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oric of the Cold War is at last abandoned, it seems an appro-
priate time to examine an aspect of Bertrand Russell’s political
life and thought which has not been as well documented as, for
example, his activities in the First World War or the 1960s. In the
decade following the end of the Second World War Russell could,
with some justification, be accused of contributing to Cold War mis-
trust, and even of playing the role of a “Cold War Warrior”. Between
1945 and 1953 not only was Russell, as he himself later admitted, well
entrenched as part of the “Establishment”, but he was also actively
involved in denouncing Communism, Stalin, the Soviet Union, and at
times even the Russian people. Russell’s Cold War invective intruded
into his private letters, newspaper and magazine articles, public lec-
tures and some of his books during this period. For example, Whar is
Freedom? and What is Democracy?, whilst not the best remembered of
Russell's books, are illustrative of his vehement hatred of Stalin’s ré-
gime, and are of especial interest because they underwent small but
significant revisions after Stalin’s death. This brief survey of Russell’s
anti-Stalinism is, by necessity, highly selective, and has intentionally
focussed on some of Russell’s more extreme statements. A much more
comprehensive study would be necessary to analyze the overall signifi-
cance of Russell’s anti-Stalinism.
Russell’s political thought in the years immediately after the end of
the Second World War is dominated by what has been called his “pre-
ventative war phase”. His proposal that the Soviet Union should be
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ressured into signing the Baruch Plan for the international contr(?l of
; ns, was made on at least twelve separate occasions
pucear vaeap(:)mci 1949 and was, he later confessed, “the worst thing
Ezt‘:\er:: s:i?f’ This episode, characterized by controversy, dpr[;)p(;,szlj;
denials and counter-denials, and reasonably well dlscusl;e m)i’_com_
critics and commentators, has direct relevance to Russells a i-com-
munist rhetoric.® His prescient awareness of tl'm .staggcrmgeks gf o
tions of nuclear weapons led him to dcrfmnd, w1thln. two \Eve s of the
destruction of Hiroshima, th(; 3urgcnt implementation of some p
international control. o .
CedSlilrc: illl:t;irst World War Russell had always mauntame(kiit lwlngorl-l
ous belief in the long-term necessity of world govcmf{n}{.nt. o (())Lllgi-
this internationalism had been a central 'componenth o | uis(e)f ‘ ponti-
cal thought, it had remained at least until 1945, a;l the leve Cssﬁ)ﬂ fc-
cal ideal rather than a concrete pfoposal. In 1s'mo}rlc p simisti
moods, Russell had maintained that it would only la;rlsc t r0111§ Amer.
ican hegemony, and at all times he had argued that al wofr eg vern:
ment would only be effective if it possessed a mo'nogo y l;) wn cllaitim.ls
Suddenly with the dcvelopmer.lt of the atomic bomb, c;) ditions
had changed. Until 1949 the Iqmtcc.l States hz}d a rr.lonop(l)) grm i
new monstrous weapon. Despite h1§ very mixed v1e;avs la out both
American political ideology and practice, RussF:ll now ¢ cal: y lo ked fo
the United States for international leadership. From t Cri:: et be
accepted that international control Sf thc‘: bomb mi?; not:;nment in-
tarily. In October 1945 he wrote, “I think a wor %’(l)yhed ent s
premely important, and I do not expect to see it establs

‘ i “ Moral
1 The twelve occasions are set out in I E Stone, Bertrand Russell as a
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an element of compulsion.” Nevertheless, a month fol
United Nations debate on the Lilienthal-Acheson Plan (later incorpor-
ated into the Baruch Plan) Russell seemed optimistic that the develop-
ment of the bomb could have beneficial effects: “If the atomic bomb
shocks the nations into acquiescence in a system of making great wars
impossible, it will have been one of the greatest boons ever conferred
by science.”®

At time same time Stalin’s assertiveness, which first became appar-

ent at Yalta and Potsdam, was beginning to cast a dark shadow over
prospects for a stable peace. Within two months of the surrender of
Japan Russell publicly called for a defensive policy against Stalinism.”
His fear of the extension of the Soviet sphere of influence was not
groundless: Communist régimes became established in Bulgaria and
Albania in 1946, Poland in 1947, Czechoslovakia and Romania in
1948, and Hungary and East Germany in 1949. Also in 1949 the Com-
munist army finally defeated Nationalist forces in China.

In one sense Russell’s position appeared contradictory. Whilst con-
demning the spread of Communism in tones as forceful as Churchill’s
Iron Curtain speech, he still clung to the ideas of the Baruch Plan as a
means to world government and lasting peace. There is evidence that
Russell genuinely believed that Stalin would, at some point, acquiesce
to an International Atomic Development Authority-—especially if
some pressure was exerted. When it became clear that the Sovier
Union had no interest in the proposals, Russell became increasingly
despondent and vitriolic in his attitude towards Stalin’s Russia, Wit
ing to Einstein in November 1947, he claimed: “I have no hope of
reasonableness in the Soviet Government; I think the only hope of
peace (and that a slender one) lies in frightening Russia. ... Generally:
I'think it useless to make any attempt whatever to conciliate Russia,”®
Earlier that year he had written to Colette in Sweden complaining of
the unpopularity of his anti-Stalinist views amongst many of his
friends on the Left and declaring that ever since the end of the war he

lowing the

5 “Huthanity’s Last Chance”, Cavaleade, 7,
¢ “The Atomic Bomb and the Prevent
1946): 15—22.

; “Britain and Russia”, Manchester Guardian,
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had been as anti-Russian as anyone can be without being regarded as
insane.” '
A month before the Soviet blockade of Berlin in 1948, Russell
thought the conquest of Western Europe by the Red Army to be a
strong possibility. In an infamous letter to Walter Marscille, an Ameri-
can professor who shared Russell’s “preventative war” views, Russell
expressed the fear that following a Soviet invasion “practically the
whole educated population will be sent to Labour camps in N.E.
Siberia.” He argued that “Communism must be wiped out, and world
government must be established”: “... I do not think the Russians will
yield without war. I think all (including Stalin) are fatuous and ignor-
ant. But I hope I am wrong about this.”®° Today this reads as a par-
ody on McCarthy-inspired American anti-Communist fanaticism. But
it was not. The letter was later published by Marseille—provoking an
angry response from Russell who claimed such views had been
expressed in private and were not intended for publication.” Never-
theless, both publicly and privately, Russell was, by now, unequivocal-
ly fighting as a propagandist on the side of the West in the Cold War.
In 1948 he advised Colette not to stay long in Sweden, otherwise the
Russians would get her.” In the same year he was invited by the Bri-
cish Council to deliver a series of political lectures in Oslo and Trond-
heim. The latter is best remembered for the near-fatal flying-boat acci-
dent that Russell was involved in. In his autobiography Russell claims
that he was sent to “Norway in the hope of inducing Norwegians to
join an alliance against Russia”.3 He supported the establishment of
NATO in 1949 and argued that the present Russian government was
“in the fullest sense of the word, imperialistic’—in contrast to
America, which “has never been imperialistic.”™# This contradicted
Russell’s long-held distrust of American foreign policy, which, for

9 Letter to Colette O'Niel, 20 Feb. 1947 (RA Rec. Acg. 596).

1 Letter to Walter Marseille, s May 1948 (RA1 410).

1 “3948 Russell vs. 1954 Russell”, Saturday Review, 37, no. 42 (16 Oct. 1954): 25-6.

1 Letter to Colette O’Niel, 17 March 1948.

1B Auto. 3: 21. Clark suggests that Russell’s explanation of the Norway visit was not
entirely correct (pp. 502-3)-

14 “Atomic Energy and the Problem of Europe”, verbatim transcript of Russells
address to Westminster School, 20 Nov. 1948, Nineteenth Century and After, 145 (Jan.

1949): 39-43.
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example, he had expressed in strong terms i i
bcflf.)}?lc his. pringipal political conccgm in thlen 119962(?5’.‘?nd which was co
¢ testing of an atomic device by the Sovi ion i
th'e equation on which Russell’s carlin rcasf)(:;f; Eaf:iml;lcéﬁ L949dUPSCt
wnh.orlléc or two exceptions he ceased to argue for preventatijz:e : ar}d
Rubhc. However, his dislike and distrust of the Soviet Uniorvlv con.
tinued unaba.ted. In his autobiography he relates how, after rec tving
tbe Nf)bcl Pnzc. for Literature in 1950, he discussed intcrnationale “’“11_8
tics with thc. King of Sweden and approved of the King’s idea of IEIO .
dic Pflct ;%axr}st the Russians (Auzo. 3: 31). Russophobia also intrudoerc—l
;);:;s.:;)n y into some of his more general books written at this
In December 1951 Russell received a request fro i i

htcrary»agenF writing on behalf of Stepheanatts, erc?itcc):rocl:;1 tl\:ev l‘?I;le’ka
ground” series of books published by the Batchworth Press Tﬁc .
small b_ooks, generally of about forty pages, and selling for 15 6d w e
?ccordmg to the publishers, intended “to provide ordina. .’coeic’
mtereste.d in what is going on in the world today, with sgns b pl:,
ground information about events, institutions and ideas”. The v: Cr !
in_part, financed by special funds made available by. the };Sritc' c};
Foreign Office to facilitate the publication of arguments against Co;;
munism on a wide scale. Russell had already contributed an essa t—
an eatlier vqlume on Why Communism Must Fail® Wintle }Ic 3
Russell to write on What Is Freedom? and enclosed a memoranduarrsx \
the .proposed contents of the pamphlet. He suggested that the co(:lIj
(f:lusmn would “accept the proposition that the prospects of human
reedom are better outside Marxism-Leninism-Stalinism, and 1d
develop arguments to show why this is s0.”% It was n:)t unkvlvlou
for .Russell to write such pre-planned books: Roads to Freedom o an
carlier example, but What Is Freedom? may well have been t}zasﬁ?s:

% “Socialism and Liberal Ideals” 1 7
oot eals”, English Review, 30 (May-June 1920): 449-ss,

16
One exception is “I i : »
1950): 6—9. ption is “Is a Third World War Inevitable?”, World Horizon, 1 (March

7 See New H”Pﬂfbr a Changi
’ ging World (London: All :
bealmpact of Science on Society (London: Allen ag'bnwie: fc [;nwm, 1951), p. 9, and
London: Batchworth P, 19s1. » 1953), p. 108.

¥ Colin Wintle to Russell, 12 Dec. 1951 (RA1 410).
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instance of a publisher suggesting a specific ideological position to
Russell. It was no doubt a considerable publishing scoop for Batch-
worth considering the long-standing cooperation between Russell and
Unwin. What Is Freedom? was published in 1952, and the following
year Russell was asked by Wintle to write a similar book on What Is
Democracy? The tone of the book was suggested by Watts represented
by Wintle: “the conclusion might be, in effect, that however.faulty
Western democracy is, it is in practice at least not the negation of
everything we mean by the word, as is the Communist version.”
Russell’s speedy response in writing these books is indicative not only
of his anti-Communist position, but also of a desire to contribute to a
more balanced critique of Communism to offset American fanaticism,
He had experienced the early days of McCarthyism in the United
States in 1950 and 1951, and in an interview given in New York in 1951
he had argued that “you have got to leave room in the anti-Commu-
nist camp for people who want reform.”

On the whole, the two Background books do reflect a more bal-
anced approach to anti-Communist propaganda than some of Russell’s
carlier fulminations. When theorizing about the meaning of freedom,
he accepts that there is a high degree of intolerance in the West as
well as the East, although the limitation of freedom is by far at its
worst in the Ussr. He accepts that lzissez-faire principles have failed to
secure economic freedom, but on the other hand “socialism in the
Russian form does far more to destroy it than was done by capitalism
even in its most ruthless days.”** He admits that both the FB1 and
the Russian secret police restrict personal and ideological liberty,
although again the Soviet example is more extreme. National_ism‘, he
argues, is one of the greatest threats to freedom, and the Russians’
belief in Communism and the Americans’ belief in democracy are
largely “cloaks for nationalism” (p. 30). Russell also warns that there is
a danger of other nations becoming so obsessed by the “Russian Men-
ace” that they neglect their own freedoms. In What Is Democracy?
Russell claims that whilst the Russian use of the term “democracy” is
“shameless”, the witch-hunts in America have also reduced the

20 Wintle to Russell, 17 Feb. 1953.
2 Cited in BRA 2: 28.
22 What Is Freedom? (London: Batchworth P, 1952), p. 14.
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accountability of the government to the public. He also returns to an
old idea of his, first expressed thirty years earlier, that democracy
cannot work amongst “uncivilized people” or where there is a high
proportion of mixed groups which hate each other. In a more equivo-
cal mood Russell asserts that the West must make the world safe for
democracy.

Interspersed with Russell’s more balanced reasoning are outbursts of
indignant condemnation more typical of mainstream anti-Communist
propaganda. Russell clearly saw himself as a key spokesman in an ideo-
logical conflict, arguing that “those who have kept alive a knowledge
of what it is that makes us prefer Western systems to that of Russia
are doing something absolutely necessary to the victory of what they
value” (What Is Freedom?, p. 32). He stresses that the intellectual free-
doms present in the West are absent in the East. Despite his teaching
experiences in America, including the famous judgment by Justice
McGeehan, he nevertheless feels able to state that in “the realm of
science the correct intellectual attitude is taught in the West” (ibid).
Russell considers Stalin’s foreign policy to be reminiscent of the Czar's
and a constant source of danger to Western nations. It is motivated by
the political passions which Russell had always claimed to be most
dangerous: “a fanatical creed”, “a possibility of glory” and “the sheer
lust for power”.” Writing before the full extent of Stalin’s tyranny
became apparent, Russell argued that in the matter of liberty, “Soviet
Russia is worse than even Nazi Germany” (What Is Freedom?, p. 22).
Russell claimed that if a Third World War comes about, it will be
caused by Russian aggression, and in a slightly modified version of his
catlier position he argued, “I would resist, at almost any cost, the
extension of Soviet tyranny to the Western world; and so long as this
menace hangs over us, liberty must have very definite limits” (p. 27).
It is, he claimed, up to the Russians to force war upon the West, if
they so decide, and if so, the West “must accept the challenge at what-
ever cost” (What Is Democracy?, p. 39). Russell argued that the only
chance for the improvement in East—West relations lies in reform east
of the Iron Curtain. Whilst Communism remains an aggressive ideol-
ogy, the West must maintain a “defensive hostility to such a Power in

*3 What Is Democracy? (London: Batchworth P, 1953), pp. 18-19.
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order to preserve national liberty” (Whar Is Freedom?, p. 30).

It could be argued that these writings demonstrate that not only
had Russell abandoned his usual style of political analysis, but that he
had also retreated from his socialist radicalism of the post-World War
I period, in favour of the defence of Western values above all else,
This is not to say that Russell was ever overtly pro-Communist; his
views on Communism and Marxism are riddled with confusion, a
certain amount of misunderstanding and a fair degree of contradic-
tion. His visits to Germany in 1895 had left him critical of the ideo-
logical base of Marxism, and these trips were followed rapidly by his
rejection of idealist philosophy. From then onwards he remained,
almost throughout his life, an opponent of Marxist political and econ-
omic philosophy.2# But his reaction to the Bolshevik Revolution was
hardly unequivocal. Later, during his 1947 correspondcnce. with
Einstein, he argued that he had come to his wholly negative view of
the Soviet Union when in Russia in 1920, and that all that had hap-
pened since had made him feel more certain that he was right.* This
retrospective gloss was, however, a rather simplified version of his
carlier position as developed in The Practice and Theory of Bolshevism
(1920), where he expressed quite mixed views about Russian Commu-
nism and accepted that Communism may be a more appropriate form
of development for “backward nations”. This notion was reiterated in
* The Prospects for Industrial Civilization (1923). Nevertheless anti-
Stalinism was not a central component of Russell’s political writing.
The excesses of the régime were not so widely known at this time, and
after the outbreak of the Second World War, Russell’s growing hatred
of the régime was, for patriotic reasons, confined to personal let-
ters.?6

A few years after Russell’s most outspoken anti-Soviet activity, the
sociologist Irving Horowitz wrote an article on Russell’s pacifism in

24 One notable exception was in a preface to a series of lectures he gave in China
in 1921. See ““Science of Social Structure’: Bertrand Russell as Communist and Marx-
ist”, ed. R. Harrison, Russell, n.s. 9 (1989): 5-6.

35 Letter to Einstein, 24 Nov. 1947 (RA1 710). .

26 See Russell’s letter to Gilbert Murray, 18 Jan. 1941: “I have no doubt thac the
Soviet Government is even wotse than Hitler’s, and it will be a misfortune if it sur-
vives” (copy in RA Rec. Acq. 71).
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which he argued that even in his most radical period during the First
World War, Russell was critical of the socialist alternative to war. He
claims that later Russell came “more and more to see the beauties of
laisser faire liberalism and the horrors of collectivism” and that “his
return to the orthodox fold which originally nurtured him was happily
received.” To understand Russell, argues Horowitz, “one cannot over-
look his station as a foremost spokesman. for the imperial lion.”?
Horowitzs first criticism is surely incorrect: much of Russell’s early
political thought was precisely an examination of socialist ideas in a
pacifist context. Similarly, his argument that Russell abandoned rad-
icalism and socialism needs to be examined critically—especially in the
context of Russell's Cold War writings.

Russell’s political thought often defies attempts at classification.
Whilst a number of key political ideals remain central, his political
writings are often characterized by their eclecticism and contextualism.
This period is a case in point. At the same time that Russell was advo-
cating preventative war he was calling for industrial democracy in
Authority and the Individual and updating his eatlier radical ideas with
warnings about uncontrolled growth and destruction of the environ-
ment.?® Whilst his readership could be forgiven for thinking that he
had conflated his criticism of socialism and Communism, this was not
the case. In Whar Is Freedom? he praised the greater economic equality
facilitated by the British Labour Party, and in What Is Democracy? he
called for participatory democracy based on ideological and occupa-
tional rather than geographical constituencies. He also argued for a
return to the principles of both Guild Socialism and French Syndical-
ism, which, since the advent of state socialism in the Soviet Union,
had, regrettably, been neglected by socialist theorists: “It is time to
revive the aims which progressive people set before themselves in the
days before the Russian Revolution. It is only in so far as this is done
that Western democracy can be sure of remaining democratic” (p. 28).

Horowitz’s other contention, that Russell had become part of the
establishment at this time, is one that Russell himself later admitted.
“By the early part of 1949,” wrote Russell, “I had become so respect-

* 1. L. Horowitz, “Bertrand Russell on War and Peace”, Science and Society, 21
(1957): 32.
28 “Dangers of State Power”, The Listener, 37 (13 Feb. 1947): 281—2.
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able in the eyes of the Establishment that it was felt that I, too, should
be given the 0.M.” (Auro. 3: 26). Towards the end of the Second
World War both he and Harold Laski lectured to British servicemen,
and Russell was also guest lecturer at the Imperial Defence College
between 1947 and 1952. In addition to his trip to Norway in 1948 he
was invited to Australia in 1950, where he lectured at various univer-
sities on “subjects connected with the Cold War”.?

His renown and aristocratic ancestry combined with his new-found
popularity as a broadcaster and the success of his History of Western
Philosophy, all contributed to the image of Russell as a respected, if
rather mischievous, elder statesman. Russell claimed, no doubt racher
tongue-in-cheek, that this new role worried him, as he feared respect-
ability could easily lead to blind orthodoxy (Auto. 3: 31). This respect-
ability cannot be seen as a prime cause of his anti-Communism, but it
certainly contributed to his appeal to some publishers and newspaper
editors.

In all Russell’s political writings of this period the personality of
Stalin casts a permanent shadow on the prospects of wotld peace. One
of Russell’s arguments against the Marxist interpretation of history had
always been that it devalued the importance of the individual political
actor. History would have been very different, he often argued, had—
for example—Bismark never lived. The same applied to Stalin. Russell
believed him to be the reincarnation of Ivan the Terrible: insane, and
totally evil3° This contrasts with Russell’s views on Lenin and Trot-
sky, which at this time appear less negative than those expressed in
Practice and Theory of Bolshevism in 1920.3' The period around Stal-
in’s death was one of dramatic changes which included the testing of a

29 Auto. 3: 26. Clark suggests that Russell described his activities at this time as
“globe-trotting for the Foreign Office” (p. s04).

3° See interview with Belfrage cited in fn. 1, and “Stalin’s Nightmare” in Nighs-
mares of Eminent Persons (1954). See also “Frygt-balance giver ingen sikkerhed”, Politi-
ken, Copenhagen, 6 Sept. 1959, pp. 29-30—in an interview with Elias Bredsdorff
Russell claims “not for one moment am I in any doubt that Russia would have
accepted the Baruch Plan at that time if Stalin had been in his right mind” (as report-

ed by Bredsdorfl: jeg er ikke et pjeblik i tvivl om, at Rusland dengang ville have .

akcepteret Baruch-planen, hvis Stalin havde varet ved sine fulde fem”).
3t See New Hopes for a Changing World, p. 123, and “Trotsky’s Tragedy” (review of
Deutscher’s The Prophet Armed), The Observer, 21 March 1954, p. 8.
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British atomic device in 1952, the end of the Korean War in 1953, and
most significantly, in the same year, the successful testing of a thermo-
nuclear weapon by the United States. The discovery of the hydrogen
bomb had a huge impact on Russell’s political thought, and thus it is
hard to isolate Stalin’s death as being the single most important factor
in Russell’s transition at this time. Nevertheless it is instructive to note
the speed with which Russell changed his position on the Soviet
Union following the death of Stalin.

In his autobiography Russell claimed: “I rejoiced mightily in that
event, since I felt Stalin to be as wicked as one man could be and the
root evil of most of the misery and terror in, and threatened by, Rus-
sia? (Auro. 3: 20). He was asked by the BBC to deliver a lecture on
Stalin. In “Stalin’s Legacy” he condemned Stalin’s régime so vehe-
mently that the talk was never broadcast. However, in “A New Rus-
sian Policy” broadcast by the BBc’s Eastern Service in 1953, Russell
was mote positive, expressing the hope that a solution could be
reached over the Berlin problem, that the pace of collectivization
could be slackened, and that there could be more religious toleration.
By 1954 Russell felt able to say in a published essay that “there are
signs that in the course of time the Russian regime will become more
liberal” in the Soviet Union, and that the best weapon against Com-
munism was not war but the reduction of poverty and hatred east of
the Iron Curtain.3* At the end of 1954 Russell made his historic broad-
cast on “Man’s Peril from the Hydrogen Bomb” and became increas-
ingly involved in mobilizing opinion amongst scientists against nuclear
weapons and Cold War fanaticism. Even before Khrushchev’s “secret
speech” in 1956, Russell claimed that there had been genuine liberaliz-
ation in the Soviet Union.® In a private letter he argued for a more
balanced view of the Ussr, claiming that “I think that progressives
throughout the Western World have been led down blind alleys by
sycophantic adulation or fanatical hatred of the Soviet Govern-
ment.”34

The efforts of Russell and Einstein to mobilize scientists of both

* “Why I Am Not a Communist” in PM, p. 213 (originally in Why I Opposed
Communism [London: Batchworth B, 1954]).

3 See interview with Belfrage cited in fn. 1.

34 Letter to Corliss Lamont, 8§ June 1956 (copy in RA Rec. Acq. 17)).

————— — . e




78 STEPHEN HAYHURST

East and West against nuclear weapons met a setback in 1956 when
Soviet troops suppressed the Hungarian revolt. Russell’s response was
muted. He explained in his autobiography that whilst he was opposed
to the invasion, he concentrated his efforts on criticizing British
adventurism in Suez, and that there were already plenty of people
“fulminating” over Hungary. This was no doubt true, but it is doubt-
ful that Russell would have taken such a position had Stalin still been
alive. Russell’s famous correspondence with Khrushchev and Dulles
via the pages of the New Statesman in 1957-58 did not provide much
ground for optimism about an improvement of East-West relations,
but showed the United States to be more intransigent than the Soviet
Union. It is possible to trace a growing distrust of America in Russell’s
writings in the late 1950s. In his autobiography he admitted that:

later T was brought around to being more favourable to communism by the
death of Stalin in 1953 and by the Bikini test in 1954; and I came gradually to
attribute, more and more, the danger of nuclear war to the West, to the
United States of America, and less to Russia. (Auto. 3: 20)

This is reflected in the alterations Russell made to What Is Freedom?
and What Is Democracy? In 1960 Stanley Unwin wrote to Russell con-
cerning the inclusion of the two pamphlets in a new collection of
essays, and suggesting certain revisions. Alterations to Russell’s books
were usually confined to writing new introductions, but in this case
Russell accepted Unwin’s suggestions: :

if they are to be reprinted, they will require considerable alteration. They
were written when Stalin and McCarthy were both going strong. They say
many things against Russia which, even when true, I no longer think it useful
to say.3

Many of the general criticisms of the Russian régime were revised to
retrospective condemnations of Stalinism. Russell qualified his argu-
ment that Russian aggression would be the cause of the next world
war, and omitted several more extreme statements, including the com-
parison of Stalin and Hitler. Russell also inserted several passages to

3 Letter to Stanley Unwin, 27 Aug. 1960 (RA1 410).
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reinforce the idea that freedom and democracy were vulnerable
throughout the world, not just in the ussr. Some of the alterations
have the appearance of having been made in a hurry. Some paragraphs
no longer follow where previous ones have been omitted, and in one
instance Russell wrote as if Stalin were still alive.36 In Whaz Iy Free-
dom? Russell made a curious alteration, replacing the phrase, “the per-
centage difference between rich and poor is greater in modern Russia
than in any other civilized country” with “the percentage difference
between generals and privates is greater in modern Russia than'in any
other civilized country” (Fact and Fiction, pp. 64-5). It is not clear
from this that Russell believed Khrushchev’s reforms had resulted in
‘significant economic changes, but it is indicative of his desire to separ-
ate himself from the Cold War thetoric he had indulged in earlier.3”
Russell’s anti-Stalinist rhetoric in the 1950s coincided with popular
feeling both in America and, to a lesser extent, Britain. It also coin-
cided with Russell’s “period of respectability”. For once, the British
and American governments found Russell’s skill as a writer and publi-
cist useful. In the brief period after the end of the Second World War
and up until the death of Stalin, Russell found himself playing an
uncharacteristic role. Later, especially after his involvement in the
drama of the Cuban Missile Crisis, he came to an increasingly favour-
able view of the Russian leadership. In 1962, with characteristic defini-
tiveness, he claimed that the ussr had “come to desire peace above
everything.”® Soon after, Russell became involved in the campaign
against American involvement in Vietnam: his anti-American rhetoric
exceeded his earlier anti-Stalinism in both its intensity and impact.

3 What Is Freedom? in Fact and Fiction (London: Allen & Unwin, 1961), p. 63.

37 [He may have made the change as a result of a letter from M. Francis of 16
Sept. 1960 (RA 720), who wrote that Russell had made the statement in a unidenti-
ﬁed broadcast. He replied: “I think it is probable that as applied to a few very very
tich people in the West my statement may not have been correct. What I was think-
ing of was some statistics I saw as to such matters as the percentage difference berween
the. salary of a general and pay of a private which, it appeared, was considerably great-
er in Russia than in Britain or America. I am sorry that I no longer have the docu-
ment from which I extracted this fact and many others of a like nature, but I do think
that I ought to have made a proviso excluding the very few super-rich” (26 Nov.). He
did :wt send Unwin the “copy” for Fact and Fiction until 9 Jan. 1961.—Ed.]

% Unarmed Victory (Harmondsworth, Middlesex: Penguin Books, 1963), p. 115.
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APPENDIX:
SOME ALTERATIONS MADE BY RUSSELL TO
What Is Freedom? AND What Is Democracy?

bers refer to pages and lines in the Batchwqrth Press edmpns
’(I;lc;l: fgr.sz.zlll;;r,lThc second nputgxbers refer to the pages and lines of the t}rlevmed
editions published in Fact and Fiction (fn. 36): Words or Phrascs ; atdare
italicized in the passages quoted from the first editions were either replaced or
deleted in the second editions. Replacements are shown in brackets or at the
end of the note, and deletions are matked by the term “omiTTED”. Curly
brackets are used for my interpolations.

What Is Freedom?

15: 2—4 | do not think that there has ever in past l}istory been so litde fre.c-

dom anywhere as there is in present day Russia. ] 56:33—57: 2 was in
’s Russia. ‘

I6:SIt8all7fl7.S II;ut there is a real danger lest, terrified, hypnotised.and fasc‘lj?ated
by the Soviet menace, [58: 115 such a menace,] other nations sho d’ so
completely forget the value of mental freedom as to share in the stagnation
which must inevitably befall the Soviet State if it persists in iis present form.]
58: 1718 a State which has suppressed indl‘v1c_lual initiative. .

22: 7-15 In the matter of liberty, Soviet Russia is posm'vely worse sfm everi
Nazi Germany. Nazi Germany permitted a certain amount of trave
abroad, and also allowed foreigners to travel in Germany if there was no
special objection to them. The Russian government allows no Russian to
escape, not even the wives of foreigners. Foreigners are admitted to ngsm
only if the Russians consider them harmless or gullible, and are allowed to
see only what the Soviet government thinks good for them. ] OMITTED

22: 1621 Control of all forms of publicity is so absolute that the most fantas-:

tic beliefs about Western countries are practically unive.rsal. If you tell an
inhabitant of Moscow that there are underground .rallways in Western
cities, he looks at you with indignation or pity accordl{lg as he thinks that
you are attempting to deceive him or are.yourself dccgvcd. ] OMITTED

24: 25 The percentage difference between rich and poor is greater in modern
Russia than in any other civilised country. ] 65: 1 gex_lcrals and privates

27: 22—5 | would resist, at almost any cost, the extension of the Soviet tyr-
anny to the Western world; and §o,long as this menace hangs over us,
liberty must have very definite limits. ] OMITTED o

30: 13-16 All this {the difference of behaviour in private life and in interna-
tional relations} is very relevant to the subject of liberty, beFau§e the most
serious interferences with liberty in the modern world are justified by the
fear of war, and the risk of war is mainly due to nationalism. ] OMITTED

Russell’s Anti-Communise Rbetoric 81

30: 31~5 So long as there is a great Power imbued with aggressive imperialism,
there has to be defensive hostility to such a Power in order to preserve
national liberty. But in the preservation of national liberty in such circum-
stances individual liberty inevitably suffers. ] oMITTED

32: 28-32 What the West stands for fundamentally is the belief that govern-
ments exist for the sake of individuals, not individuals for the sake of
governments. It is this principle that is at stake. / cannor imagine one of
greaser importance to the future of the human race. | OMITTED

What is Democracy?

7: 20— It must be said that the present Russian use of the word democracy 7
quite exceptionally shameless | 74: 12 diverges widely from previous usage

12: 45 It {terror} #s of course very dominant in modern Russia 1 78: 9 It was,
at first,

18: 18—22 In Czarist Russia the Old Believers suffered persecution of greater
or less intensity until the revolution. Since the revolution [84: 2, uniil
Stalin’s death,] every deviation from Communist orthodoxy, however
minute, has exposed the deviators to death or life-long torture. ] 84: 3
exposed

18: 31-19: 3 Consider the motives which make the Russian Government such
a source of danger to Western countries [84: 14 and vice versa.]. These are
of various sorts. There is first (84: 15 , on both sides,] a fanatical creed
which it is thought desirable to spread. There is next a possibility of glory.
And perhaps more powerful than either of these there is the sheer lust for
power.

19: 19~23 If a third world war should break out—which Heaven forbid—it is
clear that the unfriendliness and aggressiveness of Russian policy ever since
1945 will have been zhe [85: 2 a] main cause, whatever may be the final
spark that brings the explosion.

24: s—10 But almost every state is more anxious for victory than for peace.
This evil cannot be remedied while the present East—West tension con-
tinues, but we may perhaps hope—though at the moment the hope seems
Utopian—that at a future date the nations will agree to abstain from
teaching the belief in each other’s wickedness. ] OMITTED

32: 1921 The Russian Government thinks it hnows (952 31 Stalin thought he
knew] more about genetics than any geneticist, and those who venture to
disagree suffer very extreme penalties, | 95: 32 suffered

38: 201 Is this advance {of science} to be brought to an end by an obscu-
rantist Eastern tyranny } 1or1: 3 tyranny

38: 2734 For this reason, although no-one can deny that war mighe be
forced upon the Western nations, a sane man will feel that war, even
successful war, [1o1: fn. The H-bomb has made successful war impossible.]-
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would involve a great loss and a very serious set-back in all matters as to
which the West is in advance of the rest of mankind. Perhaps if we have
sufficient patience, the time will come when the countries on the other
side of the Iron Curtain will decide to liberalize their régime. ] 1o1: fn. To
a considerable extent, this has happened since Stalins death.

39: 10-12 It is open to the Russians, if they so decide, to force war upon us, and,
if so we must accept the challenge at whatever cost, but we shall not be wise
if we, realizing what is evil in the Communist system, ourselves encourage
a war. ] 101: 27 OMITTED

39: 1317 The chance of gradual improvement east of the Iron Curtain may,
for the moment, seem slight, but it exists, and so long as it exists it is our
duty to remember the best of the possibilities offered by our distracted
world. ] 1o1: 30 precarious





