK WEBER for their recent contributions to the BRS Treasury. It is appreciated!

We solicit contributions, which are welcome at all times for any amount, large or small. Send contributions

c/o the newsletter, address in Page 1, bottom.

INVITATIONS TO WRITE

Joe Ciarrocca “would like to

interests and experiences.'" 128 Market St., Hattfield, PA 19440.

communicate and work with lndependent thinkers and

Atheists. Have wvarried

215-855-8349

FOR SALE

' i i i i e and guided by
Members' stationery. 8 1/2 x 11, white. Across the top: "The good life is one inspired by lov q

" I g d Russell Society,
knowledge.* Bertrand Russell” On the bottom:"*Motto of The Bertran
; . sheets, postpaid. Canada & Mexico still $6. Order from the newsletter, address on

price, $5 for 9@
bottom.

reduced USA
Page 1,

Inc." New




(33)

(34)

Page 28

The BRS Chapter at McMaster
met on May

11 and 18

Russell Society News, No. 63
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MCMABTER UNIVERSITY
THE BERTRAND RUSSELL SOCIETY

BERTRAND RUSSELL'S PHILOSOPHY

Mr. Andersson, a doctoral student st
Lund University, Sweden, has done
h into

) OF LIFE AND CRITIQUE
OF RELIGION TO 1814:
A PSYCHOPHILOSOPHICAL APPROACH

Stefan Andersson

philosophy of religion, in both its
i 1 and 1

din il a bibli~

o'nph'y of all known reaearch on the
subject.
flis presentation to the Russel!
will incl

de the outline of the

dissertation he will be submitting.

THE NATURE OF RUSSELL'S
SOCIALISM ale

Chandrakala Padia
Dr. Padia- teaches political sci at

vy, India. She is

-Hindu U

researching in the Bertrand Russell Archives on a three-month fellowship from the
Indian Philosophy Council, her topic being the same as her paper fe: the Russell
Society. In 1982 she completad a doctoral dissertation for Banaras on "The Concept
of Liberty in Bertrand Russell” and has since published several articles on his
political philosophy. Dr. Padia has aiso published on the nature of terrorism snd

other topica.

OBITUARIES

From 7he Los Angeles Times (6/29/89), with thanks to JOHN TOBIN and BOB DAV1S:

Alfred J. Ayer; Noted British Philosopher

From Staff and Wire Reports

LONDON—Alfred J. Ayer, the
most celebrated and representative
British philosopher of his genera-
ton, who believed that phitosophi-
&:luprobcllgins are rooted in a vague

muddled use of language, has
died. He wag 78.

Sir Alfred, regarded as the philo-
sophical heir of the late Nobel
laureaté Berirand Russell, died
Tuesday night in-University Col-
lege Hospital here after a lengthy
respiratory iliness.

Although -he became widely

known outside academic circlea for
his anti-religious views, his lasting
reputation will rest upon his philo-
sophical publications,

His first book, “Language, Truth
and Logic,” published in 1936 when
he was only 25, was considered the
first exposition of logical positivism
inthe English language. .. .« -

Ayer said that for any statement
to mean anything it must be verifi-
able by experience or analysis, and
if that is not possible, the statement
Is merely an expression of opinion.

This led him to atheism.

Ranging widely between the
ideas of linguistic philosophers
Russell and Ludwig Wit
the movement Ayer helped devel-
op accepts that language must be
strictly analyzed and redefined if
there is to be any possibility of
using it as an intelligible means of
logical argument.

The philosophical school of lin-

guistic analysts now dominates

many British and erican uni
versities, .

“Language, Truth and Logic,”
which jolted metaphysicians by its
assault on “much of what has
passed for philosophy,” owed a
debt to empiricists such as Russell
and Rudotf Carnap.

“I maintain that there ig nothing
in the. nature of philosophy to
warrant the existence of conflicting
philosophical ‘schools,’ ” Ayer
wrote. “And I attempt to substanti-
ste this by providing a definitive
eolution of the problems which
have been the chief sources of

controversy between philosophers
fn the past.”

“The principles of logic and met -
aphysics are true simply because
we never allow them to be any-
thing else,” he added.

Ayer wrote “The Foundations of
Empirical Knowledge” in 1940 and
“The Problem of Knowledge” in

1956, as well as volumes of philo-
sophical essays and histories of
modern philosophy in which he
extended the traditions of British
empiricism.

Throughout his career Ayer re-
mained firmly in the empiricist
tradition of Locke, Berkeley, Hume
and Russcll. The jast two of these
Ayer acknowledged as his masters,
and his most recent works included
two brief studies of Russell (1972)
and of Hume (1930). Ayer cond
cluded his autobiographical “A
Part of My Life” (1977) with lhj
modest remark that he would con4
sider it “glory enough . . . to be
thought cven to have played Hora-
tio to Russell's HHamlet.”

Sir Alfred, who was knightcd @
1970, was born Alfred Jules Ay
the only child of a well-to-!
French-Swiss father and a Dutc!:
Jewish mother.

Educated at Eton and at Oxfo:
University, he was a philosupt:;
lecturer and research student a-
Oxford's Christ Church Colley
from 1932 to 1944, and dean of
Wadham College, Oxford, fron
1945 to 1946. He served as o
intelligence officer in France dur
ing World War IL.

Ayer, known to colleagues an.:
students us Freddie, was protesso:
of mind and logic at Univers
College, London, from 1946 to 19
then professor of logic at Lh
University of Oxford and fellow ¢
New College, Oxford, until 1978.

Ile was a visiting professor &
New York University from 1948 .
1949; at City College, New Yorl
from 1961 to 1962, and at Bar-
College in New York State begin
ning in 1987.
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A. J. Ayer Dead in Britain at 78;
Philosopher of Logical Positivism

By ERIC PACE
Special to The New York Times

Sir Alfred Jules Ayer, the British phi-
losopher who did much to introduce the
school of philosophy known as logical
positivism to hmlm-speaklng col-
‘ leagues, died y at University
College Hospital in London after long
suffering from a respiratory allment.
;lewns?ﬂyearsoldundnvedlnl.nn-

on.

Sir Alfred, who was known profes-
sionally as A. J. Ayer, was knighted in
1970 during his two decades as Wyke-
ham Professor of Logic at Oxford Uni-
versity.

After doing brilliantly as an Oxford
undergraduate, he was exposed to logi-
cal positivism in 1932 in Vienna, where
he sat in on meetings of the Vienna
School of philosophers, mathemati-
cians and other scholars. He wrote the
influential book “‘Language, Truth and
Logic,” published in 1936, which came
to be regarded as the basic English-
language work on logical positivism.

Experiential Test Required

The philosophy, which was also
known as scientific empiricism, held
that statements in principie that could
not be verified by experience were
meaningless, and sought to apply the-
exactness and the me of the natu-
ral sciences and mathematics to the
work of philosophers. It spurred a
widespread emphasis on linguistic
analysis in phil y.

A 1957 article in The Observer of
London said that the movement that

Sir Alfred pioneered in Britain “‘ranges

widely between the ideas of Bertrand
Gkussell al;'hdﬂosophe those of glfmgensteln,” the
erman r of language.

“Ayer is chiefly responsible for
bringing the philosophy of logical posi-
tivism, then prominent on the Conti-
nent, to the English-speaking world,”
said Prof. Hilary Kornblith, interim
chairman of the philosophy depart-
ment at the University of Vermont, in
ﬁomul:ieming yesterday on Sir Alfred’s

eath.

Professor Kornblith, a specialist in
the theory of knowledge, a field in
which Sir Alfred was prominent, said:
“At the age of 28, he published ‘Lan-
guage, Truth and Logic, which for
many served as their introduction to
this philosophical view. Ayer and logi-
cal positivism continued to have a sig-
niicant effect on the English-speaking
world for decades to come.”

As Thelma Zeno Lavine, then Elton
Profi of Philosophy at George
Washington University, wrote in 1983:
“The members of the Vienna Circle
had little knowledge of traditional phi-
losophy and less use for it; but they
loathed and feared the German idealis-
tic philosophies which appeared to be
legitimating the rise of irrationalism in
{continental politics. Their goal.was.to.
tepl::: the dlarégerws losophic
mystifications of Eu with a
empirical ‘scientific lrlioxmllty.' L oueh,

‘Enfant Terrible’

In writing “‘Language, Truth and
Logic,” Prgbnsor Lavine observed.

From 7he New York Times (6/29/89, p. D21), with thanks to KEN KORBIN and DON JACKANICZ:

Camers Prees, 1977
Sir Alfred Jules Ayer

Mr. Ayer was ‘“‘an enfant terrible who
cleverly placed a lighted stick of dyna-
mite under all traditional phi
The oid philosophic landscape has
never been fully rebuilt since then.”
That book, she continued, “is gen-
erally conceded to be one of the most
influential books of 20th-century philos-
ophy.”

Mr the years. Sir Alfred wrote
other important works, wielded influ-
ence as a teacher, and became known

“for his quickness in philosophical argu-

ment.

It was after a varied academic ca-
reer at the University of London and
elsewhere that he held the professor-
ship at Oxford — and was also a Fellow
«of New College, Oxford — from 1959 to
1978. He was a Fellow of Wolfson Col-
lege, Oxford, from 1978 to 1983.

Sir Alfred was an Honorary Member of The Bertrand Russell Society.
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From 7he Washington Post (7/15/89. p.B6):

Author, Philosopher
Sidney Hook, 86, Dies

Associated Press

STANFORD, Calif.—Sidney

Hook, €6, a philosopher, author, -

educator and leading figure in
American intellectual circles since
the late 1920s, died of congestive
heart failure July 12 at Stanford
University Hospital.

Since 1973, Dr. Hook had been a
senior research fellow at the Hoo-
ver Institution on War, Revolution
and Peace on the Stanford Univer-
sity campus. He took the position
after retiring from New York Uni-
versity, where he had taught since
1927, and had been chairman of the
philosophy department until 1968.

Dr. Hook became a leading pro-
ponent of philosopher John Dewey’s
ideals, known as pragmatism, a pe-
culiarly American philosophy that

an idea must be judged by how it
works rather than by how it looks.
Under the philosophy, an idea may
be true under certain circum-
stances but false under others,

He first became known as a sec-
ular humanist. His first book, “The
Metaphysics of Pragmatism,” pub-
lished in 1927, was an exposition of

" Dewey's thought.

He became an international fig-
ure in 1933 upon publication of “To-
wards the Understanding of Karl
Marx,” which was viewed as a sym-
pathetic interpretation of ideas of
the philosophical founder of Marxist
communism,

He tried to integrate Marxism
with the pragmatist philosophy ex-
pounded by C.S. Peirce, William

LR

SIDNEY HOOK

James and Dewey. His second book,
“From Hegel to Marx: Studies in
the Inteilectual Development of
Karl Marx,” published in 1936, is a
scholastic classic, considered one of
the best critical expositions of
Marxism ever by an American phi-
losooher.

Auquic. t 1ana

Prescient, Not Voguish
Even after his views were no longe
fi ble, advocates of more c%n'
temporary views would come to his
lectures, ‘debate with him and find

themselves out-a , hi irers
tike to roe il rgued, his admirer:
o ‘felr‘:lfll'_egud, an ath‘;iest, Was 50 persua-

argument, Stol oes, that
when the English wrﬂg xSomerse:
Maugham lay dying, he got Sir Alfred
to visit him and reassure him tha
there was no life after death.

In 1988, Sir Alfred’s heart stopped for
four minutes at a hospital in London,
and he wrote later that he had seen a
red light and become “‘aware that this
light was responsible for the govern-
ment of the universe.”

The experience left his atheism un-
quenched, he wrote, but “slightly weak-
ened my conviction that my genuine
death — which is due fairly soon — wilt
be the end of me, though 1 continue to
hope it will be.”

Education and War Service

Alfred Jules Ayer was born on Oct.
29, 1910, in , the son of Jules
Louis Cyprien Ayer and the former

at Christ Church, an Oxford college,
earning a bachelor’s degree in 1932 and
a rlnas‘:’er"sd in “],938." he
n Wor ar 11, served i
British Army, rising to captai:.d n the
r the years he was variously a
visiting professor at New Yori Univer-
sity, the City College of New York and
at Bard College in Annandale-on-Hud-

son, N.Y. He also lectured at Harvard
and Columbia and was a Monigomery
Fellow at Dartmouth, ’

Sir Alfred’s first and second mar-
riages ended in divorce; his third wife
died, and earlier this year he remar-
ried his second wife, Alberta Constance
Chapman, a writer known as Dcc
Wells. He had a son and a daughtey
from his first marriage and a son from

is second.

Dr. Hook neve: oined the Com-
munist Party ana 12jected the idea
that the attainment of socialism or «
planned economy could or should ke
accomplished by sacrificing demo-
cratic ideals and institutions.

His best-known work, “The Hern
in History,” published in 1943 i<
still widely used in college ciass-
rooms.

In 1951, Dr. Hook founded ¢«
American Committee for Cuitur:i
Freedom. He was an early critic of
Sen. Joseph R. McCarthy, a contro-
versial Republican who charged
that communists had infiltrated the
U.S. government.

Dr. Hook expounded his views o
issues of that era in two books, cne
titled, “Heresy, Yes-—Conspiracy,
Not”

He was born in New York City on
Dec. 20, 1902. He graduated from
City College of New York in 1923,
earned a master’s degree at Colum-
bia University in 1926 and receivert
a doctorate from Columbia in 1927.

He is survived by his wife, Aun,
two sons and a daughter.
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From 7he New York Times (7/14/89, p. D15):

Sidney Hook, Political Philosopher, Is Dead at 86

BY RICHARD BERNSTEIN

Sidney Hook, a major American phi-

! r who wrote many books on
Marxism, public policy and education,
died of congestive heart failure
Wednesday at Stanford University
Hospital in Stanford, Calif. He was 86
yedrs old and lived on the university
campus. .
Professor Hook had been a senior re-
search fellow at the Hoover Institution
on War, Revolution and Peace at Stan-
ford since 1973. Through most of his
academic career he was associated
with New York University, where he
began teaching in 1927 and was chair-
man of the phil department for
33 years until he retired in 1969.

Dr. Hook was for six decades a vigor-
ous participant in many of the princi-
pal intellectual and political debates of
this century. He was a thinker and a
teacher of philosophy who did not hesi-
tate to enter into the fray of political
debate and conflict.

He was best known for his consistent
anti-Communist stance and his vigor-
ous defense of political and academic
freedom. His critique of Stalinism in
the 1930’s was one of the first against
the Soviet Union by a major figure in
leftist intetlectual circles.

Advocate of Strong Defense

Dr. Hook was a guiding spirit in or-
ganizations of intellectuais whose pur-
pose was to combat what they saw as
the threat of totalitarianism. He helped
to organize the Congress for Cultural
Freedom in 1850 to what
group considered to be Communist-led
intellectual fronts.

An advocate of a strong military, he
debated Albert Einstein and Bertrand
Russell on the question of disarma-
ment. While fervently anti-Communist,

opposed Senator Joseph R. McCar-
thy's activities in the 1950's, terming
the Senator “a heavy liability to the
friends of American democracy and in-
ternational freedom.”

Through dozens of books and hun-
dreds of articles, and in the course on
the philosophy of democracy that he
taught at New York University for dec-
,ades, Dr. Hook had a profound influ-
ence on the thinking of several genera-
tions of American teachers, philoso-
phers and political figures,

In his autobiography, '‘Out of Step:
An Unquiet Life in the 20th Century,”

blished in 1987 by Harper and Row,

provided an illuminating account of |,

his friends a?g:us as well as his many
ilosophical battles.
phApprnlslng the book, John Gross
wrote in The New York Times that
“even those who a his general
view of the world are likely to quarrel
with some of his specific conclusions.”
But Mr. Gross concluded, “It is a fear-
less book, which gets its priorities

Proponent of Praymatism

right, and one that nobody interested in
th%h ideological battlegrounds of the
20th century should disregard.”

In Iater years, Professor Hook’s pas-
sionate anti-Communism led many
polititical commentators to label him a
neoconservative. He angrily rejected
the label, variously terming himself “a
socill democrat” and “a Cold War lib-
eral” .

Dr. Hook was a rigorous thirker and
writer whose characteristic style was
to state a point of view and then sup-
port it with an array of tightly woven
arguments. His major books were “To-
ward the Understanding of Karl Marx"
(1833), “‘From Hegel to Marx" (1936),
“The Hero in History” (1943) and
“Pragmatism and the Tragic Sense of
Life’” (1974).

An Outspoken Secularist

Dr. Hook's philosophy was based on
the three plllapl!'s of pragmatism, secu-

geon,"ﬂl’j:& Holo;k wrote in 1964, “It can
cu onl the matic tem-
per that tests :Pl' prin%?ﬁs by their
eonsequencﬁﬂorthequaltyof man

. Hook was born in Brooklyn on
'Dec. 20, 1902, and was reared in a slum
in d‘u: “Ylsllll.:n;m section. ?{‘1‘3
graduat rom Bo%:
School in Brooklyn, he went to City Col-
lege, graduating in 1923, and then to Co-
lumbia University, where he became a
disciple of Dewey and earned a mas-
t'::;:desreeln 1826 and a Ph.D. a year

T,

Like many other young intellectuals
of his tion, Dr. Hook was at-
tracted by the Bolshevik Revolution in
the Soviet Union and by Marxist writ-
Ings. These interests reached a culmi-
nation with his publication in 1933 of
*‘Toward the Understanding of Karl
Marzx.: A Revolutionary Interpreta-

larism and rationalism. A student of | tion.

the pragmatist philosopher John
Dewey at Columbia University, Dr.
Hook never tired of saying that there
were no absolutes. He believed that all
ideas had to be tested against the re-
ality of experience. .

He was an outspoken secularist wha
maintained that people must find

Intelligence ‘in

is| ‘behalf of human

freedom.’

meaning in a world without a divine
presence to impose meaning on it. And
he was a supreme rationaiist; he be-
lieved fervently that prﬂaer behavior
and correct opinions could emerge only
by an examination of problems guided
entirely by reason, not by emotion or
religious beliefs.

He called himself a secular human-
ist, defining the term in a 1982 inter-
view as “the view that morais are au-
tonomous of religious belief, that they
are relevant to truths about nature and
human nature, truths that rest on
scientific evidence.”

‘The Greatest Enemy’

For Dr. Hook, even freedom had to
be subjected to reason and experience,
and not taken as an absolute. He main-
tained that for one person to insist on
his absolute freedom meant depriving
someone else of some of his freedom.

It is the spirit of absolutism that is
the greatest enemy of a liberal civiliza-

Dr. Hook shocked orthodox Marxists,
with whom he had eartier been close,
by contending in the book that there
was a crucial difference between what
he called “Marx and Marxism.” He
maintained that there was a moral and
inteliectual gulf between what he saw
as the humanistic ideals of Marx him-
self and the Communist orthodoxy that
had developed in the Soviet Union.

Retiredin 1969
*‘Orthodoxy,” Dr. Hook wrote, ‘is not

| only fatal to honest thinking; it invited

the abandonment of the revolutionary
Standpoint which was central to
Marx’s life and thought.”

Dr. Hook joined the philosophy de-
partment at New York University as
an instructor in 1927, became chair-
man seven years later and remained in
that post until his retirement in 1969,
While teaching at the university, Dr.
Hook wrote hundreds of books and arti-
cles. He became an academic philoso-
g:er fully engaged in the political de-

tes of his era.

Professor Hook's most passionate in-
terest was what he viewed as the evils
of totalitarianism, After supporting the
Communist Party candidate for Presi-
gen: in tl!)le‘ :hl:cuon of 1::1. h‘;broke en-

rely wif party and with Stalin
the mid-1930's. by

In 1850, Dr. Hook joined forces with
the American writer James T. Farrell
and prominent European intellectuals
like Raymond Aron in France to create
the Congress for Cultural Freedom
with the goal of countering what its
founders saw as cultural groups fi-
nanced and controlled by Communist
Parties.

It was later disclosed that the group
had been partly financed by the Cen-

tral Intelligence Agency, though there

From 7he Los Angeles Times (7/14/89), with thanks to BOB DAVIS:

Sidney Hook; Noted U.S. Philosopher

From Staff and Wire Reports

Sidney Hook, considered by
many to be America’s leading phi-
losopher of pragmatism and at the
least one of the most influential
thinkers of the 20th Century, has
died of congestive heart failure at
the age of 86,

The philosoplier, author and ed-
ucator, who had been a controver-
sial figure in American intellectual
circles since the late 1920s, died at
Stanford University Hospital on
Wednesday.

Since 1973, he had been a senior
research fellow at the Hoover
Institution on War, Revolution and

August 1989

Stanto
Dr. Sidney Hook

was never any suggestion that its poli-
cles were not entirely independent.

In the 1960’s, Dr. Hook was criticized
by the New Left for his positions on the
Vietnam War, racial quotas and aca-
demic freedom.

He maintained during the American
war effort In Indochina that, while a
withdrawal of American forces was
desirable, it should come only in con-
juction with a similar action by the
North Vietnamese.

Professor Hook criticized quotas in
university admissions designed to re-
dress racial imbalances, calling them
perversions of the concept of equality
of opportunity. And, while he debated
publicly with Bertrand Russell, Dr.
Hook criticized American universities
for refusing to allow Russel! to teach in
ihis country because of his political
views, ’

He received many honorary degrees
and other awards, including the Presi-
dential Medai of Freedom in 1985.

Professor Hook, in concluding his
entry in the 1988-89 “Who's Who in
America,” offered this I’envoi:

*‘Survival is not the be-all and end-al
of a life worthy of man. Those who say
that life is worth living at any cost have
already written for themselves an epi-
taph of infamy, for there is no cause
and ne person they will not betray to
stay alive. Man’s vocation shouid be
the use of the arts of intelligence in be-
half of human freedom.”

Surviving are his wife, the former
Ann Zinkin; a son by a previous mar-
riage, John Bertrand Hook of San
Francisco; a second son, Ernest Benja-
min Hook, of Berkeley, Calif.; a daugh-
ter, Susan Ann Goulian of La Jolia,
Calif., and three grandchildren.

Peace at Stanford. He took the
position after his retirement from
New York University where he
had taught since 1927 and served as
chairman of the philosophy depart-
ment until 1968.

Hook almost always challenged
accepted ideas and refused to sub-
stitute passion for logic in arguing a

case.

Key Bellef

He wrote in his autobiography
that his key belief was that "the
central problem of our time is
the defense and cnrichment of &
free and open society against total
itarianism.”
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In a 1987 review of his autobiog-
raphy, “Out Of Step: An Unquict
Life in the 20th Century,” Time
magazine wrote: “I'o '308 conser-
vatives, he seemed a Marxist apolo-
gist; to '60s New L.eftists, he was a
cold warrior . . . [but} the only
group to whom Hook paid strict
allegiance was the party of one.”

Hook became a leading propo-
nent of philosopher John Dewey's
ideals, known as pragmatism, a
peculiarly American philosophy
that an idea must be judged by how
it works rather than by how it
looks. Under the philosophy, an
idca may be true under certain
circumstances but false under oth-
ers.

Hook first hecame known as a

secular humanist, and his first

Russell Society

book, “The Mectaphysics of Prag-
matism,” published in 1927, was an
exposition of Dewey’s thought.

Hook became an international
figure in 1933 upon publication of
“Towards the Understanding of
Karl Marx,” which was viewed as a
sympathetic interpretation of ideas
of the philosophical founder of
Marxist-Communism.

Hook tried to integrate Marxism
with the pragmatist philosophy
expounded by William James and
Dewey. His book, “From Hegel to
Marx: Studies in the - Inteliectual
Development of Karl Marx,” pub-
tished in 1936, is a scholastic clas-
isic, considered one of the best
icritfcat expositions of Marxism ever
;made by an American philosopher.

i But Hook never joined the Com-
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‘munist Party and rejected the idea
‘that the attainment of sociatism or
a planned economy could or should
be accomplished by sacrificing
democratic ideals and institutions.
He was one of the first outspoken
opponents of Soviet communism
under Joseph Stalin.

He founded the Committee for
Cultural Freedom in 1939, an or-
ganization of more than 200 intel-
lectuals opposed to Stalinist re-
pression. The same year, he

became a full professor in the.

philosophy department of NYU,
despite demands for his ouster by
some of the nation's press.

Came Under Fire

The Hearst newspaper organiza-
tion particulay'ly rcg_ardcd him as a

Augqust 1989

communist although the Cotnin
nist Party itself called him a renc
gade and even a “fascist.”

Hook's best-known work, “'Uhe
Hero in History,” published in 1943,
is stil widely used in colicge
classrooms.

Hook also founded in 1951 the
American Committee for Culturai
Freedom and was an carly critic of
Sen. Joseph R. McCarthy (1t - Wis.

Hook expounded his views on
issues of that cra in two books, one
titled, “IHeresy Yes—Conspiracy.
No.!I"”

Despite the furor his Marxist
views had generated over the
years, in 1985 he was awarded the
Presidential Medal of Frecdom, vue
of this country’s kighest honore

FINANCES

Treasurer Dennis Darland reports on the quarter ending 6/30/89

Bank balance on hand (3/31/89)....c.civueunvnn. teeeens seesesencncae ...6345,.20
Income: New members.........covevivnininnnnnnnn, 455.00
Renewals.................. Creeernenens ..898.2¢
total dues...... 1353.20
ConEributions.. . it iierniennnnnnnnnas 55.00
Library sales & rentals..................39.00
Misc. income..... theesencee e easanan 20.00
total income....1467.20............. +1467.20
7816.4@
Expenditures: Information & Membership Committees....871.73
Library expense..........ccovvirnnnnnnnnn 4.10
Subscriptions to Russedl................. 0.00
Meetings.......covvuennnn. vesses veeveea 450 .00
Doctoral Grant.............. Ceeecteecanns 0.00e
Misc. expense.............. teesensaeee_232,22*%
11¢8.05........ =1108.05
Bank balance on hand (6/30/89).............. teetesoneresentrsatasann 6708.3%5

*The Bank accidentally debited us 232.22 in the 2nd quarter. This has been reversed in the 3rd quarter.

THE DIRECTORS VOTE

The ballot at the end of this newsletter is in 2 parts.
2 proposals:

Part 1I is for Directors only. Directors will vote on

Proposal #1: to create an Executive Comnittee, to consist of the Chairman, the President, and the Vice

President, with the authority to act and make decisions, subject to later approval by the Board.

An  Executive Committee will permit important decisione to be made quickly — in cases where
desirable.

speed seems

The Plan is described in (3). It would be good to have a
the Executive Committee, if it existed, could make

Proposal #2 is about the Benares (Chapter] Plan.
decision quickly -- on whether or not to approve the Plan;
that decision quickly. '

It there were no ballot in this August issue, then — without an Executive Committee —— we would have to
canvass all Directors, now dispersed around the continent, for their approval {or disapproval) of the Benares
Plan. That would be time-consuming, as well as inconvenient and an expense. And that's why it would be useful
to have an Executive Committee, which could act quickly .
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We ask you to vote on 2 things, Proposal #1, the Executive Committee, and Proposal #2, the Benares Plan.

Directors, please turn to the ballot, and vote on these Proposals now.

ELECTION OF DIRECTORS

Here is the list of Candidates. As you will notice, we have 1@ Candidates for 10 openings. That means that all
1@ Candidates will be elected. Then why go through the motions of having an election?

We should have had — and expected to have —- more than 1@ Candidates. We tried to get more of them, but
evidently didn't try hard enough. The fault is ours.

Next year, things will be different! We have already lined up 20 potential Candidates for next year. We think
many of them will accept an invitation to be a Candidate.

8ut please vote anyway. VYour vote is a gesture of support, even though in this particular instance, we can't
say we have earned it.

We are to elect 10 Directors, to bring the total to 24. Use the ballot at the end of this newsletter. Here are
the candidates, in reverse alphabetical order:

THOM WEIDLICH, 26, 65-year member, currently pursuing a Ph.D. in American History at Columbia University. Now
writing his Master's Essay on the 1949 City College case in which BR lost his post at CCNY as a result ot
conservative religious/political pressure. It will also be the subject of his dissertation.

RAMON SUZARA (San Francisco, CA). Oropped out of highschool, expelled from De La Salle College (Philippines).
"Then I hit my stride at the greatest university: a collection of books, especially Russell's, which made me
realize the depths of my shameful ignorance. My mind was twisted with religious indoctrination; Russell
untangled the mess for me.In '64 I helped set up the BR Peace Foundation, Philippine branch."

WARREN ALLEN SMITH (Stamford, CT), member since 1977,BRS Director 1978-1986, former BRS Vice-President.
Member American Humanist Association, British Humanist Association, Mensa.Former book review editor,"The
Humanist" (USA). High school teacher (retired). Recording studio owner. Winner of the Leavey Award from the
Freedom Foundation of valley Forge (RSN50-23).

PAUL  ARTHUR SCHILPP (Carbondale,IL). Distinguished Research Professor of Philosophy (Emeritus) at Southern
Illinois University, BRS Director 1983-86, BRS Honorary Member, recipient of the first BRS AWard (19890).
creator and editor of "The Library of Living Philosophers". And much more.

CHERIE RUPPE (Bellevue, WA), member since 1980, BRS Director 1981-86, BRS Secretary 1982-3, Member
Pugwash,Federation of American Scientists, Union of Concerned Scientists, Fellow of Endangered Wildlife Trust
of S. Africa, Member, Whale Protection Fund, Northwest Ballet Ass'n. Orangutang hugger (see picture RSN49-
21).

FRANK PAGE (Fairview Park, OH). BRS Director 1984-86, member since 1977. CPA. A dedicated Russellite since the
1928s. "Since Russell has been a great influence on my intellectual and social outlook, 1 would consider it a
duty as well as a privilege,if re-elected, to serve on the BRS Board."

STEVE MARAGIDES (Granite City, IL), member since 1976,BRS Director. Attended 9 of the last 19 annual meetings.
Attorney. Moved the BRS from Georgia to Illinois, donating his legal services.Degrees: Journalism
(Northwestern) and Law (University of Illinois).

DAVID GOLDMAN, M.D. (New York, NY),member since 1979, BRS Director 1984-86. Clinical Assistant Professor of
Psychiatry at NYU Medical School, Lecturer in Psychiatry at Columbia University Psychoanalytic Center. Notes
false psychologizing in current nuclear strategies...and, influenced by BR, served on Executive Board ot NY
Chapter of Physicians for Social Responsibility.

WILLIAM K. FIELDING (Ware, MA). Chmn,Science Committee; CoChmn, Membership Committee. Retired from wage-
slavery, liberated for study and writing. Lifelong autodidact. From draftsman, land surveyor, and electronic
technician to proprietorship (electronic).Atheist,humanist,Mensan.Studying math, logic, philosophy, languages;
and enjoys writing music and verse.

JACK COWLES (New York, NY), member since 1975. BRS Director 1980-82 and 1984-86. Retired naval otficer: served

in the Pentagon, with co-finger on the button. Anti-war informant to Senator Fullbright, after Tonkin Gult
incident, which caused Navy to blacklist him. Took BR's lecture course at UCLA, 194@.

Why not use the ballot (on the last page) right now?
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From The Washington Post (1/18/76):

BOOK REVIEWS

August 1989

Crusader

of the

Mind

THE LIFE OF BERTRAND
lark.

RUSSELL. By Ronald W. C
Knopf. 786 pp. $17.60

Py GODFREY HODGSON

WHATA Uﬁlm-‘mnw-
portualty for 8 ;
w;leﬂn’d Ruseell lived to be 7. When he
died, mMﬂo!Ihmnnlullh
print. His output of articles, ranging from
‘nustere exercises in mathematical logic lor
tearned journats to ‘‘Should Soclalisis
Smoke Good Clgars?” lor' 'I.hcmll:nm
poured from his pen with the s!
mu-w-n::‘mlwwnn .
ficleni that he rarely seeded o change 4
word of what he had written. To one of his
mistresses, Ottoline Morrell, be wrote
nre (han 1700 fetlers.
mA short list of Ms human valencles
suggents the protean scope of the man, His
fife reached back into (be mainsiream of
English history, and soresd iata the farthest
tie was adescendant of the protmartyr of
the Glortous Revalution. When the Uhlg ol
IRih-century England tosstied the good old
tuuse, they drank 10 the falth for which “*Sid-

ney died/in the fieid. and Russell on the scal-
Inid.” Yis grandfather was one of Vicioria's

[ ime ministers. He was the brother.
of Bermard Berensom, the pupi! of

G.E. Moore, the coliaborator of A.N.
Whitehead, the tutor of Ludwig Witigen-
stein, le argued with Trotsky, and Hved 1o
-cmuww with Khrushchey. He was a

Trevelyon, Sidney end
Aldous Huxley, John Maynard Keynes.

In s work, he was the great sil-rounder.
1le weote books on Marviage and Moreis sed
un German Social Democracy. Inhis fihles,
e set himself to reform the theory and prac-
tice of education. and in his eighties and

nineties, e the wor i
nucicar war, -

As & technical philosopher, he tried his
hand at logic, at the theory of knowiedge, snd
na the problem of mauer: Ms grestest gift
was for transleling the technicalities of
articles
that cauld be read wih by the

of stoicism, detachment and scil-
ahacgaiion, Russell was s most un-
[ philusupher. 18 would be troes
tosay that his fife demonstrates the shallow.
noessof the pnpwlar exsumption thet fogic snd
parssdon are sotitheticnl.

* Ne was a man of passiens. For
oo loeh

general render. He was one of the half-dozes
gresiest mathemaoticians of his time, yet his
Nobel Drize was for Hierature.

ical” carries con-

1 the word *"philosnphi

GODERFY HODGSON Isa former editor on
the L.ondon Sunday Times and coswihor of
An American Moiodrama,

lor - {rom theor-
dered Cumbridge of his youth to the wild
North Wales of his uid sge; for children: for
women lie wen married four times, but the
Iwn greal pessions of his life were for two
women he never married, Lady ttotine
Morrell and Lndy Consiance Malieson,
Y1, apurt from these six major at-
fichments, up Inio his seventics he was
forever fulling In love. Thrvugh be once
wrute (0 {tioiine that (ruth was the divinity

it hud mainly served, the sad fact seems 18
we that in bit demlings with women he was

¥
n..-—nnncm—umwn_r-
atmost aiweys casy fur Mim, snd aimost

wlways o pleasure.
alest compuisively deceltfid. He was "n) '
visnehie of writing to 8 mi now that Ronakd
de! Clark's lnbors ‘s

B hife in ive ey

Msting bow ntuch he missed her - aad 1oct
fully_spiting 10 mention shet saoihcr
winnan wis with him as be wrote.

Hix greniest passine, sfier all,’ \wes
perhups fur work. There were times wrhes
ven Ris supremety Muent intellect \was
blaked fur monthe, either by the sheer * dif-
fiwulty ol 1he 10k, 83 huppened when be s was
wriling Principi Mathrmatics, or —sahhop-

tened » hen '

private correspondence and, for part of his
life, 1 Ms journnt, thes 1v ge on thinking of
W ssasort

of 20(h-century Voltaire. a cheerfully
umoeal, rationalist wit whe had somehow
sirvived from the century of lights.

There was a dark backgrownd (o Mis (e
Iefjectout bighlights. Much of kis long e
wire Hved, and much of bis vast outpwt of

thuitnl obott kis theory of know ledge — byy the
feur e wn elaburate sireciure had bbeen
vrvcied om fonity loundations; yet werks was

woek n despair. More thas
mce, he said imaell, onty the fecting that
hix wirk W warth doing deterred him from
witicide.

There was dertwess In anotber senss, too.
Generosity of cherscter, lucidity of in-
whout he dd

- ftellect, coursge

were marred by pride, conceit, snobbery,
crueity In personal relations, sad & certala
persisient habit of uatruthfulness Iy mattirs

both personsl and political.
Men snd women Bever recover, they say,
rom o sbeence of love la early childhood.

to the
chifling legacy of thet childbood Lhat fasting
Inubility to reconclle hls intellect and his
emotions which made Russell’s iife, (or ail
its irlumphs, a tragedy. Certainly the tregic
recuerence of the Irrational In his story
reminds one of Horacs's line about how you

1], ure &, but she
keeps coming bock.

Just on 40, he gave up serious philosophy,
essentially for life, because he sensed — not
because it was proved to him — that
Wiltgenstein wouid destroy his work and
perhaps hls reputation. Just on 30, it seemed
that his sexual ife was about to come salely
into harbor, and that he would marry *‘Colet-
te" Malleson. Instesd he abruptly teft for
China with Dors Black, who became s se-
cond wife. With her he embarked on 8
generous but sbsurd venture iIn school

"'.f"rl-'iln Nm finsacially and condermned
him toyears of the most desperate hack jour-

nalism. Through sheer courage, and talent,
and work, he survived. Yet It Is impossibie
not o feel (hat his true vocation was 83 &
mathematicion and philosopher, !nLhet then

Ronakd Clark has desit honorably and
rvurugeously with this gigantic task. His
greatest weakness is that be does not sul- -

~ee = st4Yiciently explaid the exact nature of

Russell’s achicvement as a mathematiclon
und logiclan: he should have been willing w
rixk boring us more In order to makesurc we
waderstood the maest Important
achicvements of kis subject. The surface of
his prosc s marred by a tin ear for foise
e, und by occasionatly clumsy syntax.
In his muodest, conscientious way, he hus
enabled us 1o feet he force of the thing that
druwe Whis passionate logician, the thing
which, ia a love letter 10 Coletie he culled
**nut love of hute o pity of scoen, but the vety
hreuth of life, Nierce and coming (rom lar
uwwuy, bringing nto human fife the learful-
passionless force of non-human things.
1y was that which made Berirand Russel)
ssmething more thaa the sum of the great
phijosopher he way in Ms youthand the great
vrusader he became I Ris old nge: which
mande kis life, for aitigs flaws and comtrodic:
Tlows, ome 1 which after kis deaik atiention
~howid be puid, just us whes he was olive it
wever crossed aayone's mind 1o deny that be
Wi i Rreot nwe. a
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BALLOT

Ballot is in 2 parts. Part I is for all members. Part II is for Directors only.

Part I (for all members)

18 Directors are to be elected for 3-year terms starting L/L/9e.

Make a checkmark next to each of the 1@ candidates for whom you wish to cast
your vote. Information about the candidates is provided in (41).

( ) Thom Weidlich { ) Frank Page

{ ) Ramon Suzara ( ) Steve Maragides
( ) Warren Smith ( ) David Goldman

( ) Paul Schilpp () Milliam Fielding
{ ) Cherie Ruppe ( ) Jack Cowles

Part 1II (for Oirectors only)

Please make one checkmark on each line:

I approve of the Benares Plan. () Yes. ( ) No.
1 approve of having an Executive Committee. () Yes. ( ) No

A K

Comments are welcome, on any topic

Member's name optional date
Director's name required

Please remove this page and fold it according instructions on the other side.
It 1is addressed and needs no envelope. It needs a stamp (25¢ in the USA).
Must be postmarked before October 1, 1989
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